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GULF OF MEXICO FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 

ONE HUNDRED AND TWENTY-SEVENTH MEETING 

SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 

JULY 12-15,1993 

The one hundred and twenty-seventh meeting of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council was called 
to order by Chairman Philip Horn at 8:30 a.m., July 14, 1993. Council members in attendance were: 

VOTING MEMBERS 

David Anthony 
Jane Black 
Julius Collins 
Frank Fisher 
Joe Gill 
Philip Horn 
James Jenkins 
Albert King 
William Lindall (designee for Andrew Kemmerer) 
Russell Nelson 
H. Gilmer Nix 
William Perret 
L. Don Perkins 
Ralph Rayburn (designee for Andrew Sansom) 
Robert Shipp 
Walter Tatum (designee for Vernon Minton) 
Thomas Wallin 

NONVOTING MEMBERS 

RADM James Card 
Conrad Fjetland (designee for James Pulliam) 
LCDR Mark Johnson (designee for RADM James Card) 
Larry Simpson 

Florida 
Louisiana - .  

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

U. S. Coast Guard, 8th District 
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
U.S. Coast Guard, 8th District 
Gulf States Marine Fisheries 

Commission 





STAFF 

Wayne Swingle 
Terrance Leary 
Tony Lamberte 
Steven Atran 
Cathy Readinger 
John Pedrick 
Julie Krebs 
Camilla Moyer 

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

OTHER PARTICIPANTS 

Susan Shipman, Council Chairman, South Atlantic Fishery Management Council, Charleston, South Carolina 
Jane DiCosimo, South Atlantic Fishery Management Council Staff, Charleston, South Carolina 
Kay Williams, Save America's Seafood Industry, Pascagoula, Mississippi 
Linda Johnson, Do You Care Coalition, Kenner, Louisiana 
Dwight Smith, Blessing, Texas 
Sam Hallmark, Matagorda, Texas 
Kenneth Gibby, Matagorda, Texas 
Norman McCarty, Port Isabel, Texas 
Matt Murphy, Port Isabel, Texas 
Vernon Tauro, Corpus Christi, Texas 
Jodi Cassell, World Wildlife Fund, Washington, D. C. 
John Staroves, San Antonio, Texas 
Hal Osburn, Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, Austin, Texas 
Patricia Porter, Galveston, Texas 
Marie Christensen, Santa Fe, Texas 
John Williams, Williams Party Boats, Texas City, Texas 
Jean Williams, Save America's Seafood Industry, Pascagoula, Mississippi 
Richard Tillman, Aransas Pass, Texas 
Barry Irwin, North Atlantic Seafood, Ingleside, Texas 
Kenneth Howard, Commercial Reef Fisherman of Texas, Pt. Comfort, Texas 
Robert Stauber, Palacios, Texas 
W i a  Anderson, Aransas Pass, Texas 
Joseph Powers, Southeast Fisheries Science Center, Miami, Florida 
Pete Aparicio, Victoria, Texas 
Isaac Aparicio, Victoria, Texas 

o Ado~tion of Agenda 

Mr. Swingle stated there were two items to be added to the other business portion of the agenda. One 
concerned permitting an offshore aquaculture facility and the other item was in regard to altering the date for 
the September 1994, Council meeting. Mr. Perret asked Council to include a brief discussion of jewfish 
following the Reef Fish Committee Report (Item V). He also requested a discussion of cooperative law 
enforcement between the Gulf states to follow the Law Enforcement Reports (Item XIII). The agenda was 
adopted as modified. 





o A~uroval of Minutes 

The minutes Gulf Council meeting held in Tampa, Florida, on May 12-12, 1993, were approved with the 
following changes: page 10, bottom paragraph, first sentence "OFF Bandit Business" was corrected to read 
"our family business"; page 11, middle paragraph, "origin" was changed to "LORAN"; aud page 41, second 
paragraph, third sentence, the word "than" was inserted between "other those". 

At Mr. Tatum's suggestion a moment of silence was observed in remembrance of Mr. B. J. Putnam, who had 
recently passed away. Mr. Rayburn then recommended that a suitable letter of condolence from the Council 
be sent to Mr. Putnam's widow. 

o Public Testimony 

King Mackerel Commercial T r i ~  Limits for Florida 

There was no testimony on this issue. 

Draft Reef Fish Amendment 7 

Linda Johnson, Kenner, Louisiana, representing her family, felt that before any management changes were 
implemented, a complete socioeconomic impact review was necessary. She noted that she had been involved 
in a serious automobile accident when en route to a reef fish workshop and that, subsequently, their 77-foot 
red snapper fishing vessel had sunk 65 miles offshore. The six-man crew had been able to launch a raft and 
were taken aboard a privately-owned boat. However, the fishing vessel had not been insured, and- Mrs. 
Johnson maintained that 75 percent of the fishing fleet were now unable to afford to insure their boats. She 
felt the recreational fishery was being given preferential treatment by being allowed to fish a bag limit but not 
required to account for poundage. She stressed that the fishing industry was opposed to an ITQ system and 
felt present red snapper data were unreliable. She spoke in support of a closed season and a reasonable quota 
of fish. Mr. King asked how Mrs. Johnson and others in the commercial fishery she had spoken to felt about 
the 1994 requirement to raise the red snapper size limit to 14 inches. Mrs. Johnson responded that there was 
strong opposition to this action. She contended that, if a red snapper was caught in deep water and brought 
to the surface, it would die and would be eaten by predators if discarded, which was a great waste of resource. 
She advocated a firm and unchanging management policy, backed by reliable information. 

Mr. Collins asked Mrs. Johnson's opinion of the condition of the red snapper stock. Mrs. Johnson maintained 
that approximately 7 million pounds of red snapper were landed in 1990, though most of this was 
undocumented due to the withholding of catch information by participants in the fishery. The fleet now 
consisted of 130 boats, and 54 of these vessels accounted for the majority of fish harvested. The 3 million- 
pound quota was harvested in 91 days, despite losing over 30 fishing days due to inclement weather. She felt 
the red snapper stock was abundant. Dr. Shipp asked if Mrs. Johnson's objections to an ITQ system were 
mainly related to economic rent and uncertainty about the stability of management practices. Mrs. Johnson 
responded she anticipated problems if historic fishermen were not guaranteed a fair share of the quota and 
freedom to sell fish without undue restrictions. She stated there were so many variables within the proposed 
ITQ system she could not envision how they could al l  be resolved. Dr. Anthony asked how a discrepancy of 
7 million pounds versus 2.5 million pounds harvested in 1990 could be explained. Mrs. Johnson replied 1990 
was the first year a quota was assigned to red snapper and reporting was sporadic, due partly to fear and/or 
dealers who were not contacted. Mr. Perret asked for suggestions in managing the fishery. Mrs. Johnson 
recommended ceasing to assume the resource was in danger, implementing open and closed seasons, and 
letting the economy rule the fishery. She suggested opening the season February through April, and 
September, October and November, and closing the remaining months of the year. Mr. Perret asked, 
recognizing that Council must allot only 3 million pounds for the commercial quota, what would Mrs. Johnson 
recommend? She suggested a 2,000-pound trip limit, with the endorsement system remaining in effect. 





'! Sam Hallmark, Matagorda, Texas, opposed an ITQ system and stated he had not received an endorsement 
the previous year. He asked if an appeals board or extending catch record requirements to additional years 
was included in future plans. Mr. Horn responded this had not been recommended to the Council by the Reef 
Fish Management Committee for the upcoming year. However, this issue would be addressed at the present 
Council meeting. Mr. Perret asked if Mr. Hallmark would support closing the season during the summer 
months and December-January. Mr. Hallmark replied that, when the season was closed, red snapper tended 
to group together and were easy prey for recreational fishermen, who caught and often sold them to 
restaurants or dealers. Mr. Wallii asked why Mr. Hallmark had not qualified for an endorsement. Mr. 
Hallmark replied he had a heart attack in 1989 and could not fish in 1990 and 1991. His was one of 24 boats 
which did qualify in 1992. Previous to his illness he had done both commercial fishing and charterboat fshing. 
Mrs. Black asked if he was ever able to make more than one trip per day. Mr. Hallmark replied negatively. 

Kay Williams, Pascagoula, Mississippi, Reef Fish Chairman for Save America's Seafood Industry (SASI), and 
a member of the Reef Fish Advisory Panel and Red Snapper Ad Hoc Panel. Mrs. Williams asked the Council 
to consult the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act before making decisions. Specifically, 
in regard to present participation in the fishery, historical fishing practices in, and dependency on the fishery. 
She represented historical fishermen who were not vessel owners. They were self-employed, and leased their 
vessel, paying the boat owner a percentage of their catch. These individuals must pay their own social security 
and estimated taxes, and receive no benefits, in a way similar to owner-operators. She recommended, if an 
ITQ system were adopted, that vessel owners and their captains each be granted 50 percent of the shares 
accruing to the vessel. Mrs. Williams stressed that, if the owner should sell his boat, the captain would then 
be protected and not lose his access to the fishery. She emphasized that many of these captains had worked 
from twenty to thirty years in the fishery. Dr. Nelson asked if these individuals would be able to produce tax 
records and proofs of species caught. Mrs. Williams responded that share slips recorded poundage, species 
caught, prices, percentage allotted to boats, etc. Federal tax records were also available for documentation 
purposes. As the ITQ system was currently presented, SASI opposed it, since they would be excluded from 

! 
the fishery. Mr. Rayburn asked if written contracts were issued between the owners and charterboat captains 
of a vessel. Mrs. Williams replied there was no written agreement between vessel owners and captains who 
were leasing the vessels. The captains decided when they would fish, and the owner received a percentage of 
profits from the harvested fish. Mr. Rayburn inquired if the captain paid social security and income taxes for 
the crew members. Mrs. Williams responded the each member of the crew was responsible for paying their 
own social security and income taxes. However, the captain recruited and hired crew members, stated the 
terms of their employment, and could also fire them. Mr. Rayburn expressed concern that each member of 
the crew could conceivably be also defined as an independent contractor and therefore, might also lay claim 
to ITQ shares in the fishery. Mrs. Williams maintained crew members lacked the knowledge to locate fish 
and were not liable in the event that fishing violations occurred aboard the vessel. Also, turnover in crews was 
very high, many only fished part-time, and worked off and on at other jobs throughout the year. Mr. King 
asked if SASI was in favor of increased size limits for red snapper. Mrs. Williams felt that if increased size 
limits were adopted it would result in greater mortality from discards, since most fish were dead when they 
reached the surface. Mr. Tatum noted that most endorsements that had been granted had been based on the 
captains' catch records, rather than those of the vessel owners. Mrs. Williams stressed that many vessels would 
not have qualified for an endorsement if it were not for the captains' catch records. 

Dr. Nelson asked Mrs. Williams to clarify why all ITQ shares should not be owned solely by the vessel owners. 
Mrs. W i a m s  replied that this measure would remove the captain's documented historical participation and 
dependency on the fishery. Should the vessel owner decide to sell his boat, the qualifying shares would be 
assigned to the vessel's new owner. The captain would then be forced out of the fishery unless he could find 
another vessel to lease which had qualified for an endorsement, hopefully with shares equal to those attached 
to the previous vessel. 

Mrs. Black suggested a permit might be issued to an individual, rather than a vessel, which in the event of a 
boat sinking or having engine trouble, etc., could be carried over to another vessel and transferred immediately 





(without applying to NMFS for approval) in order to avoid loss of income through delay. Mrs. Williams felt 
this would be acceptable. She stressed that allowing vessel owners and captains each to own 50 percent of the 
endorsement would protect both parties. Mrs. Black felt that permits assigned to individuals, rather than a 
specified vessel provided more flexibility. Mr. Rayburn asked if a captain was issued a portion of ITQ shares, 
would these shares have the same market value as those issued to a vessel owner. For instance, could the 
captain sell these shares upon retirement? Mrs. Williams responded few fishermen ever retired since they 
usually remained financially dependent on the resource all of their lives. Mr. Perkins asked how the vessel 
catch was divided when the captain was not also the owner of the boat (and each held 50 percent of the 
endorsement). Mrs. W i a m s  responded currently the captain was paid for 100 percent of the catch, 38 
percent was given to the vessel owner, and the remaining portion (after deducting expenses) was shared by 
the captain and crew. She urged Council to carefully consider Magnuson Act guidelines when making 
management decisions. 

Richard Tillman, Aransas Pass, Texas, stated he had been requested by a red snapper task force of citizens 
to ask the results of public hearings in regard to support or opposition of an ITQ system. He  also reported 
that this task force opposed the ITQ system as presented in Reef Fish Amendment 7. Mr. King asked how 
many persons were included in the group Mr. Tillman represented. Mr. Tillman responded he was speaking 
on behalf of six red snapper fishermen. Mr. King inquired if any opinions on size limits had been expressed. 
Mr. Tillman replied there had been no objections to what had been proposed in Reef Fish Amendment 6. 
Mr. Perret asked if the task force had any suggestions. Mr. Tillman replied they proposed a quota system, 
with a 1,000-pound trip limit, similar to what had been discussed earlier in the testimony, closing the season 
May through August, and with no endorsements. Mr. Rayburn asked if Mr. Tillman perceived a problem 
occurring from multiple trips per day. Mr. Tillman responded he did not believe any boats in his area had 
the speed to accomplish multiple daily fishing trips. Mr. Tatum asked Mr. Tillman whether the-persons who 
caught the most fish or those who caught less fish were more apt to support an ITQ system. Mr. Tillman 
responded that of the six fishermen he represented, two had received endorsements and four had not. 
Nevertheless, they all opposed an ITQ system, on the basis that it was inequitable. 

Barry Irwin, Ingleside, Texas, representing North Atlantic Seafood, stated that as the fishery was now managed 
too many fish were being brought to the dealers at one time, which was driving prices down. Furthermore, 
long hours and bad weather during the open season endangered fishermen's lives. He recommended extending 
the fishing season over a longer time period. He felt an ITQ system might alleviate the situation somewhat, 
but felt quotas should be more fairly apportioned. Imported fish, in addition to its negative economic impact 
on the American fishermen, carried a risk of disease (such as cholera), since it was unknown how the fish were 
handled. Mrs. Black asked where Mr. Irwin's dock was located, and how long he had been involved in the 
fishery. He replied it was situated in Aransas Pass, Texas, and that he had been associated with the 
commercial fishing industry for 20 years, both as a fisherman and a dealer. Mrs. Black asked if he was able 
to sell fish to the Fulton Market in New York. Mr. Irwin responded that during the open season there were 
too many fish available at that market to allow him to deal with them. Mrs. Black asked if he had ever sold 
fish in New York. Mr. Irwin replied that he had sold some fish in New York, but they were species other than 
red snapper. Mrs. Black stated she was trying to determine why so many fish from Texas were marketed in 
New York. She explained that fishermen on the Red Snapper Ad Hoc Committee had stated that Texas prices 
were very low. Mr. Irwin commented that 95 percent of fish he purchased remained in Texas, however there 
were many Texas ports, and a glut of fish during the open season. Mrs. Black asked if Mr. Irwin felt that 
boats making multiple daily trips exacerbated the problem. Mr. Irwin responded most boats in the commercial 
fishery did not have enough speed to make more than one daily trip. Mr. Rayburn asked if Mr. Irwin felt 
extending the red snapper season would improve marketability of the fish. Mr. Irwin replied affimatively, 
stating it allowed more time to move the product and improve price levels. Mr. King asked if the 13-inch size 
limit was acceptable. Mr. Irwin replied that the 13-inch red snapper was the most marketable, and in fact 
many restaurants would only purchase that size fish. Furthermore, any undersized fish which were caught and 
discarded would certainly die. 





John Williams, Texas City, Texas, Williams Party Boats, felt the ITQ system would be difficult to enforce and 
that coupons would often not be turned in, to the detriment of honest fishermen. He spoke in support of an 
appeals board made up of about three individuals to hear hardship cases. He cited a situation he was familiar 
with in which the vessel owner had died, leaving a widow with many bills and no legal right to assign the boat 
to another captain in order to make an income. Mr. Perret asked what alternatives were available in such a 
case. Mr. Pedrick replied that under the current system another captain could be hired who possessed an 
endorsement but he did not know if this was a practical solution to the problem. Mr. King asked how 
dilemmas of this kind could be circumvented. He felt that, unless the Council took the position that the law 
was above justice, this matter must be addressed. 

Mr. Rayburn asked if Mr. Williams ever fished commercially. Mr. Williams replied nearly 100 percent of his 
business was charterboat fishing, though in January 1992, he and his crew had made three commercial fishing 
trips in which they harvested a total of about 3,500 pounds of fish. Mr. Rayburn asked how Mr. Williams felt 
about the increased size limit issue. Mr. Williams responded that his chief concern was maintaining the 7-fish 
bag limit and would accept increased size limits if the alternative was to decrease the bag limit. However, he 
believed the stock had rebounded and that there were more and larger fish being caught. He  stressed that 
the discarded fish had a low survival rate. Dr. Shipp asked how long it took a red snapper to attain the 14-inch 
length. Mr. Williams responded that tagging studies seemed to indicate red snapper grew at a rate of 
approximately one-half inch per month. His opinion was that the stock had never been greatly endangered 
and that restrictions had greatly enhanced growth of the fishery. 

Marie Christensen, Santa Fe, Texas, spoke for her stepmother, Pat Porter, a widow unable to obtain a red 
snapper endorsement for the vessel which she had inherited from her husband. The endorsement had been 
held jointly by her husband and his son. When Mr. Porter died his son inherited the endorsement though his 
stepmother owned the boat. Since the son owned another boat which he fished under another red snapper 
endorsement, he did not operate his stepmother's boat. It was not economically feasible to hire a captain to 
fish only for grouper, and thus the boat could not be used to provide an income to Mrs. Porter, who had 
funeral expenses and other outstanding bills. Even though Mrs. Porter had fished beside her husband when 
he was alive she was not permitted to fish when he became ill, and subsequently died. Mrs. Christensen, who 
was a qualified operator, had offered to fish in her father's place but had been denied since she was not listed 
on the endorsement. She had been seeking a resolution to this problem for four months. Mr. King assured 
Mrs. Christensen that this issue would be addressed by the Council during the present meeting, though he  
could not predict what action would be taken. Mrs. Black commented that the Red Snapper Ad Hoc Panel, 
which met in June, had discussed this issue and recommended to the Council that endorsements be transferred 
to immediate members of the families in cases of death or disability. Mrs. Christensen questioned how one 
person could be named on two endorsements. She noted she had been told this was not possible, but when 
she mailed documentation to show that it had occurred she did not receive a response. She cited a recent 
similar case, in which a widow had committed suicide. 

Jean Williams, Pascagoula, Mississippi, represented Save America's Seafood Industry. She stressed that 
fishermen were opposed to an ITQ system for red snapper and that it could not be compared to the wreckfish 
fishery which operated very differently. She maintained that sports fishermen made a considerable impact on 
the resource. Mrs. Williams recommended retaining the 13-inch size limit since few discarded fish were 
believed to survive and were therefore wasted. 

Mr. Perret asked for suggestions. Mrs. Williams commented that NMFS had claimed there were no funds to 
further study the resource and questioned how funds could be found to implement the ITQ system. She felt 
the resource had rebounded and fishermen should be allowed to resume fishing for red snapper. Mr. Collins 
asked if Mrs. Williams thought the red snapper stock had ever been seriously endangered. Mrs. Williams 
responded that fishermen did not believe that was the case. She maintained that more credence was given by 
the Council to persons with PhDs than fishermen of many years of experience in the fishery. Mr. Rayburn 
asked if SASI members were exclusively vessel captains. Mrs. Williams replied negatively, adding that the 





organization was seeking fairness for all in the industry. Mr. Rayburn asked what geographical areas SASI 
encompassed. Mrs. Williams replied SASI had about 150 members in Texas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, 
Florida, and Indiana, and were affiliated with a Mississippi restaurant association that had a membership of 
1,500. 

Mr. Simpson asked Mrs. Williams what she believed caused price decreases for red snapper. Mrs. Williams 
responded foreign imports and the saturation effect of many boats fishing simultaneously. Mr. Rayburn 
inquired, recognizing there would be a quota on red snapper, would Mrs. Williams prefer (1) an ITQ system, 
(2) license limitation and trip limits in order to extend the season, (3) setting a quota which closed the season 
when it was filled, or (4) another option. Mrs. Williams responded (2) would be the preferred choice for the 
present, since she believed the ITQ system, as proposed, contained many flaws. Mr. Rayburn asked if the 
fishermen in SASI objected to the 2,000/200 pound allocation split. Mrs. Williams replied SASI members had 
received endorsements, however, the large gap between allotments had created hard feelings among fishermen 
in general. 

Norman McCarty, a red snapper fisherman from Port Isabel, Texas, represented his son and a friend. H e  
stressed that longliners had largely been responsible for the decline of the red snapper fishery in the Gulf 
waters. He emphasized that a two-week breakdown during the fishing season could be economically 
devastating to a small operator and his family. He recommended splitting Gulf management into two zones, 
divided at the Mississippi River since he objected to Florida fishermen moving into Texas waters in order to  
harvest grouper. He advocated closing the inshore waters after 50 percent of the commercial quota had been 
met in order to conserve breeding stock and closing the recreational fishery during the spawning season. H e  
felt Amendment 5 should be repealed since a public hearing on this amendment promised for Port Isabel, 
Texas, had not been held. He opposed an ITQ system, stating that larger vessels already had preferredstatus 
in the fishery since they could operate safely in winter months and harvest more fish. 

Mr. Collins asked Mr. McCarty for his opinion on size limits. He responded 10 to 15 percent of catch would 
be below 13 inches in length. If the size limit was increased to 14 inches he believed the discard rate would 
be 30 percent. Mr. Collins inquired what the survival rate was for these fish. Mr. McCarty stated that most 
died and were eaten by sharks or b ids  and emphasized that 50 miles east of Port Isabel the water was 120 
fathoms deep, contained few reefs, and no nursery grounds. Dr. Shipp asked if Mr. McCarty chiefly objected 
to the allocations being proposed for a red snapper ITQ system. He  replied it was difficult to make a living 
at present, and large vessels were taking over the fishery. Mr. Perret asked why Mr. McCarty had selected 
the Mississippi River as a dividing line. He responded he chose it for enforcement purposes and further 
recommended that the 21 zones each be given an individual quota and allocations issued individually for these 
areas. 

Jodi Cassell, Washington, D.C., represented the World Wildlife Fund (WWF). She questioned whether 
enforcement funding would be adequate to manage a red snapper ITQ system, and whether it was legal to 
allocate rights to a resource or give away a windfall. Ms. Cassell expressed doubt that the amendment 
adequately controlled recreational fishing effort and the taking of juvenile red snapper by shrimp fishermen. 
She advised that she would be undertaking an evaluation of conflicts of interest on the regional fishery 
management councils. Mr. Horn asked what criteria Ms. Cassell would use to define WWF's study as unbiased 
in contrast to a similar study performed by a commercial or recreational fishery organization. Ms. Cassell 
replied that studies by an organization would be welcome and that conflict of interest was an issue presently 
under discussion as it related to the reauthorization of the Magnuson Act. Mr. Horn asked how WWF 
interpreted conflict of interest. Ms. Cassell responded WWF was not examining the legal interpretation of 
conflict of interest, which would be defined as someone who had a personal financial interest in an issue under 
discussion. However, her research had indicated that, in addition to individuals, other entitities such as 
representatives of states, could be biased. Mr. Horn asked what qualifications WWF felt would entitle an 
individual to be a member of a council. Ms. Cassell replied the overall performance of a council member in 
not being unduly influenced by his interest or participation in a fishery when dealiig with a related issue. Mrs. 





Black asked if Ms. Cassell was an employee or a volunteer. Ms. Cassell replied that she was an employee of 
WWF. Mrs. Black noted that her personal status had changed from employee to volunteer over her three 
years as a Council member. She advised that Ms. Cassell pay particular attention when doing reviews of the 
councils that individual participation in Council activities tended to fluctuate. Mr. Rayburn asked what other 
groups were involved with WWF in examining the reauthorization of the Magnuson Act. Ms. Cassell stated 
WWF was a member of the steering committee for the Marine Fish Conservation Network. Other 
organization members of this committee were: The Center for Marine Conservation, Greenpeace, The National 
Audubon Society, and The National Coalition for Marine Conservation. Participation by other interested 
groups and individuals was encouraged. 

Matt Murphy, Port Isabel, Texas, a charterboat and commercial red snapper fisherman since 1961, stressed 
he fished for a living and not as an avocation. He opposed increasing the red snapper size limit since Texas 
waters tended to be much deeper than those off the coast of Florida, fish were dead when brought to the 
surface, and therefore undersized discarded snapper were wasted. He contended that there were so many 
variables in fishing conditions throughout the Gulf that it was extremely difficult to manage the fishery as one 
unit. He felt the ITQ system as it was presented would not be workable. Mr. Murphy stated he had qualified 
for an endorsement since he had caught in excess of the 5,000 pound requirement. He noted that he had been 
sending head boat records to NMFS for seven years. On a recent trip, during which he had been targeting 
grouper and vermilion snapper by fishing in 300 feet depths, the largest portion of his catch had been red 
snapper, which had to be released. Mr. Murphy commented that boat captains had responsibilities but owners 
must pay the fines and other expenses associated with his vessel. He stressed that Mexican imports had 
severely damaged the domestic market. 

Mr. Collins inquired if imported fish were arriving by boat or by truck. Mr. Murphy responded fish werebeing 
trucked in. Mr. Collins asked Mr. Murphy to explain his statement that red snapper appeared in cycles. H e  
replied red snapper were driven inshore by hurricanes passing through an area and also seemed to increase 
and decrease in numbers over approximate ten-year cycles. Mr. Rayburn asked if there was concern about 
boats making multiple trips in one day. Mr. Murphy felt this would probably only be accomplished when one 
vessel remained fishing continuously and other boats arrived to offload this vessel and take the catch to the 
dock. Dr. Shipp, commenting that he supported the increase in minimum size, asked if Mr. Murphy employed 
conservation measures when charter fishing, such as allowing the boat to drift away from good fishing areas 
when bag limits have been reached. Mr. Murphy responded affirmatively, a d d i g  that continuous fishing of 
these areas by large groups of people would soon deplete the stock in these locations. Therefore, this practice 
should be avoided. 

Ken Howard, from Pt. Comfort, Texas, represented the Commercial Reef Fish Fisherman of Texas. He felt 
there was a conspiracy to put small fishermen out of business. He pointed out that Reef Fish Amendment 
6 was supposed to protect and cause no economic hardship to the historical commercial fisherman, but instead 
had caused them to be replaced by charterboats and head boats. He stressed that fishermen did not receive 
pertinent information from NMFS in a timely fashion. Mr. King asked if Mr. Howard was in favor of a size 
limit increase for red snapper. Mr. Murphy responded negatively. Mr. Perkiis asked for suggestions to 
improve fishery management. Mr. Murphy advocated restoring the stock, and control the number of vessels 
in the fishery, and retaining historical commercial fishermen. He charged that a black market in fish existed 
whereby large amounts of Gulf fish were landed at Louisiana and Texas ports, sold illegally, and shipped to  
New York and Canada, stating that he had photographic proof of this activity. Mr. Perret advised that port 
agents had recently seized 14,000 pounds of illegal reef fish in Cameron. 

o Reef Fish Committee Re~ort 

Mrs. Black read the report of the Reef Fish Management Committee (Tab C). On behalf of the committee 
Mrs. Black moved that for 1994 the status quo red snapper endorsement system and 2,000/200 pound trip 
limits be retained and that the 1994 commercial red snapper season begin on February 1,1994, that the red 





snapper trip limit be a daily landing limit as well a s  an at-sea possession limit, that it be a violation for a 
dealer to buy or attempt to buy more than one trip limit per day from a fisherman, and that it be a violation 
for a fisherman to sell or  attempt to sell more than one trip limit per day. Mr. Lindall suggested inserting 
the word "vessel" before "trip limit" in this motion. Mrs. Black acknowledged this was probably the intent since 
the endorsement was issued to the vessel. Mr. Lindall noted that Dr. Kemmerer had requested him to advise 
the Council that NMFS estimated the fishing season would be approximately 20 percent shorter in 1994 due 
to expected changes in vessel fishing practices. Mr. Horn commented that increased numbers of red snapper 
might contribute to this expectation of a shorter fishing season. Mr. King concurred with this statement. Mrs. 
Black asked if the full Council adopted this recommendation would this be effective for the 1994 fishing season 
or would there be a further recommendation made at the September 1993 Council meeting? Mr. Swingle 
commented that fishermen were informed at public hearings that final action on the 1994 trip limits would 
take place at the September Council meeting. 

Mr. Lindall moved to table the motion, based on the statement referred to by Mr. Swingle. Mr. Swingle 
stressed that this motion would not require a plan amendment and could be handled expeditiously through a 
framework adjustment. Mr. King asked about adding another tier to the trip limits under an endorsement 
system. Mr. Swingle responded this would require an amendment and another action that must be considered 
was allowing the transferability of the red snapper endorsement. This also would require a plan amendment. 
Those issues which would require a plan amendment should be decided at the present Council meeting since 
approximately 140 days were necessary to process an amendment. Mr. Pedrick asked if the possibility of 
adding another tier had been advertised to the public. It had not, and Mr. Pedrick advised this issue could 
not then be decided at this meeting. Mr. Lindall felt the Reef Fish Committee motion could be covered under 
a regulatory amendment at the September Council meeting. Mr. Lindall commented that adding additional 
tiers to the endorsement system had been rejected under Amendment 6 and felt there was little chanee -this 
measure would receive approval as an emergency action. Motion carried by a vote of fourteen to one to table 
the Reef Fish Management Committee motion. 

On behalf of the committee Mrs. Black moved that transfer of a red snapper endorsement be allowed to a n  
immediate family member in the event of the endorsement holder's death or  disability that would prevent 
him from fishing. 

On behalf of Mr. Perry Allen, Mr. Lindall offered a substitute motion that on the death or  disability of the 
owner of a vessel with a red snapper endorsement that is not conditioned on the presence on board of a 
named operator, the red snapper endorsement may accompany the permit if that permit is transferred t o  
an immediate family member, that is, husband, wife, son, or daughter. Upon the death of the owner of a 
vessel with a red snapper endorsement that is conditioned on the presence on board of a named operator, 
the red snapper endorsement may be transferred to a permanent vessel selected by the named operator. 
Such endorsement will continue to be conditioned on the presence on board of the named operator. Mr. 
Horn asked Mr. Lindall to clarify this motion. Dr. Nelson maintained this motion was out of order since a 
motion to extend red snapper endorsements had been tabled until September. Mr. Lindall contended there 
were endorsements for 1994, per Amendment 6 and the tabled motion was only concerned with framework 
adjustments for 1994. Dr. Nelson accepted this explanation. Dr. Anthony asked the purpose of the more 
lengthy motion proposed by Mr. Allen. Mr. Lindall replied he believed that Mr. Allen felt his motion to be 
more specific as to the intent. Dr. Anthony suggested adopting the definition of family as expressed in 
discussions of fish trap ownership. Mr. Swingle noted that this definition had included brother and sister as 
immediate family members. Mr. Lindall expressed willingness to add this designation to Mr. Allen's motion. 
Dr. Nelson questioned if, in the case where a family member was either not capable or willing to accept the 
transfer of the permit to fish, could the permit be issued through the estate to another individual. Mr. Lindall 
maintained that the permit would be attached to a vessel but the owner could designate any qualified operator 
to carry out fishing operations. Should two individuals claim ownership, the estate executor (if the will was 
properly drawn) would have the power to select a recipient of the endorsement. Otherwise this issue would 
have to be settled by a court. Mr. Lindall suggested (as a remedy to the problem presented in Mrs. Marie 





Christensen's testimony) the measure that, should an operator die, the status of the permit and the 
endorsement could revert to the vessel owner. Mr. Perret advocated passing a generic motion giving authority 
to the Regional Director, in the event of disability or death of an operator who owned a permit and/or 
endorsement, to transfer this ownership to another person. Dr. Nelson offered a substitute motion that in 
the event of the death or disability of a permit and/or endorsement holder, the Regional Director shall have 
the authority to transfer, either permanently or temporarily, the permit and/or endorsement to a person 
specified by the permit/endorsement holder, their legal guardian, or the estate. Mr. Rayburn asked if an 
appeals board would be appropriate to assist the Regional Director in detailing types of hardship cases that 
would be considered by the Regional Director. There would be no consensus advice given by the board to 
the Regional Director, and each member of the appeals board would be polled separately for his or her 
opinion. Dr. Nelson urged that whatever procedure was adopted that it allow for a swift transfer of ownership 
in order to prevent long periods of loss of income. He preferred a decision made solely by the Regional 
Director, as outlined in his motion. Mrs. Black advocated accepting a doctor's certificate which stated an 
individual was unable to fish, rather than designating levels of disability which must be met. Mr. Lindall felt 
transfer of ownership would not be necessary in disability cases since it would only be necessary to hire an 
operator for the vessel. Substitute motion carried unanimously that in the event of the death or disability 
of a permit and/or endorsement holder, the Regional Director shall have the authority to transfer, either 
permanently or temporarily, the permit and/or endorsement to a person specified by the permit/endorsement 
holder, their legal guardian, or the estate. 

Mr. Perret commented that the motion had not set a reasonable time limit for action by the Regional Director. 
He suggested a period of no more than five days. Mr. Lindall replied he anticipated the necessary paperwork 
could be accomplished in an even shorter time period. Mr. Pedrick commented that, in his experience with 
NMFS, including a time deadline would be unnecessary. Dr. Nelson maintained that the Regional Director 
should be flexible enough, upon receiving a telephone call notifying him of necessity for a transfer of 
ownership, to contact a doctor or hospital, etc., for verification and make a temporary transfer pending further 
documentation. Mr. Lindall commented that if several persons all were bidding for this permit complications 
could arise. Dr. Nelson replied issuing a temporary permit would allow for adjustments at a later time. 

Mrs. Black asked how it was possible for two persons to own one endorsement, which was a situation she had 
recently become aware of. Mr. Lindall responded this could happen when two operators shared one vessel, 
fishing at different times, both having qualified under the 5,000-pound criteria. Mrs. Black observed had the 
general public known such a scenario was possible, it would have occurred multiple times. She commented 
that this should serve as a reminder to the Council to scrutinize any ITQ system minutely before adoption. 
Dr. Nelson contended that if an ITQ system, such as was now under consideration had been implemented, the 
procedure would be simplified. 

Mrs. Black noted that the committee had passed a three-part motion and asked how Council wished it to be 
presented. Mr. Swingle felt it would be preferable to take action on each section separately. 

On behalf of the committee Mrs. Black moved: 

1) That all items related to the management of the red snapper fishery in 1994 or to the fishery generally, 
and not directly related to a long-term effort management program for the fishery, be removed from 
Amendment 7 for separate action. 

Dr. Nelson, observing that decisions on the 1994 season had been deferred until the September Council 
meeting, inquired what generic issues were remaining to be discussed. Mrs. Black responded there was a 
question concerning whether the moratorium extension would only be applied to the 1994 season or continued 
into long-term management. Amendment 7 enforcement options also needed to be selected. Dr. Nelson 
spoke in favor of the motion. Mr. Swingle commented that motions adopted which had been included in 
public hearings could be joined together and submitted to NMFS for implementation as Amendment 8 in order 





to have these measures effective in 1994. He noted that the fish trap endorsement did not specify that transfer 
could occur only on death or disability but could be transferred to anyone within the immediate family. Dr. 
Nelson offered a substitute motion to remove limited entry options from Amendment 7, include them in draft 
Amendment 8, and continue the implementation process with the addition of the previous motion on permit 
transferability in the event of death or disability of the permit/endorsement holder. Substitute motion carried. 

Mr. Lindall asked if the public had been informed that final action would not be taken on Amendment 7 at 
the present meeting. Mr. Swingle responded that the public would remember Amendment 7 as being related 
to limited entry and the issues in Amendment 8 (which were not concerned with limited entry) had been to 
public hearings and could be joined with the motion on transferability. Mr. Pedrick commented that his 
understanding was that the agenda did not schedule final action on Amendment 7. Mr. Swingle advised the 
public had been notified that draft Amendment 7 was to be subdivided in order to take action in September 
on those issues which pertained to the 1994 season and were not limited-entry oriented. They had also been 
informed that final action would not be taken on limited entry options until at least the November Council 
meeting. In addition, the public had been told these options might be revised, in which case further public 
hearings might take place on this issue. Therefore, he felt the public had been adequately informed. Mr. 
Pedrick asked if the items to be included in a new Amendment 7 excluded limited entry and framework. Mr. 
Swingle replied affirmatively. Mr. Pedrick concluded that there was a sufficient basis to allow the Council to 
proceed as proposed in Dr. Nelson's motion and ensure implementation by 1994. Mrs. Black noted that a 
news release should be prepared to inform the public of these changes. 

Mr. Perret maintained that there seemed to be little public support for limited entry and questioned why this 
issue should be continued into another amendment. He stressed that it kept the fishing industry in a state of 
anxiety. Dr. Nelson disagreed that there was no support for limited entry and felt the process should continue. 
Mr. Rayburn supported Dr. Nelson's statement. Dr. Shipp observed that comments often heard at public 
hearings were that fishermen were not in favor of an ITQ program =presented. He felt if alternatives were 
chosen which might address some concerns of fishermen they might support an ITQ system. Substitute 
motion carried. -- 

Dr. Nelson moved to adopt items 2 and 3 (below) of the Reef Fish Management Committee motion, and  
change Amendment 7 to Amendment 8. 

2) That the alternatives for long-term effort management in the red snapper fishery in Amendment 8 be 
focused on three general effort management options: 
a) the current system without the reef fish permit moratorium, red snapper endorsements or trip 

limits; 
b) a permanent license limitation system based on the current red snapper endorsement system; and  
c) an ITQ system generally as  outlined in Amendment 8, with particular attention to 

1) provide for initial issuance of ITQ and associated permits to historic captains; 
2) include a policy statement that ITQ and associated permits be attached to individuals, not 

vessels 

3) That Council staff, in consultation with industry, the ad  hoc red snapper advisory panel, and Dr. 
Orbach, develop a plan for further consideration of Amendment 8 for possible implementation in the 
1995 fishing season, and present that plan to the Council for consideration a t  the November meeting. 
That plan should include: 
a) reorganization of the current Amendment 8 document, including 

1) further public workshops during Amendment 8 development; 
2) further public hearings on the reorganized document; 
3) a minimum of one meeting of the ad hoc red snapper advisory panel prior t o  final Council 

action on Amendment 8. 





Motion carried unanimously. -- 

Mr. Atran reviewed the general reef fish enforceability option 1 (page 97 of Draft Amendment 7). Dr. Nelson 
moved to adopt option 1: 

Require reef fish dealer permitting and record keeping; 
a. Permitted dealers can only buy reef fish from permitted vessels; 
b. Dealers must make their records available to law enforcement agents; 
c. Dealer records must include how much of each species of reef fish was purchased from what vessel; 
d. Dealers must keep their records at the principal place of business for at least one year; 
e. Dealers must have a permanent facility at a fmed location. 
f. Fish delivery trucks will have additional requirements; 

1. A copy of the dealer permit must be kept on the truck; 
2. Fish must be weighed immediately upon omoading; 
3. Completed fish ticket must include the name of each species ofloaded at the time of omoading. 

Mr. Perret asked if this option (1.e.) would preclude legitimate dealers from operating from trailer trucks 
which were positioned in a location for seasonal activity. Dr. Nelson interpreted this requirement to be  
merely that the dealer must somewhere have a f ~ e d  business address where he may be contacted. Mr. Perret 
accepted this explanation. Mr. Horn asked (1.f.2.) if this referred to offloading from the boat to a truck or 
off the truck. Also, (l.f.3.) he stressed that often fish were offloaded and not handled for a day or two. Mr. 
Pedrick felt the intent of the committee was to refer to offloading from the vessel. Mr. Horn reiterated that 
fish were commonly offloaded from a boat and taken by truck to a plant and held in a cooler for a period of 
time before sorting and weighing. Mr. Wallin asked if the fmed location required could be a house. -Dr. 
Nelson replied affirmatively, and Mr. Pedrick concurred. 

Mrs. Black pointed out that the Reef Fish Advisory Panel and the Reef Fish Ad Hoc Panel had disagreed on 
the requirement that fish only be sold to permitted dealers. Members of the ad hoc panel felt being limited 
to selling solely to permitted dealers would seriously affect their freedom to do business and possibly adversely 
impact prices. They were also concerned about whose responsibility it would be to record sales. Mr. Tatwn 
noted that this requirement was already in effect in Alabama. Mrs. Black commented that Louisiana allowed 
a fisherman to also act as a dealer. Mr. Tatum noted that this was also the case in Alabama; however, the 
fishermen must have a dealer permit in order to make retail sales. Mr. Atran stressed that many fishermen 
attending public hearings had objected to the sale to permitted dealers requirement on the basis that it would 
limit sales opportunities and prices, since smaller dealers and restaurants would not want to handle the 
necessary paperwork. 

Dr. Nelson stressed that many persons had indicated there was a substantial black market in red snapper. H e  
felt requiring a dealer permit was a suitable way of solving this problem. He agreed with Mr. Horn that (f.1.2 
and f.1.3) could be deleted from this option. Mr. Perret asked how many permitted dealers existed in the Gulf 
states. Mr. Horn commented that when discussions had been conducted on permitting the shrimp industry 
NMFS had indicated they could not handle this. Mr. Lindall replied Dr. Kemmerer had felt NMFS did not 
have adequate staff to monitor such a requirement. Dr. Nelson asked should this measure be approved by 
Council, would it then have only conditional support from NMFS? Mr. Lindall indicated NMFS supported 
requiring dealer permits and that funding would possibly be forthcoming. Mr. Tatum spoke in support of the 
motion. Mr. Rayburn remarked that many of the requirements in Option 1 were similar to those in effect in 
Texas. He questioned the requirement for weighing fish immediately upon offloading as probably being 
contrary to customary handling procedures. However, he felt this measure was intended to track whether 
catches fell within the legal weight range and asked if there was an effective way for enforcement personnel 
to monitor landings after they reached dealers. Mr. Horn contended that when an individual was determined 
to violate the law he would find a way to do so, no matter how many regulations were in place. He stressed 
that logbook data presently existed that allowed an agent to track sales of fish. Mr. Rayburn commented that 





dealer records should reflect the amounts of fish he actually had in storage. Mrs. Black noted that the most 
important requirement in Option 1 was that dealers must make records available to all NMFS agents or their 
official designees, since presently, the dealer was not required to do this. She felt the weighing and identifying 
of fish (l.f.2. and 1.f.3.), especially when offloading to a truck late at night, would be difficult to accomplish. 
Mr. Collins expressed agreement with Mrs. Black's statement. Mr. Wallii spoke in support of dealer 
permitting but questioned whether offloading from boats to trucks could be adequately monitored. Mr. 
Pedrick asked that Council consider limiting the records that must be kept for one year. These records should 
include tax forms and landings data. 

Dr. Nelson offered a substitute motion: Approve Option 1 requiring reef fish dealer permitting and record 
keeping to include: (1) permitted dealers shall only buy reef fish from permitted vessels; (2) dealers must 
make landings and first purchase records available to law enforcement agents; (3) dealer records must 
include how much of each species of reef fish was purchased from what vessel; (4) dealers must keep their 
records at  the principal place of business for a t  least one year; and (5) dealers must have a permanent 
facility a t  a fmed location. An additional requirement is for fish delivery trucks to keep a copy of the dealer 
permit on the truck, as well as a record from which vessel(s) the catch was bought. 

Mr. Horn remarked that this option would restrict a permitted dealer from buying fish from a state licensed 
fisherman who did not have a reef fish permit. He noted that a dealer or restaurant would have to either 
purchase state-caught fish or federal-caught fish, but not both. Dr. Nelson replied that state vessels might also 
acquire federal permits. Mr. Horn maintained that restaurants would be legally unable to purchase fish caught 
in federal waters. Mr. Jenkins asked how fish could be offloaded to a dealer without being weighed in order 
to determine how many pounds of fish were being sold. Mr. Horn said it was a common practice for 
fishermen to offload without weighing when transacting business with a dealer who was known-to be konest. 
These fish were separated into vats, sorted and then weighed as time permitted. Mr. King interjected that fish 
were not only bought by weight, but by species, quality, and size. Mr. Rayburn asked if the motion required 
that a permitted fisherman could only sell to a permitted dealer. Mr. Horn noted that often regulations which 
seemed simple were deceptively complicated, and that this option only concerned the permitting of dealers. 
Mr. Rayburn asked if there had been any discussion on whether a permitted fisherman should be required to  
only sell to a permitted dealer and whether this was a question that would have to be taken to public hearings 
for comment before Council could take such action. Mr. Swingle advised this stipulation had not been 
discussed at public hearings. Mr. Pedrick interjected that his impression was that the Law Enforcement 
Committee had intended the permitting requirement to include both dealer and fisherman. He  quoted from 
the discussion portion of option 1 (page 97 of draft Amendment 7) "This option places accountability for 
transactions involving illegally harvested fish on dealers as well as fishermen." Mr. Rayburn reiterated his 
concern that this question had not yet been presented to the public, but he personally supported including both 
dealers and fishermen to be required to hold permits. Mr. Pedrick repeated his belief that the intent had been 
that the permit requirement should encompass both fishermen and dealers in their transactions with each 
other. He believed that altering Option 1 to include requiring permitted fishermen to sell fish only to  
permitted dealers would be legal and appropriate. 

Mr. Tatum amended- substitute motion to add a t  the end of (1): "and permitted fishermen shall sell only 
to permitted dealers;" Mr. Collins objected to fishermen being forced to sell only to permitted dealers, when 
they possibly might receive a higher price from a dealer who was not permitted. Mr. Horn commented that 
this motion constituted meddling with an individual's ability to do business with reef fish. He noted that some 
of the Gulf states already required reporting and this action would cause increased paperwork. Amendment 
to the substitute motion carried by a vote of twelve to five to approve option 1 requiring reef fish dealer -- 
permitting and record keeping to include: (1) permitted dealers shall only buy reef fish from permitted 
vessels and permitted fishermen shall sell only to permitted dealers; (2) dealers must make landings and 
first purchase records available to law enforcement agents; (3) dealer records must include how much of each 
species of reef fish was purchased from what vessel; (4) dealers must keep their records a t  the principal 
place of business for a t  least one year; and (5) dealers must have a permanent facility at a fmed location. 





An additional requirement is for fish delivery trucks to keep a copy of the dealer permit on the truck, as well 
as  a record from which vessel(s) the catch was bought. 

Mr. Atran reviewed Option 2 (page 98, draft Amendment 7) : Require that red snapper be stored on vessels 
in containers of specified sizes, and that only red snapper can be stored in those containers. He commented 
that there was strong opposition to this option when presented at public hearings. Dr. Anthony moved to 
delete Option 2. Mr. Rayburn stated that the purpose of the option was to facilitate inspection by enforcement 
agents. Mr. Horn stressed that inconvenience to fishermen should be given equal consideration as convenience 
for law enforcement personnel. Mr. Rayburn commented that his experience indicated that some fishermen 
were capable of great ingenuity when circumventing regulations. This handicapped the honest fishermen. 
Motion carried by a vote of sixteen to two. -- 

Mr. Atran reviewed Option 3 (page 99, draft Amendment 7): Permit vessels for either charter (for-hire) o r  
commercial fishing, but not both. He observed that at public hearings four people had spoken in favor of this 
option and twelve had opposed it. Some fishermen had commented that when fish in excess of the bag limit 
were confiscated from sports fishermen and subsequently sold they should not be counted against the 
commercial quota. Mrs. Black remarked that a question had arisen during the Reef Fish Advisory Panel 
meeting as to whether a charter vessel operating as a commercial vessel would be required to operate 
completely under the same regulations (equipment, etc.) as that of a full-time commercial vessel. Mr. Rayburn 
asked if regulations required that a charterboat not operate simultaneously (on the same day) as a commercial 
fishing vessel. Mr. Swingle advised that a charterboat operating as a commercial vessel must have no more 
than three crew members aboard and could not carry paying passengers. Dr. Nelson moved to retain the 
status quo. Motion carried. 

- .  

Mr. Atran reviewed Option 4 (page 100, draft Amendment 7): Amberjack size and bag limits will apply t o  
all of the following species: greater amberjack, lesser amberjack, Almaco jack, and banded rudderfish. 

He commented that most of the public hearing testimony reflected opposition to this option, mainly because 
it would effectively and unnecessarily remove some species from the fishery. Mr. Wallin moved to retain the 
status quo. He felt law enforcement officials should learn to differentiate between the species. Mrs. Black 
stressed that the Reef Fish Advisory Panel, the Reef Fish Ad Hoc Panel, and the Reef Fish SSC had all 
recommended rejection of this option and retain the status quo. Dr. Shipp expressed general agreement with 
the statements of Mr. Wallin and Mrs. Black; however, he noted it was difficult to for him to recognize a 
banded rudderfish. He noted that, as the fish matured they became harder to identify. He  offered a 
substitute motion that amberjack size and bag limits would apply to greater amberjacks and banded 
rudderfish since they were the hardest to identify. He noted that lesser amberjack and Alrnaco jack were 
relatively easy to identify and should be excluded from this option. Dr. Nelson spoke in support of the 
substitute motion. Mrs. Black asked how large market-sized banded rudderfish were. Dr. Shipp replied they 
averaged from 20 to 22 inches in length. A problem arose when fishermen caught undersize greater amberjack 
and claimed they were banded rudderfish. Mr. Horn contended that fish should not be removed from the 
fishery for the sole purpose of assisting law enforcement personnel. Substitute motion failed by a vote of six 
to eight. 

Dr. Nelson suggested prohibiting the retention of a banded rudderfish which exceeded 14 inches, or at the 
point that colorization began to fade. 

Motion carried by a vote of fifteen to one to retain the status quo. -- 
Mr. Atran reviewed Option 5 (page 101, draft Amendment 7): Amberjack size limit regulation will be 
converted to total length (from fork length). He explained this would mean the amberjack recreational size 
limit would be 32 inches total length, and 41 inches total length for the commercial fishery. At public hearings 
one person had spoken in favor of this measure and five spoke against it. He noted that fish were measured 





differently in the various Gulf states and it might be advisable to specify how this was to be accomplished. 
Mr. Nix moved to retain the status quo. Motion carried with one abstention. 

Mr. Atran reviewed Option 6 (page 101, draft Amendment 7): Commercially permitted reef fish vessels will 
not be allowed a recreational bag limit. He pointed out that no one attending public hearings spoke in favor 
of this option, and many opposed it. When the season was closed this was their only chance to catch fish for 
their own use. Mr. Collins moved to retain the status quo. Mr. Pedrick pointed out that the discussion 
portion of this option contained an incorrect statement. "During the open commercial season commercial 
vessel may keep a recreational bag limit ...." should read "may not keep a recreational.....". Mr. Swingle advised 
that most testimony at the public hearings supported allowing commercial fishermen to retain a bag limit for 
their personal use during the commercial fishing season. Mr. Pedrick noted that present regulations allowed 
commercial fisherman to retain a recreational bag limit of fish caught during the commercial closure. Motion 
carried. Mrs. Black stressed that fishermen should be notified of what was expected to occur concerning bag 
limits during the 1994 season. 

Mr. Atran reviewed Option 7 (page 102, draft Amendment 7): Ofloading of red snapper is to occur only 
between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 500 p.m. He noted that there was overwhelming opposition to this option 
at public hearings. Dr. Anthony moved to retain the status quo. Motion carried. 

Mr. Atran reviewed Option 1 (page 103, draft Amendment 7): During the fish trap permit moratorium (to 
be implemented through Amendment 5) permit the transfer of a fish trap endorsement and permits to occur 
only between members of the immediate family; husbands, wives, sons and daughters, mothers and fathers. 
Dr. Anthony moved to adopt Option 1. Motion carried. 

- .  

Dr. Nelson moved to forward Amendment 7 to the Secretary of Commerce for approval. 

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

Anthony - yes 
Black - yes 
Collins - no 
Fisher - yes 
Gill - yes 
Lindall - yes 
King - no 
Tatum - yes 

Nelson - yes 
Nix - yes 
Perkins - yes 
Perret - yes 
Rayburn - yes 
Shipp - yes 
Wallin - yes 
Horn - no 

Motion carried by a vote of thirteen to three. -- 
The three members voting negatively indicated they would file minority reports. 

Mr. Perret asked the status of jewfish. Mr. Swingle replied that no one was presently conducting a scientific 
stock assessment. Mr. Perret suggested allowing a small legal harvest pending an assessment. Mr. Horn asked 
if any type of stock assessment had been made prior to closing this fishery. Mr. Swingle stated that an advisory 
panel member who was based in the Keys had observed that jewfish were being harvested by divers using bang 
sticks and that there were a limited number of this species in existence. Public hearings were held on this issue 
and diving club representatives who attended disputed the view that jewfish were a threatened species. Mr. 
Perret suggested Council direct a letter to various diving clubs based in the Gulf asking for their observations 
on jewfish populations. Dr. Nelson stated a study had been done on age, growth, and reproduction of jewfish 
by the Florida Marine Research Institute which indicated this species was very long-lived and did not reach 
sexual maturity until it attained 50 inches in length. Agreed by consensus to send a letter t o  various Gulf 
diving clubs asking for input on jewfish populations. 





MEETING RECESSED AT 520 P.M., WEDNESDAY, JULY 14,1993; AND RECONVENED AT 8:34 A.M. 
THURSDAY, JULY 15,1993. 

o A~pointment of AP and SSC Members 

The Council, in closed session, appointed the following individuals: 
Scientific and Statistical Committee: 

Dr. Mark R. Fisher, Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 
Coastal Migratory Pelagic (Mackerel) Advisory Panel: 

Tom Marvel, Jr., Naples, Florida 
Brian W. Larosa, Houma, Louisiana 

Spiny Lobster Advisory Panel: 
B. Allen Patrick, St. Petersburg, Florida 
Robert L. Gaitainis, Newberry, Florida 
Bob Holston, Key West, Florida 
C. H. "Skip" Long, Jr., Clearwater, Florida 

Shark Advisory Panel: 
Dr. Russell J. Miget, Texas Marine Advisory Service, Port Aransas, Texas 

Red Drum Advisory Panel: 
Linwood Grierson, Moss Point, Mississippi 

Florida/Alabama Habitat Protection Sub-Panel: 
Larry Goldman, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, Daphne, Alabama, to be Vice Chairman 

Mississippi/Louisiana Habitat Protection Sub-panel: 
David Ruple, Mississippi Department of Wildlife, Fish & Parks; Biloxi, Mississippi, to be Vice Chairman 

Ad Hoc Florida Fish Trap Panel: 
Marty Harris, fish trapper, Tallahassee 
Larry Goins, fish trapper, Summerland Key 
Tim Daniels, stone crabber, Marathon 
Robert Robinson, stone crabber, Everglades City 
Simon Stafford, lobster trapper, Key West 
Mike Laudicina, lobster trapper, Big Pine Key 
Howard Hart, blue crabber, Steinhatchee 
Willard Corbin, blue crabber, Steinhatchee 
Suzanne Montero, NMFS Enforcement, St. Petersburg 
Lewis Shelfer, Florida DER Enforcement, Tallahassee 

o Gulf Kine Mackerel Commercial Trio Limits in Eastern Zone (Florida) 

Mr. Lidall reported the results of a public hearing held in Fort Pierce, Florida, July 12, 1993, to discuss daily 
trip limits. Sixty-one persons attended this hearing, and twenty-two gave testimony. There was no 
representation by net fishermen, only hook-and-line fishermen from the northern Florida counties. TWO 
fishermen from Naples, Florida, endorsed trip limits on a short-term basis, but favored implementing an ITQ 
system. No one spoke in opposition to the 50-25 daily trip limits for the east coast of Florida (50 fish per 
vessel daily until 50 percent of the subquota was filled, then 25 fish per day until the quota was filled). This 
measure was viewed favorably since it would extend the fishing season, (from November to April 1) benefiting 
both fishermen and fish houses. It was also felt that spreading the season over a longer time period and 
geographic area would be advantageous to the resource. Mr. Lindall felt, regardless of trip limits, the hook- 
and-line fishermen would take all of the quota before netters could fish. He suggested a portion of the quota 
could be set aside for net fishermen to harvest later in the season. 

Mr. Lindall advised that NMFS policy was to implement an emergency rule only in cases of true emergencies. 
The geographic split would require a plan amendment. The management plan framework procedure allowed 





, the Council to establish trip limits by regulatory amendment [reference letter from Andrew Kemmerer dated 
June 23,1993 (Tab H, No. 6)] .  Mrs. Black asked if fishermen at the Ft. Pierce public hearing were aware that 
the only way fishing territory could be split into two zones by the 1994 season would be under an emergency 
rule and that trip limits might be implemented without the split. Mr. Lindall replied that whether the 
geographical split would be approved by NMFS had been discussed at length. NMFS had indicated they would 
support this concept and expected a favorable response to this request from the Secretary of Commerce. H e  
felt this had been understood by fishermen who attended the Ft. Pierce public hearing. 

Ms. Shipman commented that the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council (SAC) had also supported the 
split at the Dade-Monroe county line. They also recommended that the Gulf Council implement at least (Tab 
H, No. 4) item No. 2 (In the area Dade through Volusia Counties, daily commercial trip limits of up to 50 fish 
per vessel are to be allowed until 50 percent of the subquota is filled, then 25 fish per daily trip until the quota 
is filled) by framework procedure. Item No. 3 was deferred to the Gulf Council since it concerned a fishery 
operating under Gulf Council jurisdiction. Ms. Shipman clarified SAC rationale on this issue, stating it was 
felt that this mechanism was the best (at least for short-term) choice. It addressed four management objectives 
outlined in Amendment 6: 

Objective 1 - To stabilize the yield at MSY and maintain population levels. 

The eastern zone of the Gulf group was a mixing zone, with the exact proportion of Gulf fish 
being unknown. In pulse fishing the larger fish were targeted. Extending the season over a five- 
month period would help prevent subquota overruns and spread catch over a number of year 
classes. 

Objective 4 - To minimize year and user group conflicts. 

This season one area had favored access, with the other area virtually excluded from the 
fishery. 

Objective 7 - Provide appropriate management for specific migratory groups. 

It was believed that this contributed the best management strategy for the northern part of the 
eastern zone of Gulf group. 

Objective 8 - Optimize the social and economic benefits of the coastal migratory pelagic fisheries. 

This was regarded as the primary advantage since it provided benefits to the largest number of 
participants through extending the season into the Lenten season. Historically, the fishing season 
had never remained open beyond February 4th. Ms. Shipman stressed that east coast hook-and- 
line fishermen had very few alternative fisheries at that time of year and could not economically 
compete with net fishermen for Spanish mackerel. Two million pounds had recently been 
allocated for the Atlantic Spanish mackerel commercial fishery, one million of which was 
expected to be harvested in Florida waters, primarily by net fishermen. 

Dr. Nelson asked if the 50-50 split between the two geographic areas could be included in the regulatory 
amendment. Mr. Pedrick responded that this measure would require a plan amendment. Dr. Nelson moved 
that a regulatory amendment be implemented requesting the same trip limits as outlined in the emergency 
rule: In the area Dade through Volusia Counties, daily commercial trip limits of up to 50 fish per vessel 
are to be allowed until 50 percent of the subquota is filled, then 25 fish per daily trip until the quota is filled. 
In the area of Monroe County to the Florida-Alabama border, there are to be no commercial trip limits until 
75 percent of the subquota is taken, then 50 fish per vessel per day until the subquota is taken (Tab H, No. 
4, items 2 and 3). Mrs. Black asked if this ruling would extend across the Gulf into Texas waters. Dr. Nelson 





responded negatively. Mr. Lindall observed that, prior to January 1993, the Council had no trip limits in place 
for king mackerel. He suggested it would be simpler for the Council to adopt Florida regulations now in place 
which he stated stipulated a season July 1 through Januarywith a 1,000-pound trip limit. After January 1, until 
75 percent of the quota was reached a 15,000-pound trip limit was allowed (for the benefit of net fishermen). 
When 75 percent of the quota had been reached the daily trip limits were reduced to 300 pounds (equivalent 
to approximately a 25-fish limit). He acknowledged this would not extend the fishery to the same extent as 
Dr. Nelson's motion. 

Dr. Nelson advised that Florida law did not allow harvesting of king mackerel with any gear except hook-and- 
line, and therefore net fishing of this species was not permitted in state waters. Attempts to extend the state 
of Florida mackerel king fishery over time had not been successful. Some consideration was being given to  
restricting the commercial fishery to a 25-fish daily bag limit in order to extend the fishery and increase the 
price received by the fishermen. NMFS had taken this action under an emergency rule during the previous 
fishing season. Fishermen had since been supportive of the 50/25-fish bag limit. He stressed that Keys 
fishermen had a wide variety of fisheries available to them, thus were not concerned about extending the 
mackerel fishing season. Fishermen further north on the Florida eastern seaboard did not have a wide variety 
of fisheries to choose from, and the economy in these areas was very depressed. It was in their interest to 
extend the mackerel fishing season and keep dealer prices at a higher level. Both king and Spanish mackerel 
fisheries needed to be adjusted to provide the greatest benefits overall. 

Mr. King maintained that Councils seemed better acclimated to removing species from a fishery than in 
returning them when they indicated they were rebounding. He advocated building into a recovery plan a point 
where when stocks showed they were significantly increased, quotas of fish would automatically be restored 
to a fishery. Ms. Shipman stated that SAC had provided a similar measure in Amendment 3 6 t h  the-purse 
seine fishery. Mr. King expressed concern that goals set forth for a fishery were seemingly never reached, 
since methods such as the raising of bag limits, etc., precluded achieving the desired percentage of recovery. 
Additionally, scientific data was often flawed. 

Mr. Perret commented that it appeared some historical net fishermen would be excluded from the fishery, and 
questioned whether this was appropriate under the Magnuson Act. Mr. Lindall replied that there was a 
precedent for this sort of action, given suitable rationale. Dr. Anthony remarked that many fishermen had 
expressed their appreciation for the emergency re-opening of the mackerel fishery last year. 

Mr. Lindall asked for a recommendation of a feasible alternative for the northern portion of the eastern Gulf 
zone. Dr. Nelson stressed that if no action were taken the net fishermen would not catch king mackerel, and 
the hook-and-line fishermen would have a short season and receive very low prices for their fish. If the motion 
was passed the net fishermen would not catch any mackerel, but hook-and-line fishermen (approximately 250 
participants) would accrue the best available benefits to that fishery. If a share of the quota was set aside for 
net fishermen the result would be that a few boats (about 13) would harvest a large and disproportionate 
amount of fish. He opposed such action. Mr. Horn pointed out that trip limits were not a guarantee of high 
prices for the fisherman, and that a similar action last year in the reef fish fishery had failed to raise the price 
paid by dealers. Additional factors, often uncontrollable, were involved in determining fish prices. 

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

Anthony - yes 
Black - no 
Collins - no 
Fisher - yes 
Gill - no 
Jenkins - yes 
Lindall - yes 
King - no 
Tatum - yes 

Nelson - yes 
Nix - yes 
Perkins - yes 
Perret - yes 
Rayburn - yes 
Shipp - yes 
Wallin - yes 
Horn - no 





Motion carried by a vote of twelve to five that a regulatory amendment be implemented requesting the same -- 
trip limits as outlined in the emergency rule: In the area Dade through Volusia Counties, daily commercial 
trip limits of up to 50 fish per vessel are to be allowed until 50 percent of the subquota is filled, then 25 fish 
per daily trip until the quota is filled. In the area of Monroe County to the Florida-Alabama border, there 
are to be no commercial trip limits until 75 percent of the subquota is taken, then 50 fish per vessel per day 
until the subquota is taken (Tab H, No. 4, items 2 and 3). 

Mr. Horn asked that members who wished to file a minority report be recognized and then directed staff to  
prepare this document. 

o Mackerel Amendment 7 Oations Paaer 

Dr. Nelson noted that the Mackerel Management Committee had met in Miami, Florida, on June 14-15,1993, 
to review the options paper for draft Mackerel Amendment 7 (Tab H, No. 1). Four members of the 
committee had been in attendance and representatives from the South Atlantic Council, Florida Marine 
Fisheries Commission staff, NMFS regional office, and approximately 20 commercial king mackerel fishermen 
from Southeast and Southwest Florida had participated. On behalf of the committee, Dr. Nelson moved to  
adopt Option A.l: The Eastern Zone Gulf migratory group of king mackerel commercial quota is to be 
suballocated with division at  the Dade-Monroe county line with Dade through Volusia County (north area) 
receiving 50 percent and Monroe to the Florida-Alabama border (south/west area) receiving 50 percent of 
the allocation. Dr. Nelson stressed that the committee recommendations had all received a unanimous vote. 
Ms. Shipman stated that the SAC also endorsed this option. Mr. Perret asked if additional enforcement effort 
would be necessary. Dr. Nelson responded negatively. Mr. Perret asked if regulations had been printed in 
Spanish. Dr. Nelson replied that Spanish-speaking representatives were present at some meetings. Mr. Perret 
commented that recently some Louisiana regulations had been printed in Vietnamese and enforcement 
personnel had reported favorable results. He suggested printing the new regulations in Spanish. Motion 
carried. 

On behalf of the committee, Dr. Nelson moved to adopt Option B.2.a: The commercial suballocation for the 
Southmest Area is to be further allocated to allot 50 percent of the quota to net vessels and 50 percent to  
hook-and-line vessels. Dr. Nelson advised that this was the consensus of opinion among fishermen 
representing hook-and-line and net boats in the Florida Keys. A few hook-and-line fishermen opposed this 
measure. Motion carried. 

On behalf of the committee, Dr. Nelson moved to adopt Option C.1.a: Within the commercial suballocation 
for the North Area daily trip limits are to be 50 fish per vessel until 50 percent of the subquota is reached; 
then 25 fish until the subquota is filled. Mr. Leary pointed out that trip limits may be set by the framework 
action so that they would remain effective until changed by either a subsequent framework action or a plan 
amendment. If the Council desired, they could leave the trip limits which were being set under the framework 
action in effect for the present, and adjust them, if necessary, when TAC was set the following spring, (and 
not set them in Amendment 7). Dr. Nelson observed that the reason framework procedures were created 
under regulatory amendment was to allow Council to respond very quickly (perhaps annually, if appropriate) 
to changes in the fishery. He spoke in support of Mr. Leary's recommendation. Mr. Nix offered a substitute 
motion to remove Section C from the options paper of Amendment 7. Substitute motion carried. 

On behalf of the committee, Dr. Nelson moved to adopt Option D.l: Provide for separate permits for net 
and hook-and-line fishermen on Eastern Zone Gulf group king mackerel. He explained the effect of the 
motion would be to allow fishing for Gulf group king mackerel under either hook-and-line gear or nets, but 
not both. This motion was also intended to allow enforcement of gear suballocations under Section C. Since 
this section had been removed this motion might be unnecessary. He spoke against the committee motion for 
this reason. Mr. Lindall stressed that this motion would be very difficult to monitor and enforce. Mr. Tatum 
concurred with this statement. Mrs. Black inquired how NMFS determined what gear had been used by a 





vessel to catch fish. Mr. Lindall replied the Florida trip ticket system included this information, and this 
method of monitoring could be implemented in this fishery. Ms. Shipman advised that the SAFMC had 
endorsed this motion, but had expressed enforcement concerns as to tracking quotas related to gear permits, 
etc. Dr. Nelson reiterated that this option presented many problems, but offered a substitute motion to 
include Option D.l (without a stated preference) for discussion in subsequent public hearings. Mr. Rayburn 
supported the motion. Mrs. Black felt a more explanatory statement was needed under the rationale for this 
option. She felt it did not indicate that a choice must be made between gear types. Dr. Nelson observed that 
the rationale Mr. Leary had included in the committee report was more explanatory. Mr. Simpson asked if 
the concern was for data gathering or a policy of gear restriction? If the object was better data gathering, 
hook-and-line fishing and net fishing should not be segregated. He felt the motion should be more clearly 
stated. Dr. Nelson advised that Keys fishermen had suggested the option to ensure that 50-50 allocations were 
fairly distributed and separated. LCDR Johnson observed that it would be necessary for endorsements to  
include data about gear allowances so enforcement personnel boarding a vessel at sea could make the proper 
determinations. Mr. Lindall offered a substitute motion to adopt option D2: No change, one commercial 
permit is used for all gear types. Dr. Anthony observed that it was implicit in this motion that both Option 
D.l and D.2 would be included in a public hearing document, but option D.2 would be the preferred option. 
Mr. Lindall concurred with this statement. Substitute motion carried to adopt Option D2: No change, one 
commercial permit is used for all gear types. 

Dr. Nelson referenced the Report of the Mackerel Management Committee (Tab H, No. 2, page 2) under 
Other Options. These options were: 

1. Reduce daily trip limits in the South/West Area when percent of the suballocation are taken. Last 
December, the hook-and-line fleet in Monroe County l aaed  350,000 pounds in a week. - - .  

2. Reduce daily trip limits in the South/West area on net vessels when - percent of the suballocation is taken 
and allow transfer of fish at sea on the remainder of the catch. 

3. Eliminate fishing on Fridays and Saturdays in the South/West area when - percent of the suballocation 
is taken. 

4. Provide the Regional Director (RD) with specific guidelines on closures; i.e., if the final tabulated catch 
for a suballocation is within 10 percent of the target allocation, the quota is considered to be filled and the 
season is not reopened. 

He recommended including Options 1 through 4 in the Options Paper to be presented at public hearings. Mr. 
Lidall commented that these options concerned trip limits, which Council had voted to include in a regulatory 
amendment framework. Dr. Nelson recommended that a statement be included in the public hearing 
document to the effect that Council had decided not to include trip limits in a plan amendment but to add 
them to a framework procedure, since this would enable Council to review annually and make necessary 
changes to trip limits without undue delays. Mr. Swingle asked if Options 3 and 4 could be implemented under 
the framework procedure as trip limits. He noted that Option 3 recommended closing the fishery for two days 
each week and option 4 provided specific guildelines to the RD on how to invoke closures. Mr. Pedrick felt 
that including these options under a framework procedure would be feasible. Dr. Nelson emphasized that even 
with trip limits, an ongoing problem with this fishery was how to slow it down. With a small number of vessels 
capable of taking half the quota in one day, some action must be taken to prevent this occurrence. 

Ms. Shipman stated that the SAFMC had taken action on several items which she wished to bring to the 
attention of this Council since they were to be included in a plan amendment that would require concurrence 
by the Gulf Council. One of these was to require federal dealer permits for coastal migratory pelagics. This 
measure was intended to combat illegal sales which had occurred during the Spanish mackerel fishing season, 
creating difficulties in monitoring the quota. Law enforcement agencies and NMFS supported this permit 





requirement. The SAFMC also recommended the extension of cobia management throughout the Mid- 
Atlantic Council's area of jurisdiction, which is the range of the stock. The rationale for this was that the 
Magnuson Act authorized managing stock as a unit throughout its range. The landings from Maryland and 
Virginia (Chesapeake catch) exceeded that of some of the South Atlantic states. The 1989 through 1991 
commercial landings of cobia ranged from 11,000 to 17,000 pounds. The Virginia recreational catch for 1991 
was 12,000 fish harvested and 19,000 released. Maryland's catch was 1,000 harvested and 1,200 released. Since 
1985 there had been landings reported in Virginia, Maryland, New Jersey, and New York. In some years cobia 
had been reported as far north as Massachusetts. The SAFMC proposal was to incorporate the Mid-Atlantic 
Council (MAFMC) into involvement with management of king and Spanish mackerel. The MAFMC would 
provide two non-voting representatives at the SAFMC committee level. The SAFMC took final action to allow 
their Council to decide on the framework measures for the Northern Zone Eastern Gulf group of king 
mackerel. The 3,500-pound trip limit for Atlantic group king mackerel could be included as part of the 
framework procedure. 

Dr. Nelson moved to incorporate the SAFMC options outlined by Ms. Shipman (above) into the public 
hearing document on Amendment 7, indicating they were SAF'MC preferred options and that the Gulf 
Council had not taken any action on these options. These options were: 

1. to require federal dealer permits for coastal migratory pelagics; 

2. the extension of cobia management throughout the Mid-Atlantic Council's area of jurisdiction, which 
is the range of the stock; 

3. giving the SAFMC authority over the Northern Zone Eastern Gulf group of king mackerel; and 

4. a 3,500-pound trip limit for Atlantic group king mackerel. 

Mr. Lindall reviewed the four SAFMC option items. He commented that even though this could b e  
incorporated by a framework measure, Mr. Dennis Spitzbergen had expressed a preference for implementing 
these measures under a plan amendment. Dr. Nelson amended his motion to incorporate the SAFMC options 
outlined by Ms. Shipman (above) into the public hearing document on Amendment 7, indicating these were 
SAFMC preferred options but the SAFMC and Gulf Councils had not taken any action on these options. 
These options were: 

1. to require federal dealer permits for coastal migratory pelagics; 

2. the extension of cobia management throughout the Mid-Atlantic Council's area of jurisdiction, which 
is the range of the stock; 

3. giving the SAFMC authority over the Northern Zone Eastern Gulf group of king mackerel; and 

4. a 3,500-pound trip limit for Atlantic group king mackerel. 

Mrs. Black observed that trip limits were being proposed for the northern Florida region in this motion but 
did not address trip limits for southern Florida and questioned how could this be explained at public hearings? 
Ms. Shipman responded that Atlantic group king mackerel catches were dominated by a hook-and-line fishery, 
with the exception of a small-scale net fishery off North Carolina, and a need for adjustment was not 
anticipated. Mrs. Black stressed that this must be fully expressed to the public in the public hearing document. 
Mr. Horn asked if the Atlantic group king mackerel was overfished. Ms. Shipman responded negatively. 
Amended motion carried. 





o Live Rock O~tions P a ~ e r  

Dr. Anthony reviewed the Coral Management Committee report (Tab E). On behalf of the committee, Dr. 
Anthony moved that the harvest of live rock be phased out as of 1995 with an exception included for 
aquaculture. Since the SAFMC and Gulf Councils would be managing this fishery jointly, Dr. Anthony asked 
Ms. Shipman to inform the members of proposed action by the SAFMC concerning live rock. Ms. Shipman 
responded that their committee had chosen (and the SAFMC Council concurred) to begin an amendment to 
the coral plan to include management of live rock. A control date had been discussed but had not yet been 
assigned. Since much of the harvest was taking place in what would become the Florida Keys National Marine 
Sanctuary, this activity would, in time, automatically be excluded in federal waters. The committee felt that 
individuals who were involved in live rock harvest should be alerted that they might be excluded either through 
limited entry or banned from wild harvesting. Both committee and Council level discussions indicated a 
movement toward converting this to fishery to an aquaculture fishery. Mr. Lindall commented that the live 
rock industry had been asked by the SAFMC to submit further information concerning this fishery, and the 
industry was now engaged in gathering this data. Further action was being withheld by the SAFMC pending 
receipt of this information. Dr. Nelson commented that the state of Florida had notified the live rock fishery 
in 1988 that this activity would be curtailed in the future, and they were advised to direct some effect toward 
aquaculture projects. Mr. Perret inquired why prohibition of live rock harvest was being considered rather 
than regulation. Mrs. Black asked how long it took for rock to mature to live rock of a harvestable size in an 
aquaculture setting. Dr. Nelson replied that there were several grades of live rock, with a range of six months 
to three years overall to produce these various types, depending on the area the rock in placed in, etc. Mrs. 
Black advocated allowing live rock harvesters a given amount of time to establish their aquaculture projects 
before completely closing down wild harvest. Mr. Tatum spoke in favor of phasing out the harvesting of live 
rock in the wild, noting that there was a limited amount of rock offshore Alabama and this rock previded 
habitat for some species. 

Mr. Lindall offered a substitute motion to amend the Coral FMP to manage the harvest of live rock, with 
no preferred alternative at this time. Dr. Shipp maintained he was not convinced there was a problem with 
the live rock industry. Mr. Perkins commented that his understanding was that the rock in the ocean was not 
renewable, provided habitat, and took very long to accumulate. He felt aquaculture would be a simple and 
sensible solution to the issue. Dr. Anthony advised that the SAFMC had requested the administrative lead 
for development of an amendment to the Coral FMP for management of live rock. Dr. Nelson offered a 
substitute motion to give the SAFMC the lead to development an amendment to the Coral FMP to allow for 
the management of live rock and concur with their request to publish a control date. Mr. Tatum asked what 
the timeframe would be on this issue. Ms. Shipman responded that the SAFMC Habitat Advisory Panel and 
a plan development team of scientific expertise on corals were to meet and report to the SAFMC at their 
August Council meeting. Initial options were to be presented at the October Council meeting. Mr. Tatum 
asked the earliest date a management plan could be implemented. Ms. Shipman replied that the Gulf Council 
could consider the proposed options at their November meeting and public hearings could be scheduled for 
December. She concluded that the plan could be in place by the summer of 1994. Mr. Tatum remarked that 
regulation of coral could not commence until the plan amendment was in place and this was a concern since 
there was a limited amount of live rock in offshore Alabama waters. Ms. Shipman noted that the states of 
Georgia through North Carolina had similar conditions in their offshore waters. Most of their harvest would 
need to be chipped away, a practice which had been opposed by many persons attending the live rock scoping 
meeting. She suggested this issue might be contested as causing damage to habitat. Mr. Perret spoke against 
giving lead authority on coral to another Council. Dr. Nelson contended that the SAFMC had more staff and 
time available to pursue the live rock issue, and for this reason felt they should take the lead in developing the 
amendment on live rock. Dr. Anthony stressed that the original geographic boundaries covered by the Coral 
FMP placed most coral within the Gulf Council's jurisdiction. Since these boundaries had been changed, this 
was no longer the case. Substitute motion failed to give the SAFMC the lead to development an amendment 
to the Coral FMP to allow for the management of live rock and concur with their request to publish a 
control date by a vote of seven to eight with Mr. Lindall abstaining. 





Mr. Tatum asked the time frame for developing this amendment. Mr. Leary replied if the Gulf Council took 
the lead on this issue, they would meet with the SAFMC staff to schedule a review of documents as soon as 
possible. Following this, a draft document for public hearings would be developed for Councils' approval. This 
would include a regulatory impact review, which may be somewhat delayed due to other priorities faced by 
staff economists. He felt this material would be available for Council review by the September meeting, or 
at least the November meeting. Substitute motion carried by a vote of fourteen to two to amend the Coral 
FMP to manage the harvest of live rock, with no preferred alternative at this time. 

Mr. Lindall asked if the live rock options paper (Tab E, No. 3) included any provisions for mariculture. Mr. 
Leary responded negatively. Mr. Lindall suggested mariculture be included as an option. On behalf of the 
committee, Dr. Anthony moved that Council respond to the South Atlantic Council that we have no objection 
to a control date for harvest of wild live rock. Ms. Shipman noted that the SAFMC had intended only to  
place limits on wild live rock harvesting and not to impede live rock mariculture projects. Motion carried by 
a vote of ten to seven. 

o Budpet Committee Re~or t  

Mr. Nix advised that the Budget Committee had reviewed the FYI994 budget which projected expenditures 
through the end of the fiscal year. There was an estimated unobligated balance of $40,000 in FYI993 funds. 
Through a mail ballot submitted and approved by Council, staff submitted an amendment to the FYI993 
budget to deobligate $41.1K for activities listed in Tab F, No. 5. It was requested that these activities and 
funds be transferred to the FYI994 budget. Most of the activities could not be scheduled in 1993, primarily 
because of red snapper activities. The projections for FYI994 meetings were based on full attendance. Since 
this was unlikely, the balance should be sufficient to cover the deobligation. $41.1K will be requested through 
an amendment to the FYI994 budget at a future date. The committee reviewed TAB F, No. 4 Proposed 
FYI994 budget, which was prepared according to instructions from the Washington Budget Office. The 
proposed budget included six Council meetings, a Shrimp Management Committee meeting, advisory panel 
meetings, habitat protection, law enforcement, mackerel, reef fish, shrimp, three SSC meetings, and public 
hearings for coral, mackerel, reef fish, and shrimp. On behalf of the committee, Mr. Nix moved to adopt the 
budget as listed under Tab F, No. 4 in the amount of $1,2623K. Motion carried unanimouslv. 

o Shr im~  Management Committee Re~or t  

Mr. Collins reviewed the Shrimp Management Committee report (Tab G). Brown shrimp stocks were 
reported to be well above the overfishing index of 125 million parents at a level of about 275 million parents. 
White shrimp were at a level of approximately 775 million parents, again well above the level of 330 million 
parents proposed by the Council as the index. The pink shrimp stock levels were above the 100 million index 
at about 125 million. This level was slightly above last year's level. Royal red shrimp production remained 
below the overfishing maximum catch level. The Tortugas shrimp fishery remained below its historic 
production levels at slightly above 50 percent of its historic levels prior to 1985. The cause of the decline was 
believed to be environmentally related to the die-off of the grass beds in the area. Recruitment remained low, 
but increased slightly in 1991. 

At the Council's request, the Southeast Fisheries Science Center and others developing information on bycatch 
in the shrimp fishery presented progress reports on the studies. Gary Graham of the Texas A&M Extension 
Program presented an overview of the program on behalf of the Gulf and South Atlantic Fisheries 
Development Foundation. Dr. Nance of the Galveston Laboratory described the recent year's work of the 
observer program, characterizing catch and bycatch by area, size, weight and season. Mrs. Wilma Anderson 
of the Texas Shrimp Association discussed the their observer program and discussed preliminary results of 
their studies off Texas, which were similar to the NMFS results. 





In a report to the committee, Will Seidel of the NMFS Pascagoula Laboratory described the ongoing efforts 
to evaluate various types of gear modifications to decrease bycatch with no or minimum loss of shrimp. The 
snappers taken in bycatch were year class 0 and 1, and range in length from about 60 to 100 millimeters. 
Behavorial characteristics of shrimp and fish were being evaluated to separate and exclude the fish. Separation 
was dficult because snappers were reluctant to leave the trawl even when provided the opportunity to do so. 
Each device was evaluated on its efficiency to exclude fish against its ability to retain shrimp. Mr. King pointed 
out that in Louisiana and Texas three separate shrimp fisheries existed, the inshore, near shore, and offshore 
fisheries. He maintained the only significant effect on juvenile snapper was by the offshore fishery and perhaps 
somewhat on the outer edges. He stressed that NMFS data was flawed and did not reflect the overall 
condition of the Gulf fisheries. Mrs. Black commented that some confusion regarding shrimping effort could 
be related to Louisiana boats which had previously fished inshore which had recently shifted to fishing in near 
shore areas and not operating in sampled grounds at all. Mr. Collins replied this had been mentioned to Dr. 
Nichols, and he had agreed this occurrence might be influencing data. 

Mr. Collins questioned Dr. Nance's statement that shrimping effort had increased in the Gulf of Mexico to  
its highest level. Mr. Collins maintained that the bluewater shrimp fleet had decreased approximately 40 
percent since 1980. He did not believe the explanation that length of fishing trips had been extended would 
account for claims of increased effort in the fishery. Mr. Taturn suggested the possibility existed that interviews 
concerning effort had been concentrated in Texas waters, which would produce skewed data. Mr. King noted 
that fuel consumption was a good indicator of effort. Mr. Collins concurred with this statement, adding that 
his records did not reflect an increased effort by his shrimp boats. 

Dr. Nichols had suggested three alternatives as follows: 
- .  

1. In 1994 implement use of exclusion devices which partially exclude bycatch with little or no loss of shrimp. 

2. In 1994 implement use of exclusion devices which exclude most fish, but which also lose some shrimp. 

3. Postpone action until 1995 when more definitive results of studies are likely to be available at which time 
the Council could develop measures for bycatch reduction. 

Mr. Jenkins asked if any criteria (percentage of bycatch escapement) had been developed that would make 
any of the exclusion devices acceptable. Mr. Horn observed that devices presently existed that excluded fish 
and coincided with a low loss of shrimp, but did not exclude snapper. The devices that successfully excluded 
snapper unfortunately produced substantial shrimp losses. Mr. Collins estimated that the shrimp industry had 
experienced approximately a ten percent loss of earnings since the introduction of TEDs, including net cost. 
Mr. King spoke in support of this statement. Mr. Collins stressed that artificial reef and oil rig areas were 
avoided by shrimp vessels because of the potential for net damage. Mr. Jenkins asked what deadline existed 
for elimination of bycatch. Mr. Horn responded that Dr. Phil Goodyear had stated in his memorandum of 
December 1,1992 (Tab G, No. 5) that even if bycatch reduction goals were not achieved until 1995 as opposed 
to 1994, the goal of the reef fish plan for red snapper would would still be attained. Mr. Rayburn commented 
that bycatch figures seemed higher than had been anticipated. He expressed concern that funding on this issue 
would be ending at the conclusion of the fiscal year. Mr. Rayburn moved that Council request the Regional 
Director to assign priority to funding for reduction of bycatch in the shrimp industry. Mr. Swingle 
commented that the bycatch issue had been a high priority for both MARFIN and S-K programs. Mr. Collins 
amended the motion to include a comparison of the bare net and TED net. Mr. Tatum stressed research 
funds should be directed to solving the bycatch problems in preference to attempting to prove TEDs were not 
successful. Mr. Collins maintained that the shrimp industry was the most valuable fishery in the country and 
deserved funding adequate to its needs. Mrs. Black spoke in support of the amended motion on the basis that 
Council should declare its interest in the (larger fish) bycatch ability of the TED. Amended motion carried 
by a vote of eight to seven. . 





Mrs. Black moved to table the issue until such time more definitive results were available, including economic 
and social impacts of snapper bycatch reduction. Mr. Rayburn questioned whether this motion would impact 
the stated goals of reducing bycatch . Mr. Horn commented that there were ongoing studies on bycatch. Mr. 
Rayburn felt the motion to table was out of order it impacted the fishery management plan for red snapper, 
which was not the issue being discussed. Mr. Swingle advised that even if the motion was tabled the Council 
could take action at the next meeting by majority vote. Mrs. Black stressed this motion was requesting an 
economic impact analysis which did not presently exist. Motion failed by a vote of six to nine. 

Mr. Tatum moved to postpone action until 1995 or when more definitive results or studies were likely to be 
available, and at this time Council could develop measures for bycatch reduction. Mrs. Black suggested 
adding including economic and social impacts of snapper bycatch reduction to Mr. Tatum's motion. Mr. 
Tatum agreed to this modification and amended his motion to postpone action until 1995 or when more 
definitive results or studies were likely to be available, including economic and social impacts of snapper 
bycatch reduction, and at this time Council could develop measures for bycatch reduction. Mr. Perret 
contended that this motion was not necessary since, when new information became available Council could 
make a decision at that time. Mr. Rayburn supported this statement. Mr. King pointed out that the motion 
included no specific reference to red snapper, but alluded only to bycatch. Mr. Lindall advised that Dr. 
Goodyear was reviewing the projection model and would be presenting the results of his research at the 
September Council meeting. Amended motion failed by a vote of five to eight. 

o Miwatorv S~ecies Committee 

Mr. King advised the committee had discussed NMFSYs suggestion that an additional Council representative 
be appointed to the Shark Operations Team. It was felt that this individual should be a voting member of- the 
Council. On behalf of the committee, Mr. King moved that the Council Chairman appoint to the Shark 
Operations Team the same Council member who attends ICCAT Advisory Committee meetings. Mr. Rayburn 
inquired how often the ICCAT Advisory Committee met. Mr. Swingle replied that traditionally one advisory 
committee meeting had been held annually in Washington, D.C., which was followed by the Madrid meeting 
of ICCAT. The Magnuson Act amendments in 1991 made the chairman of each of the five east coast councils 
a member of the ICCAT Advisory Committee. Previous to that time, Council representatives had attended 
in an observer capacity. Mr. Rayburn advocated continuity in selecting a representative. Mr. King replied that 
this was the intent of the motion. Motion carried. 

o Bluefin Tuna work in^ G r o u ~  

Mr. King discussed issues brought up at the May 1993 ICCAT Advisory Committee workshop, specifically 
regarding bluefin tuna. He noted that a number of non-ICCAT countries had bluefin tuna landings outside 
of ICCAT's jurisdiction. ICCAT had developed a statistical document for reporting bluefin tuna sales to Japan 
(Tab I, No. 6), and the U.S. had regulations, including 2,000 pounds of other species required to be landed 
in order to land a bluefin tuna from the Gulf of Mexico. However, some countries fishing in the Gulf of 
Mexico, such as Mexico, were not members of ICCAT. It was noted that the Gulf of Mexico was considered 
a spawning area for bluefin tuna. There were no committee motions regarding possible Council involvement 
in these issues. 

Mr. King referenced the Chairman's Report of the Workshop of the ICCAT Advisory Committee Species 
Work Groups (Tab I, No. 6). He stressed the importance of Council attendance, noting NMFS would be 
gathering input and data from these ICCAT meetings. 

o Law Enforcement Re~ort 

LCDR Johnson gave a preliminary report on the 1993 Texas shrimp closure. There were a total of 59 
boardings, with 3 vessels cited for violations. By comparison, in 1992 there were 85 boardings, with 6 vessels 





cited for violations. There were fewer boardiigs during the 1993 closure which was believed to be related to 
the end of the commercial snapper fishing season causing a decrease in vessel activity. Mr. Rayburn requested 
a copy of the final law enforcement report be distributed to the advisory panel when it became available. 

Mr. Collins asked for data on TED violations. Mr. Pedrick detailed information on violations for the previous 
quarter. Over the previous three months, 78 NOVAs, and approximately a dozen written warnings were 
issued. Forty of the NOVAs were issued to TED violations. He expressed appreciation to the Coast Guard 
for their cooperation in documenting evidence in these cases. Two vessels were in the process of being seized 
for non-payment of Magnuson Act violations. The first shark case was prosecuted the previous week for 
failure to purchase a shark permit and for fishing over the bag limit. During this quarter, 37 boats paid their 
penalties in full, with others making time payments. Some permits had begun to be withdrawn in cases of 
unpaid penalties. In cases of large penalties where no response had been received, cooperation with the IRS 
has begun, in which the violator's fine would be taxed as income. In cases of smaller penalties, the IRS would, 
in the near future, begin deducting the amounts from IRS refunds due to the violator. 

Mr. Tatum asked if a penalty was taxed as income by the IRS would this negate the violation. Mr. Pedrick 
replied though the debt would be forgiven the record would still reveal this as a prior violation. If the penalty 
was a sufficiently large sum of money a judgment could be obtained by the U.S. attorney to facilitate collection. 
RADM Card advised a law had recently passed which provided for withdrawal of an operator's certificate in 
cases of debt to the government. Mr. King asked if this would apply to owner/operators or whether this would 
be a punitive action against the owner. Mr. Pedrick stated this was still subject to determination. He observed 
that fishing permits could be revoked in such cases and a plan was in the process of implementation to report 
these debts to credit bureaus. Mr. Perret pointed out that there was a provision in the Magnuson Act that 
allows for state law enforcement agencies to collect a portion of fines resulting from Magnuson Act violations. 
To date, cooperative law enforcement efforts had not produced any monetary benefits to the state of Louisiana, 
despite the confiscation of 14,000 pounds of illegal reef fish through the cooperation of state law enforcement 
personnel. Mr. Linda11 stated he would research this issue. He asked if it were true that if a Coast Guard 
vessel intercepted a vessel that had a non-U.S. citizen as captain the trip would be terminated. RADM Card 
advised that it was a requirement that a U.S. captain be in charge of the vessel. LCDR Johnson stressed that 
in such cases the captain was notified that non-U.S. citizenship rendered the vessel certification invalid and 
that if the Coast Guard subsequently found them engaged in activities that appeared on the documentation 
(of the certificate) they would be knowingly and fraudulently violating the law. 

Mr. Collins asked about an incident that had recently been reported concerning three U.S. shrimp boats 
operating approximately 15 miles offshore Port Isabel, Texas. According to newspaper accounts, a Mexican 
gunboat had fired warning shots and boarded the vessels in waters that the U.S. Coast Guard cutter Point 
Nowell, arriving at the scene about 45 minutes into the confrontation, identified as being 19 miles north of 
the U.S-Mexican border. When the Mexican gunboat was informed of this, it departed in the direction of 
Mexican waters. No injuries were reported. RADM Card concurred with this report, though he stated the 
gunboat was 10 miles north of the border at the time of the incident. An investigation and efforts to resolve 
this matter with the Mexican authorities through the U.S. State Department was ongoing. 

o Council Chairmen's Meeting 

Mr. Horn gave a report on the Council Chairmen's meeting. He felt a productive exchange of information 
had occurred between the various councils. Mr. Swingle advised that each council's recommended changes 
to the Magnuson Act had been discussed and when a consensus was reached on an issue this would be 
forwarded as a recommendation from the eight regional council chairmen, rather than from the councils (as 
had been done in the past). When edited copies of these recommendations were available they would be 
distributed to Council members. Mr. Perret asked if the issues under discussion had varied greatly from those 
previously debated. Mr. Swingle responded that one long-lived issue concerned changing the Magnuson Act 
policy on fees (in order to collect more than the administrative costs for various purposes) had been forwarded 





i once more to Congress as a recommendation. Dr. Anthony asked if the recommendation requested dedication 
of the funds to a trust fund for a fishery. Mr. Swingle replied affumatively, stressing that fees collected in a 
certain area would be applied to those local fisheries. Mr. Perret commented that biological, social, and 
economic data was either lacking or flawed in the Gulf states. He had heard this situation did not exist in the 
northern Pacific states. Mr. Swingle advised that Alaska's fishing industry had lobbied Congress in the 1990 
Magnuson Act amendments to create a research and observer program for their fishery in which the industry 
provided all the funding for the observers. Most of their stock assessments were based on observer reports, 
which was probably a system superior to that of the Gulf states. 

o Directors Re~or ts  

Texas - 
Mr. Rayburn advised that the Texas legislature had approved funding to revise the statistical reporting 
program. The Coastal Fisheries Branch would begin researching various reporting methods. Recent state 
legislation allowed crew members to be licensed through the vessel aff~liation and a personal license would no 
longer be required. In order to compensate the state for loss of fees the vessel license cost had increased. 
This was similar to the menhaden fishery regulations. Under the old system, any vessel landing aquatic 
products from the EEZ in Texas would need to possess a Gulf shrimp boat license (even if landing other 
species of fish) because that was the only acceptable license to land products of the EEZ. This was no longer 
a requirement, which would enable more accurate records of how many shrimp vessels were actually in 
operation. A new requirement was that oyster boat captains be licensed in order to facilitate tracking in this 
fishery. 

- .  

Louisiana 

Mr. Perret advised the Louisiana shrimping season opened May 31 and the month of June had produced a 
good volume of smaller shrimp. The western part of Louisiana would close the fishery for the season over 
the next few days. 

Louisiana law enforcement agencies, in cooperation with the state of Mississippi had arrested 45 persons in 
connection with fraudulent practices involved in transporting red drum back and forth across state lines. 

Oysters beds had been damaged by silt deposited following Hurricane Andrew, and federal money had been 
made available to repair damage and oyster fishermen had been active in this effort. Dredges were being used 
to remove silt and vegetation from the oyster beds. 

Mr. Gill advised the Mississippi shrimp season had opened on June 22, which was a little late. He commented 
that, under the Coastal Wetlands Protection Law, authority was given to his agency to remove derelict vessels 
that had remained in a wetlands area over 90 days. However, the Mississippi legislature had not provided 
funds for this operation. It had been recommended that this expense be covered by the coastal counties which 
received money from gambling vessels on their shores. 

The saltwater fishing license had been approved by the Mississippi legislature. A controversy had arisen on 
boundaries in regard to this legislation and public hearings were in process. Another item discussed at  
hearings was modifying the finfish ordinance to include a shark plan which would track the Gulf Council Shark 
FMP. Mr. Swingle asked the cost of a resident saltwater license. Mr. Gill replied there was a $4.00 fee for 
residents of Mississippi. The FDA was auditing the oyster program, though lack of manpower had precluded 
completing some necessary shoreline surveys. 





Alabama 

Mr. Tatum advised that May temperatures this year in the Alabama estuaries were four to five degrees colder 
than normal. Alabama and Mississippi were unable to coordinate their shrimp season this year. Mississippi 
opened their season on May 22, approximately two weeks later than was typical. Alabama delayed their 
opening until May 29th, and confined the opening to the lower portion of Mobile Bay, part of Mississippi 
Sound, and the extreme eastern section of the Perdido Bay system. The areas from Wolf Bay to the eastern 
end of Bon Secour Bay remained closed to the present date. The most recent reports indicated shrimp in 
those areas appeared to be smaller, brown shrimp were moving into the open areas, and recruitment from the 
marshes was keeping the brown shrimp count small. It was anticipated that more than one-third of the 
estuaries which normally opened in Alabama would remain closed this year, or at least until the white shrimp 
count reached a size which would allow for an opening of this fishery. 

The Alabama legislature appropriated $100,000 last year to the Marine Resources Division to develop shell 
planting. This process had been ongoing for about three weeks and appeared to be successful. This activity 
was expected to be completed in early August. The reefs had remained open through the summer and CPUE 
for fishermen had stayed about average. However, current prices were the lowest that they had been in the 
past eight years (approximately $1.00 per pound). 

New legislation had been approved to reinforce the saltwater fishing license requirements. These provided 
for resident trip licenses for saltwater fishing in Alabama and included, for the first time, a resident freshwater 
trip license. 

Mr. Jenkins asked what Alabama's criteria was for opening the shrimp season. Mr. Tatum replied Alabama 
regulations required an average of 68-count. Mississippi had a similar requirement. Mr. Rayburn remarked 
that Texas set their opening by a pre-determined date, with some variation in bay and Gulf areas. 

As requested by the Corps of Engineers (COE), an Alabama regulation had been enacted by the legislature 
(scheduled for implementation by September 1, 1993) to enhance the enforcement of proper placement of 
artificial reefs within the legally prescribed areas. The COE had solicited the adoption of this statute by the 
state of Alabama because of the difficulty in achieving prosecution through the federal government. 

Florida 

Dr. Nelson stated all FEMA funds had now been received. Traps lost in the March storm were in the process 
of being retrieved before the opening of the season commenced. This year would mark the first year of the 
lobster trap reduction program, with a 10 percent cutback in trap numbers. A Sea Grant meeting would be 
convened in early autumn to discuss the algae bloom problem and associated anoxia which had killed huge 
areas of sponges, commercial as well as loggerheads and other sponges. A concern was that these sponges 
were prime habitat for very young lobsters. 

A study in cooperation with the park service in the Tortugas (using their vessel) and NMFS to videotape fish 
trap and longline activities was being planned. 

A number of sports fishing and conservation groups in Florida had elected to bypass the management system 
and petition the government to amend the Florida constitution to prohibit gill netting and eliminate trawls over 
12 feet on the inshore and near shore fisheries. This issue would be included on the November 1994 Florida 
ballot. The Commission had been charged by the Florida legislature to do a policies financing study and 
provide the legislature with different forms of compensation programs for fishermen, in the event that the 
constitutional amendment should be enacted. 





Mr. Lindall asked for details of the new spiny lobster regulation. Dr. Nelson responded that the Florida 
legislature had created a new class of lobster fishermen. A commercial crawfish license had cost $100.00, and 
traditionally many individuals had purchased this license in order to harvest over the bag limit for their 
personal use. The new law states this license will only be applicable for use in state waters. The cost of this 
license is $150.00 and will allow the permit holder to harvest twice the bag limit. 

The Commission had voted to rescind the requirement that, in order to possess, harvest, or sell commercial 
quantities of reef fish in Florida, a fishermen must possess a federal fishery permit, pending the date of the 
lifting of the moratorium. The only exception to this rule was red snapper, which was retained solely to 
facilitate the enforcement of the 200/2,000-pound quotas. Other reef fish species could be harvested in state 
waters with the restricted species endorsement and a Florida commercial license (until the moratorium was 
lifted). 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Mr. Fjetland stated that Secretary of the Interior Babbitt had proposed creating a new agency, to be named 
National Biological Survey, which would include most research and monitoring components of the interior 
agencies and consolidate them into one unit. Most of this agency would be composed of members of the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. The main concerns have been loss of ability to communicate and coordinate 
research efforts. The National Wetlands Research Center in Lafayette, Louisiana, would be absorbed within 
this new agency. Two research stations in Corpus Christi, Texas, and the San Marcos Technology Center 
would also be included. He felt that the current Gulf of Mexico program was being questioned by the federal 
government as to its effectiveness. 

- .  

Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission 

Mr. Simpson stated the 1993 MARFIN program had recently been completed and reviewed and seemed to  
have included the same amount of funding for bycatch studies as had been assigned in 1992. The red drum 
plan was presently under review by the SEAMAP Red Drum Subcommittee. He was uncertain as to whether 
or not federal funding would be forthcoming pending budget reductions. All the state directors (with the 
exception of Alaska) had testified in favor of Section 306 which clarified state jurisdiction. Alaska was 
supportive of this position, but had neglected to include this in their testimony. The U.S. Senate was planning 
to hold several field hearings in connection with the Magnuson Act reauthorization. Three were scheduled 
to be held in the northwest area (two in Alaska) and one in the northeast. None was presently proposed for 
the Gulf of Mexico. 

Mr. Swingle asked for an update on the issue of liability requirements for artificial reefs. Mr. Simpson knew 
of no recent legislation on this issue, but stated that in the past proof of ability to withstand liability had been 
required. 

o Other Business 

Aauaculture Facilitv in Offshore Alabama 

Mr. King referenced an application to the COE in Alabama by Sea Pride Industries based in Ocean Springs, 
Mississippi (Tab J, No. 1). He questioned why this facility would choose to be situated offshore Alabama 
rather than Mississippi. Mr. Gill explained that Sea Pride Industries had originally been issued a siting permit 
by the state of Mississippi under the wetlands law, and the Commission was in the process of developing a 
monitoring program. When Sea Pride revealed they had a ship-type net-fin facility the COE ruled they did 
not need a permit from that agency since operations were to be conducted aboard a floating vessel. The 
Coast Guard also indicated they had no permit requirements for this type of activity. The Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) also ruled there would no requirement for a NPDES permit for discharge purposes. 





When Mississippi issued the siting permit the Sierra Club Foundation filed a lawsuit against the Mississippi 
Department of Parks, Wildlife and Fisheries. At this point, the EPA re-examined their position and concluded 
an NPDES permit would be required. Subsequently, Sea Pride were informed they would need to acquire an 
ocean dumping permit. The Secretary of State had assigned them a 40-acre lease which expired during these 
deliberations. This permit period was extended to allow Sea Pride time to obtain the necessary permits. Since 
they were unable to accomplish this, the permit again expired. They had then been informed they must 
proceed again with a new application for a permit for their proposed facility. They were now applying for an 
Alabama permit. 

Mr. King, referencing the description of this facility (Tab J, No. I), which was extensive in size, stressed that 
some governing authority should accept responsibility for monitoring and regulation. Dr. Nelson commented 
that this sounded like an expensive operation. Mr. Tatum observed that the proposal of specific fish species 
was quite vague and that a delay had been requested until the Council Habitat Protection Committee could 
acquire further data. He expressed doubt that this facility would ever be constructed. 

Mr. Swingle referenced Tab J, No. 2, concerning the changing of future dates for the September Council 
meetings in order to allow summer SEAMAP data to be received and assimilated by the stock assessment 
panel, socioeconomic panel, SSC, and AP, prior to the Council meeting. Mr. Horn suggested addressing this 
issue at the September meeting in order to allow state agency representatives and other members to review 
their schedules. 

Council members discussed and prepared a resolution to honor the memory of Mr. B. J. Putnam, who had 
recently passed away. 

On behalf of the Council, Mr. Horn expressed thanks to Mrs. Black for her contributions and kfforts. 

MEETING ADJOURNED AT 340 P.M. 




