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GULF OF MEXICO FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 

ONE HUNDRED AND TWENTY-EIGHTH MEETING 

NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA 

SEPTEMBER 15-16,1993 

The one hundred and twenty-eighth meeting of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council was called to 
order by Chairman Philip Horn at 8:30 a.m., September 15, 1993. Council members in attendance were: 

VOTING MEMBERS 

David Anthony 
Julius Collins 
Frank Fisher 
Philip Horn 
James Jenkins 
Andrew Kemmerer 
Albert King 
Russell Nelson 
Gilmer Nix 
Hal Osburn (designee for Andrew Sansom) 
William Perret 
L. Don Perkins 
Ken Roberts 
Robert Shipp 
Walter Tatum (designee for Vernon Minton) 
Thomas Van Devender (designee for Joe Gill) 
Thomas Wallin 

NONVOTING MEMBERS 
1 

Conrad Fjetland (designee for James Pulliam) 
Douglas Fruge (designee for James Pulliam) 
Larry Simpson 

RADM Card 
LCDR Mark Johnson (designee for RADM Card) 

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

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

Commission 
U.S. Coast Guard 
U.S. Coast Guard 



STAFF 

Wayne Swingle 
Terrance Leary 
Steven Atran 
John Pedrick 
Laura Mataluni 
Beverly Badillo 

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

OTHER PARTICIPANTS 

William Lindall, National Marine Fisheries Service, St. Petersburg, Florida 
Joe Powers, Southeast Fisheries Center, Miami, Florida 
Nancy Thompson, Southeast Fisheries Center, Miami, Florida 
John Merriner, Beaufort Laboratory, Beaufort, North Carolina 
Garland Pardue, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Atlanta, Georgia 
LCDR Steve Koska, Atlantic Area U.S. Coast Guard, Governors Island, New York 
CAPT Robert Powers, U.S. Coast Guard, Eighth Coast Guard District 
Douglas Gregory, Key West, Florida 
Phil Goodyear, Southeast Fisheries Center, Miami, Florida 
Bob Zales 11, Panama City, Florida 
Marty Harris, Tallahassee, Florida 
Kay Williams, Save America's Seafood Industry, Pascagoula, Mississippi 
Jean Williams, Save America's Seafood Industry, Pascagoula, Mississippi 
Linda Johnson, Do You Care Coalition, Kenner, Louisiana 
Chrii Lagarde, Aide to Congressman Gene Taylor, Pascagoula, Mississippi 
Miles Croom, Office of Senator John Breaux, Washington, DC 
Tom Murray, SF0 Consumers and Producers Association, Lutz, Florida 
John Williams, Gulf Coast Party Boat and Charter Boat Association, Texas City, Texas 
Ed Schroeder, Galveston Party Boats, Dickinson, Texas 
Bob Spaeth, Southern Offshore Fishing Association, Madeira Beach, Florida 
Lloyd Cuthrell Jr., Panama City, Florida 
Lloyd Cuthrell Sr., Panama City, Florida 
Mike Chestnut, Metairie, Louisiana 
Wilma Anderson, Aransas Pass, Texas 
Thomas Shuler, National Marine Fisheries Service, Carriere, Mississippi 
Ronald Anderson, Golden Meadow, Louisiana 
Wayne Warner, Galliano, Louisiana 
Donald Waters, Pensacola, Florida 
John Thompson, Buras, Louisiana 
Jack Menendez, Buras, Louisiana 
Royce Lingoni, New Orleans, Louisiana 
Marie Christensen, Sante Fe, Texas 
Patricia Potter, Galveston, Texas 

. Ado~tion of Agenda 

The agenda was adopted with the following modifications: Under reef fish, discussion of red snapper 
endorsement transfers; closed session for appointment of members to the Socioeconomic Assessment Panel; 
and under "Other Business", discussion of the NMF3 Fisheries Statistics Strategic Plan; a letter from Dr. 
Kemmerer concerning bycatch; shrimp vessel data; and two letters from Mr. King. 



. Auuroval of Minutes 

The minutes of the Gulf Council meeting held in San Antonio, Texas, on July 14-15, 1993 were approved 
with the following corrections: under voting members, delete Perry Allen. On page nine, second 
paragraph, (changes underlined) "Mr. Lindall commented that adding additional tiers to the endorsement 
system had been rejected under Amendment 6 and felt there was little chance this measure would receive 
approval as an emergency action." On page 26, second paragraph, second sentence, delete (underlined) 
"Mr. Pedrick detailed information on TEDs violations ....", tenth sentence, (changes underlined) "In cases 
of large penalties where no response had been received, cooperation with the IRS has beeun, ...". Page 26, 
third paragraph, last sentence correct Coat Guard to Coast Guard. On page 29, last sentence (changes 
underlined) "The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) also ruled there would be no requirement for 
a NPDES ...", also on page 30, change MPDS to NPDES. 

Public Testimony 

Bob Zales 11, charterboat fisherman from Panama City, Florida, stated he did not have a problem with the 
TACs for red grouper but suggested lowering the recreational bag limit since five fish was too many fish. 
This would be consistent with reducing the size limit for red grouper and would reduce the recreational 
catch. He suggested for amberjack grouping together banded rudderfish, and lesser and greater amberjack 
on the recreational side under one size limit. He advised since 1989 he had tagged approximately 530 jacks 
and recovered 97 fish. The fish were at large anywhere from 2 days to 1,200 days. The two smallest fish 
tagged (12 and 16 inches) were the fish at large the longest. He contended an almaco jack 12 to 16 inches 
long was easy to distinguish, but the other three jacks were not easily distinguished. He related that all but 
one of the 97 ftfh were recovered within 40 to 50 miles of Panama City. The vast majority were recovered 
within about U) to 30 miles. He contended that amberjack in the Gulf of Mexico appeared to be resident 
fish. He believed a lot of the small fsh caught and identified as banded rudderfish would eventually grow 
up to be greater amberjack. They have had a difficult time this summer catching amberjack in the Panama 
City area. He suggested the bag limit on amberjack be reduced to two fish. If the Council decided to 
group the three groups together, they should possibly allow one of the fish to be of any size. 

Dr. Kemmerer asked if he was suggesting the average charterboat or headboat captain would prefer the 
bag limit on red grouper be reduced to four fish so they could fish for smaller fish. Mr. Zales responded 
it had nothing to do with smaller fish. In the Panama City area they caught very few red grouper and most 
of the grouper were gag groupers. The discussions among fishermen was that a five-fish limit for grouper 
was too much. Fishermen's reluctance to voice this opinion was because under the Council system when 
a bag limit was established, it was diff~cult to have the bag limit increased. He contended most of the 
Panama City logbooks would reveal few trips where the bag limit of grouper had been caught. Mr. King 
questioned if grouping the ambe jacks together would have a significant affect on the landings. Mr. Zales 
responded he did not believe so because the existing information did not distinguish the different 
amberjacks. This was a tremendous problem for enforcement. He did not believe if the bag limit was 
reduced to two fish with one fsh any size and the other over 28 inches, that there would not be a significant 
targeting of small fish. 

Ed Schroeder, Gulf Coast Party Boat and Charter Boat Association, and Galveston Party Boats, supported 
the recommendation of the committee with regards to the red snapper TAC, and strongly supported the 
Socioeconomic Assessment Panel's statement which concluded that much more economic data was needed 
and more emphasis needed to be placed in that area. One of the seven goals of Amendment One was to 
maximike the net economic benefits from the reef fish fshery. He did not see how that could be 
accomplished when almost all the data gathered was biological and not economic. The Council should 
recognize that everything was not constant. He related his business was down 14 percent this year. There 
were new rules from the EPA, rising insurance costs, and the economy in general affected business. He 
felt these contributing factors should be reflected in the economic data. Supply and demand curves should 



demonstrate the impact when the quota was almost filled. He noted the Magnuson Act required that 
decisions be based on the best scientific data available, and questioned if economic data was included in 
this provision. He also requested data which reflected the cost incurred by the fishermen to attend the Gulf 
Council meetings. 

Mr. King asked if his customers had difficulty in filling the bag limit for targeted species. Mr. Schroeder 
responded not really. He stated they have had 17 percent fewer trips this year, and 14.3 percent fewer 
passengers which they also contribute to bad weather conditions. Mr. King pointed out when the landings 
decrease it did not necessarily indicate that the stock was depleted but might be due to the fact of fewer 
trips or passengers. Mr. Perkins questioned if Mr. Schroeder increased his fees this year. Mr. Schroeder 
responded they did raise their prices approximately 10 percent since their insurance increased by 12.5 
percent. Mr. Tatum questioned if Mr. Schroeder felt his input had been of any value in the decision 
process. He responded that the Council response seemed to be improving. Dr. Shipp noted that most 
charter boat operators appeared to support the seven-fish bag limit, and questioned if his passengers would 
prefer a higher bag limit. Mr. Schroeder responded they lost customers since they no longer were able to 
sell their catch but most of the public was unaware of bag limits until they came in their office to book a 
charter. Dr. Shipp asked his observations since the 13-inch size limit was implemented. Mr. Schroeder 
responded most of the time it was not difficult to catch seven fish over 13 inches, with most of the catch 
14 inches or more. They had previously endorsed a 14-inch minimum size. Mr. Osburn asked what 
percentage of the summer trips were at full capacity. Mr. Schroeder responded conditions were not 
constant and factors such as Texas adopting a year-round school system affected their business. He noted 
in July and the first two weeks of August they were at full capacity approximately 85 percent of the time. 
Mr. Perret asked what percent of the passengers were residents. Mr. Schroeder responded the majority 
of his passengers were from the Houston or Dallas area, some from western Louisiana and Oklahoma City. 
Mr. Perret questioned if he had any significant observations during the last year. Mr. Schroeder responded 
with the change in the commercial season there was no constant between this year and last year. His 
captains related they had to work harder this year to find fish. 

John Williams, Williams Party Boats, Inc., and President Gulf Coast Party Boat and Charter Boat 
Association, supported the 6 MP TAC for 1994 with a 7 ftsh bag limit, 14-inch size limit, and the U K )  and 
2,000 pound trip limits for the commercial sector. He referred to the Amendment 5 SEIS for reef fish, 
which stated the Council was attempting to achieve a 50 percent reduction in trawl bycatch induced 
mortality on juveniles. He also noted there was reference to another factor in achieving the restoration goal 
which could not be evaluated and related to reductions in the number of shrimp vessels capable of 
operating offshore in the Gulf. In public hearings held in August 1990, shrimp vessel builders, brokers, and 
fleet owners indicated a significant reduction had and was occurring in the number of vessels 15 tons or 
larger. It was also noted that considering the operation cost of this size vessel and current ex-vessel value 
trends for shrimp in a market increasingly dominated by imports, it was likely the anecdotal estimates of 
20 to 30 percent reduction in this size vessel had occurred even though total vessel numbers, which included 
vessels fishing in state territorial waters, had increased. He contended this indicated effort had increased 
even though the number of those vessels decreased. This size vessel would primarily be f~hing offshore 
beyond 10 fathoms and, therefore, be primarily the ones taking juvenile red snapper as bycatch. Economic 
projections and trends in imports and price and impact on domestic ex-vessel value suggests that economic 
attrition would continue to reduce the number of shrimp vessels in that highly overcapitalized fishery. Any 
such reductions would continue and may have already contributed to reductions in shrimp trawl bycatch 
of red snapper and may particularly account for higher year class strength that had occurred in the fishery 
beginning in 1989. He noted in Amendment One the stock was noted as near collapse, and now there was 
increased recruitment. He found it difficult to believe that shrimpers could catch 81 percent of the juvenile 
red snapper in the Gulf when they could not catch 81 percent of the shrimp which was their targeted 
species. 



Dr. Kemmerer asked if it was a practice for fshermen on headboats to cull their red snapper catch on a 
continuing basis. Mr. Williams responded their sticks were measured at 13% inches to ensure the fish were 
legal size. They do not allow people to pull a dead fish off their stringer that was 13% inches and replace 
it with a 16-inch fish. Mr. Tatum noted if Mr. Williams was correct in his assumptions that there had been 
a reduction since 1984 in the shrimping effort in the Gulf which was not revealed in the stock assessment, 
this would not reflect the current status of the stocks. It would have an impact on the recovery potential 
and meeting the objectives of the plan. If it was not being brought about by the shrimp fishery, obviously 
the directed fishery would be the group that would face more severe conservation measures in order for 
the objectives of the management plan to be met. Mr. Williams pointed out that if there was already a 20 
to 30 percent reduction in bycatch, he thought the SPR should be higher now since there was additional 
recruitment in the last few years that they were not getting credit for. If the larger vessels were gradually 
being phased out, it was his opinion that the 50 percent reduction in bycatch would be achieved quicker and 
possibly TAC could be raised before 2009. Mr. Perret noted that since 1988 Louisiana had a shrimp vessel 
license. He asked Mr. William's observations regarding survival rates of released undersized fish. Mr. 
Williams responded it more or less depended on the depth of water but believed it was substantially higher 
than 33 percent. Mr. Perret asked if he had any significant observations regarding the past fishing year. 
Mr. Williams responded initially with the implementation of Amendment One, the sentiment was that they 
would be unable to catch anything, but they were currently catching fish averaging l3 to 22 inches. The 
fishing had improved tremendously. 

Tom Murray, representing Seafood Consumers and Producers Association of Tampa, represented 10 first 
receivers or wholesalers of Gulf fishery products including probably 90 percent of the shallow-water grouper 
landings. He recalled two and a half years ago the red grouper fishery was overfished according to the 
stock assessment. Last year the stock assessment indicated a spawning potential ratio of 38 to 42 percent. 
This year the stock assessment indicated a significant deviation from that with a spawning potential ratio 
of 22 to 26 percent. They were concerned about the validity of estimates. They emphasized the need to 
proceed slowly in managing this fshery. Recent information from NMFS, in the form of a letter dated 
August 31, 1993 from Dr. Kemmerer to Mr. Swingle, examined comparative landings of shallow-water 
grouper in Florida which indicated cause for concern. They felt that the year-to-date information in 1993 
indicated a potential for fully meeting the shallow-water grouper quota this year before the end of the 
season. He noted the estimate, January through June equaled 4.4 MP on an annual quota of 9.8 MP. They 
were concerned because the recent trend from April through June revealed a significant increase in the 
monthly landings. Rough estimates indicate that 1993 landings for these months were 30 percent above the 
prior year. Based upon the seasonal information, he believed it was reasonable to project meeting the 9.8 
MP quota prior to year's end. They would like consideration for reducing the size limits. There was 
widespread concern regarding waste in the fishery. Their main concern was that the fishery not close at 
any time during the season. They would endorse the Socioeconomic Panel's recommendation that there 
was reason to reduce the size limit on red grouper in a step wise fashion. They recommended beginning 
with a 19-inch size limit and felt that this size would signiticantly reduce the discard, would allow the fish 
to reach their age of first maturity at 19 inches, and would enhance the overall value of the fishery. With 
this reduction in size limit would come an increase in landings. Based upon his interpretation between the 
18-inch and 20-inch size limit discard rates, they expected to see an increase with a reduction to 19 inches, 
of approximately 850,000 pounds of red grouper landed. That in conjunction with the existing shallow-water 
grouper quota would indicate the need for an allowable commercial harvest of 10.7 MP to avoid closure, 
reduce discard waste, and to enhance the market for this fish. In terms of explaining the recent increase 
in effort, there had been much reference to the directed shark fshery which was closed twice during the 
last year. If the comparative landings for 1992 and 1993 were reviewed, the redirected vessels particularly 
in the Gulf, estimated to be 20 to 24 full time, were now directed at shallow-water grouper. They felt based 
upon the biological analysis, that the stocks continue to be in good condition. It appears the trend in 
spawning potential ratios was positive. They believed there was strong reason to adopt a step wise 
reduction in the size limit to 19 inches, and to increase the allowable commercial harvest to offset the 



discard landings and increase the harvest above the 10.4 million which was recommended by the 
Socioeconomic Assessment Panel. 

Mr. Murray stated in reviewing the documents, there had been a change in methodology over the past years 
and some confusion regarding the equilibrium SPR estimates and current SPR estimates. This may account 
partially for the significant difference in the ranges the Council was reviewing. If equilibrium estimates 
were compared over this period of time, a positive trend was evident in the SPR projection. Mr. Swingle 
stated that Mr. Gregory indicated previously they used an equilibrium estimate of SPR that was not based 
on the VPA which allowed review on an annual basis for each cohort of fish, but it also allowed prediction 
of an equilibrium type of estimate for SPR which was approximately 30 percent. In some of the most 
recent years, SPR was 23 to 24 percent. 

Mr. Perret asked what would be the SPR for red grouper if the same methodology used last year was used 
this year. Mr. Gregory responded the old methodology would not tell you where you were today, it 
indicates the equilibrium given today's management. It decreased from 36 percent to 30 percent with the 
new methodology using the same equilibrium analysis. He noted the VPA stated that prior to Amendment 
One, SPR was as low as 17 percent. Amendment One allowed the stock to increase and the equilibrium 
analysis states that if current catch rates remain constant, the SPR would eventually increase to 30 percent. 
Mr. Perret questioned if that methodology would be used for other species. Mr. Gregory responded 
eventually. If aging of fish from the catches was received, that could dramatically change the next 
assessment. As better information became available the assessment would change. He emphasized the 
importance of the advisors explaining how the methodology had changed. Dr. Powers stated the questions 
were, where were the existing mortality rates going and where were the current mortality rates. Mr. Perret 
questioned what the mortality rates would be if the same methodology was used this year as used last year. 
Mr. Gregory responded the rates would be lower. He noted the new growth model incorporated a faster 
growth. At the same time since aging was from length samples, fish that were presumed to be older in the 
last assessment, were younger now so that gave a higher mortality rate. The equilibrium SPR estimate 
decreased from 36 percent to 30 percent, and F went from .2 to .3. The differences in the equilibrium 
analysis were due to the growth model. 

Mr. Horn noted Mr. Murray expressed concern for the grouper fishery being closed, and questioned what 
impact imports had on the fishery in Florida. Mr. Murray responded it was significant and impacts the 
preference for fresh Florida landed grouper by changing the purchasing habits of the wholesalers. Imports 
could only have a negative impact on price for fresh domestically caught grouper. Dr. Shipp recalled Mr. 
Murray testified he believed the quota would be filled this year based on the 30 percent increase over the 
last several months, and Dr. Kemmerer stated the fishery would be approximately one million pounds short. 
Dr. Kemmerer stated NMFS estimates, through August, suggested the fishery would probably be at 8.3 
million at the end of the year, which was approximately 1.5 million below. NMFS was uncertain what 
impact the shark fleet would have on the fishery. Mr. Murray stated if the monthly landings were 
examined, the six month period for the last five years accounted for 45 percent of the annual landings. Dr. 
Kemmerer stated the landings had decreased in the last month. Mr. Murray contended the uncertainty with 
the shark fishery would be a factor in managing the grouper fishery. He believed the cushion for 
conservation was present based on the status of the stocks; and, therefore, to avoid quota closure a higher 
TAC was warranted. Dr. Kemmerer questioned if they would still support a reduction in the size limit if 
the quota was not increased. Mr. Murray responded it would be too risky to jeopardize the fishery and 
would not support a reduction in the size limit without an increase in the commercial quota. 

Bob Spaeth, Executive Director of Southern Offshore Fishing Association, Madeira Beach, Florida, stated 
in their area red grouper was predominantly 75 to 85 percent of their catch, and they landed approximately 
50 percent of the red grouper harvested in the federal waters. The industry did not support a closure. 
From their observations the stocks appeared to be healthy and very resilient. They supported a 10.4 MP 
TAC with a 19-inch size limit, potentially going to 18 inches for red grouper. He believed size limits for 



the other groupers should remain status quo. He noted there was uncertainty on the impact of the shark 
vessels being absorbed into the grouper f~hery. They believed the quota would be filled. He noted in the 
assessments, the highest F was used and would like to see an average used instead. 

Mr. Perret asked, in Mr. Spaeth's experience and his area, if there were any particular observations he had 
made during the last year relative to fishing activity, etc. Mr. Spaeth responded f~hermen indicated they 
were catching more fish this year. He believed when a new stock assessment was available it would reveal 
a larger red grouper being harvested. The shallow-water release mortality rate was good but the deep-water 
release mortality rate had increased. He noted red grouper was predominantly in 0 to 40 fathoms. 

Marty Harris, Tallahassee, Florida, supported a 10.4 MP TAC and the 19-inch sue limit. The charter 
industry in his area would favor a 19-inch sue limit since they must travel approximately 40 miles to get 
to the 20-inch fish. The commercial sector would also support the 19-inch size limit but also would prefer 
an 18-inch size limit. The majority of- the f ~ h  being killed were 17, 18, and 19 inches. He thought the 
mortality rate of 33 percent was high. He noted in Florida the fishermen were faced with a net ban which 
would affect the cost of bait. With the current 20-inch size limit, they were fishing for 10 days for what they 
used to catch in 5 or 6 days. The cost of fishing escalated from $1,500.00 to $2,500.00 per trip to fish 10 
days to catch 20-inch fish. He agreed that the gag grouper size limit should remain status quo. 

Mr. Perkins asked how many pounds of fish would be discarded out of a catch of 1,000 pounds. Mr. Harris 
responded by the Council's estimate it would be one out of three, which would equate to two to three 
pounds for each fish discarded. Mr. Harris contended if the size limit was reduced, the mortality rate from 
discards would decrease and ultimately there would be more fish in the water. Dr. Roberts noted Mr. 
Harris indicated their bottom line would improve primarily due to shortened trip lengths, and he contended 
from an economist's view, that the response from fishermen would be to make more trips. Mr. Harris 
responded that was a possibility. 

Lloyd Cuthrell, Jr., questioned why he did not receive a red snapper endorsement. Before the endorsement 
was implemented, he was in the process of purchasing a boat and he caught the fish under his existing reef 
f ~ h  permit. He contended he had all the qualif~cations for a red snapper endorsement, and that captains 
needed recognition. 

Dr. Kemmerer explained that Mr. Cuthrell was a captain on a boat that held a permit and an endorsement, 
and he recently purchased the boat from the owner who had a physical disabiity. Mr. Cuthrell was unable 
to receive the endorsement from a boat which was part of the original 131 endorsed boats. Given the 
current procedures which did not allow transfers of endorsements, that would be one less boat unless the 
procedure was changed. Dr. Nelson related the individual that Mr. Cuthrell fished for and who sold him 
the boat had a condition which prevented him from fishing. The individual with the endorsement was under 
the impression that if he held on to the red snapper endorsement he could sell it in a few years for 
$50,000.00. Dr. Nelson suggested advising the individual that the endorsement could not be sold and had 
no value. This was another problem with owners and captains and who received credit for the catch. Mr. 
King questioned if this situation would qualify under the hardship criteria. He noted the endorsement could 
not be transferred but the boat would not increase the number of participants. He asked if Mr. Cuthrell's 
catch records were used to qualify for the endorsement. Mr. Cuthrell responded his catch records qualified 
the boat for the red snapper endorsement. Dr. Kemmerer stated NMFS followed the Council's guidance, 
and currently there was no allowance for hardship situations. The problem appeared to be that the owner 
of the vessel did not want to transfer the endorsement since he felt holding on to the endorsement would 
eventually make him some money. Mr. King recalled permits were issued to boats, and questioned why 
the endorsement did not go to the boats. Mr. Perkins asked if Mr. Cuthrell made an agreement to 
purchase the permit and the endorsement with the boat. Mr. Cuthrell responded when he initially reached 
an agreement to purchase the boat, the permit went with the boat but red snapper endorsements were not 
in effect at that time. Mr. Simpson asked if the Mr. Cuthrell's catch records would have been sufficient 



enough to qualify for endorsements for himself as well as the owner. Mr. Cuthrell responded yes. Mr. 
Simpson noted that Mr. Cuthrell's catch records could have qualified for two endorsements. 

Linda Johnson, Do You Care Coalition, Kenner, Louisiana, stated the boats she represented had too large 
of the percentage of the total allowable catch for the Council's data to be accurate since she contended 
their data was accurate. She contended that red snapper was not in the condition that the Council believed 
it to be in. Ms. Johnson stated in 1992, there was a 2.04 MP quota, during the month of January there was 
no restriction on who could fish for red snapper and all the boats were fishing. There were approximately 
2,000 boats fishing with no trip limits and good weather. The season lasted for 53 days. In 1993, the season 
opened on February 16 with 131 participants and a 2,000 pound trip limit. During March 1993, one of the 
worst storms in history occurred and they lost over 30 days due to weather, and the season lasted for 93 
days. Opening at this time of the year when the fish historically disperse, gave them approximately 60 
fishing days. The majority of the fish were landed by the predominant 54 historical captains. She 
contended if there was more resource available, the bycatch was going to increase if they were unable to 
harvest red snapper. 

Ms. Johnson referred to coastal newspaper articles regarding the high catches and sizes of red snapper by 
recreational anglers. She disputed the recreational average of 2.5 pounds used by NMFS. She did not 
believe that the recreational sector should be decreased but she also did not believe that the commercial 
quota should be penalized to the point that they only work for two months out of the year. She contended 
economically they were getting less for their resource than in 1989; approximately .50 cents less per pound. 
She requested equitable treatment for the commercial directed red snapper fishermen, and a show of 
concern for their social and economic well being. She requested the Council derive a plan that would 
extend the season without reducing the trip limits and the total allowable catch. 

Mr. Osburn asked the importance of extending the season. Ms. Johnson responded red snapper fishermen 
went from a 12 month fishery in 1990, to an &month fishery in 1991, to a 53-day fishery in 1992, and to a 
93-day fishery in 1993. A majority of the historical dependents were dependent on red snapper, and some 
had vessels that would not allow them to diversify. They were dependent on red snapper catches for their 
yearly income. 

Ronald Anderson, Golden Meadow, Louisiana, referred to the Stock Assessment Panel Report regarding 
amberjack, noting it stated that Amendment One concluded amberjack as being overf~hed. His assumption 
of overfishing was when the stock declined below the threshold of U) percent SPR. In his opinion there 
had never been a conclusive stock assessment prepared on the amberjack stocks. In 1990, a 36-inch size 
limit was adopted due to the escalating commercial harvest. The commercial harvest escalated since a 
market was developed in the 1980s for this fish. The western Gulf had historically caught smaller 
amberjack. He noted there appeared to be a spawning aggregation in the southern Gulf and the Atlantic 
during certain times of the year. There was a closure in April in the South Atlantic because of the 
spawning aggregation. He supported a 32-inch commercial size limit for amberjack which was the mean 
size at maturity. This would alleviate some of the economic pressure from the restrictions imposed on the 
red snapper stock. In August his incidental catch of amberjack was 102, with the largest fish at 41 inches 
and the smallest at 22 inches. Out of the 102 fsh, he was able to save five fish over 36 inches to sell. If 
a 32-inch size limit was in effect, he could have kept 80 out of 102 fish. If a 32-inch size limit was 
implemented, he suggested a possible April closure to coincide with the South Atlantic closure. 

Mr. Anderson supported a 12-inch commercial size limit for vermilion snapper with a recreational size limit 
at 8 inches. He endorsed the Reef Fish Advisory Panel's recommendations for red snapper especially on 
the 13-inch size limit. He had concerns about the proposed ITQ system and requested consideration of 
an anti-monopoly clause, and a use it-or-lose-it clause. 



Mr. Osburn questioned why a small red snapper had a better market value than a small vermilion snapper. 
Mr. Anderson responded a small red snapper was approximately one to two pounds and was a restaurant 
size fwh. A small vermilion snapper was approximately eight inches total length and, after removal of the 
head and tail, was approximately four inches and had a low market value. Dr. Shipp asked the mortality 
rate of the released amberjack. Mr. Anderson responded the release mortality rate, for the method he 
fished, was good. Dr. Shipp asked at what depth he fished when he targets amberjacks. Mr. Anderson 
responded sometimes down to the bottom in 400 feet. He was not aware of many fishermen in the western 
Gulf that targeted amberjack because of the 36-inch size limit. 

Wayne Warner, directed red snapper fisherman, Galliano, Louisiana, recalled at a Council meeting last year 
he testified that for the two previous years they had fished 3U) days and caught 6 million pounds. In the 
last two years they fished 80 days and were opened 146 days and caught 5.5 million pounds. He noted he 
had two vessels and only one vessel was permitted. He was the eligible participant. He supported a 28-inch 
size limit for amberjack for recreational and commercial. He recalled in 1988, Dr. Kemmerer stated that 
CPUEs would be a good method to gage the status of the stocks. Mr. Warner contended the stock was 
healthy. 

Donald Waters, red snapper fisherman, Pensacola, Florida, supported Mr. Warner's comments. The stock 
was healthy and the average fish he was catching was between 7 to 10 pounds. He believed there were 
serious problems with the data and collection of data. He contended the stocks were rebuilding faster than 
the Council was aware of. There were some areas where the recreational pressure was extreme. He also 
supported Mr. Anderson's comments regarding mangrove snapper but felt an increase from 8 to 12 inches 
was too extreme, and suggested possibly a 10-inch size limit. 

Dr. Shipp asked how Mr. Waters felt about a 14-inch size limit for red snapper. Mr. Waters responded 
when they release fish, the porpoises follow the boats and eat the fish. He stated they needed a one to two- 
pound fsh for the market. He believed the consumers should be able to purchase small, reasonably priced 
fwh. Mr. Waters supported the 28-inch size limit for all amberjacks since it would ease enforcement. 

John Thompson, Buras, Louisiana, suggested the public attendance at the Council meeting was impacted 
by the opening of the commercial speckled trout season. He explained that everyone who fished red 
snapper would today be fwhing for speckled trout. He stated the trip limits imposed were discriminatory. 
He felt it was suspicious that out of 2,214 boats only 131 boats were entitled to the 2,000 pound trip limit. 
He contended some of the boats with the 2,000 pound trip limit had not left the dock in three years. He 
noted he paid the same fee for a reef fish permit as someone who had a 2,000 pound trip limit. He stated 
there were 15.5 million recreational fishing trips in 1992 in the Gulf of Mexico. This averaged out to 42,000 
a day or 294,000 a week. He felt enforcement was lacking especially around the reefs. He questioned the 
Coast Guard regarding boarding of vessels. He noted there was approximately 900 recreational boats to 
every commercial boat. The Coast Guard boarded 93 recreational boats, with six violations for undersized 
red snapper. They boarded 73 commercial boats with no violations. This should be an indication of who 
was violating red snapper regulations out of the 15.5 million fishing trips in the Gulf of Mexico. He stated 
he was prohibited from having a trawl onboard while fishing for red snapper. He stated it made no sense 
to increase the quotas if the red snapper resource was in as bad a condition as the Council contends. His 
main concern was the trip limits. He related when he sold his catch, the fish house recorded the catch as 
one to 10 pound snappers and did not specifically indicate red snapper. 

Mr. Perret asked if his catches were properly recorded as red snapper would he have qualified for the 2,000 
pound trip limit. Mr. Thompson responded yes. He related he wrote to Dr. Kemmerer advising him that 
small boats were more impacted by weather conditions. Dr. Kemmerer responded fishing at sea was 
inherently dangerous, consequently crew safety was a valid concern particularly for smaller boats. 



Mr. Thompson stated Mark Godcharles advised him NMFS was concerned with commercial fishermen as 
a whole group and not as individuals. Dr. Kemmerer stated NMFS did not consider whether the boats 
were small or large in allocating red snapper endorsements. Dr. Kemmerer noted most of the catch was 
taken by 54 boats. Mr. Tatum inquired if Mr. Thompson went through the appeals process. Mr. 
Thompson responded no. Mr. Thompson stated it was discriminatory that some fishermen would be 
allowed a 2,000 pound limit and others a 200 pound limit. Mr. Wallin asked what price he received for 
mangrove and lane snapper. Mr. Thompson responded for mangrove snapper he got $1.25, and for lane 
snapper $1.00. Mr. Wallin questioned if the price recorded on his tickets could prove that his catch was 
red snapper. Mr. Thompson responded in 1990 the average price for red snapper was $3.50 per pound, 
in 1991 it declined, in 1992 it started at $2.00, increased to $2.50 and ended up at $2.05, and in 1993 the 
price began at $2.50 and declined to $1.65. He noted some fish houses paid as much for beeliners as for 
red snapper and the same was true for lane snapper. Mr. Tatum informed that during the appeals process, 
there were some tickets listed as snapper and credit was given to those individuals for obtaining an 
endorsement. Dr. Kemmerer noted price was one of the criteria in separating between different snappers. 

Mr. Thompson stated they used a test trawl or try net to catch bait but they were now prohibited from 
having a trawl onboard while fishing for snappers or any fish that had a size limit or recreational bag limit. 
This was a hardship since they have to catch their bait and then remove the trawl from the boat before they 
could begin fishing for snapper. Mr. Thompson questioned why a small trawl could not be allowed onboard 
if there was no bycatch. Mr. Perret stated it was probably due to the fact that fishermen were avoiding 
having undersized snapper onboard by claiming they were caught in the trawl. He also questioned why 
imported snapper could be smaller than 13 inches and felt it should be illegal to have them in possession 
regardless of where they were harvested. Mr. Perret recalled the same issue arose with undersized spiny 
lobster but unfortunately that had to do with trade and the State Department. 

Kay Williams, Save America's Seafood Industry (SASI), Pascagoula, Mississippi, stated SASI recommended 
for gag, gray triggerfish, red porgy, and vermilion snapper that additional data and analysis be collected as 
per the Stock Assessment Panel's recommendations and that it be maintained at status quo. She disagreed 
with Mr. Anderson's comments regarding increasing the size limit to 12 inches for vermilion snapper. She 
supported Mr. Harris's comments regarding red grouper. She recommended a 10.4 million pound TAC 
and that the size limit be changed to 19 inches. SASI recommends that the red snapper TAC remain at 
6 million pounds, the size limit remain at 13 inches, and that the recreational bag limit remain at 7 fish if 
possible. She suggested the Council analyze the recreational catch. SASI also recommends that the 
Council adopt the tabled motion that for 1994 the status quo red snapper endorsement system and the 
2,000/200 trip limits be retained, the 1994 commercial red snapper season begin on February 1,1994, the 
red snapper trip limits be a daily landing limit as well as 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 fishermen, and that it be a 
violation for a fisherman to sell or attempt to sell more than one trip limit per day. SASI also 
recommended that any limited entry program proceed on a slow track schedule and to extend the reef fish 
permit moratorium until an effort management program was implemented. SASI also recommended that 
the Council demand that Minerals Management Service cease using explosives to remove platforms. They 
requested the Council investigate the impact of fish trawlers fishing for pet food on reef fish. She stated 
that for most of SASI's members who fish other than in Florida, scamp was a deep water grouper to these 
fishermen and they did not want to waste the resource by throwing them back, and if a size limit was 
necessary, implement for Florida only. 

Jean Williams, Save America's Seafood Industry (SASI), Pascagoula, Mississippi, stated the Socioeconomic 
Panel's report was very encouraging. They felt the 50 percent reduction in bycatch had already been 
achieved. She did question the increase in effort for shrimpers and did not feel this was accurate. They 
believed the proposed ITQ system should proceed on a slow track. They requested the Council work as 
diligently to find an alternative to the ITQ system since the industry still did not support the system. She 
stated the recreational sector was a viable industry. She did not feel the Council was taking into 



consideration the total number of recreational boats. She requested the Council study the impact on the 
resource from the recreational sector. She remarked on the weekend traffic of recreational boats who were 
catching red snapper off a small wreck just off the coast of Pascagoula. This was a well known location 
and the crowds were heavy every weekend. One particular weekend they dropped anchor and within 15 
minutes they had their bag limit. She recalled years ago red snapper were not in this area. She 
recommended that funding for enforcement be increased to provide for more personnel. 

Dr. Kemmerer complimented Mrs. Williams for her continued willingness to come forward and discuss the 
fishery issues. He expressed the frustration experienced with the red snapper fishery and the current 
system. The systems considered by the Council such as ITQs, and the three or four tiered trip limit system, 
did not have industry support. He was concerned that the 2,000/200 pound system was estimated to last 
approximately 105 days and only lasted 93 days. He envisioned the duration of the season would decrease 
in 1994 to only 70 days. There was a real problem, and the industry must come to that realization and 
consider methods to equitably handle the problem if ITQs or tiered systems were not selected. This was 
a shared responsibility. Mrs. Williams remarked that the industry was very diverse, but they did desire to 
work out an equitable system. 

Reef Fish Management Committee Re~ort 

Mr. Horn reported Mr. Gregory presented the Stock Assessment Panel report, Mr. Dyer presented the 
Socioeconomic Assessment Panel report, and Mr. Atran presented summaries of the AP and SSC 
recommendations. Dr. Kemmerer noted, in response to AP recommendations to stop the use of explosives 
to remove oil platforms, to investigate the impact of fish trawlers on reef f ~ h ,  and to investigate changes 
in shrimping effort, that NMFS studies were ongoing in all three issues. 

Mr. Horn noted for species other than red snapper and red grouper, the Stock Assessment Panel report 
contained research and data needs, but no management recommendations. He moved that for gag, gray 
triggerfish, red porgy, vermilion snapper, and ambe jack additional data and analysis be collected as per 
the Stock Assessment Panel recommendations, and that the status quo on TACs (e.g., no TACs) be 
maintained. Dr. Anthony inquired if there was any timeframe for completion of information on gag 
grouper. Mr. Horn responded there was no timeframe stated. Dr. Nelson noted the South Atlantic 
Council reviewed assessments for many different species of fish. He stated there appeared to be a good 
probability that a problem may exist with gag and there had been suggestions regarding gray triggerfish and 
vermilion snapper. He understood for most of these species a TAC had not been established and a plan 
amendment was required to change size limits. Mr. Horn pointed out the last item of the committee report 
requested a stock assessment for gag grouper. Dr. Kemmerer stated the intent was to conduct an 
assessment for gag grouper. He noted there were many issues ongoing with the Council, especially bycatch, 
and the SEFC was directing a considerable amount of time in that direction. Dr. Powers stated the SEFC 
had done activities for gray triggerf~h and red porgy and it was unclear whether the Council wanted an 
assessment or to make use of the information already compiled. The SEFC would be directed by the 
Council's priorities. Dr. Nelson questioned why the South Atlantic had assessments and estimates of 
spawning potential ratio for almost all the major species in the management unit and it appeared for the 
Gulf side there was just as much information available. Dr. Powers responded in the South Atlantic those 
estimates were equilibrium estimates using catch curves. He explained the estimates were looking at some 
sort of long-term average of where the SPR would be and not necessarily where it currently was. 

Mr. Perret amended the motion to place a size limit on ambe jack at 32 inches. He explained that sexual 
maturity was reached at approximately 32 inches. He also noted Captain Anderson indicated that in the 
western Gulf the fish tended to be smaller. Out of a catch of 102 fish, Captain Anderson was only able to 
keep 5 fish, whereas if the size limit was 32 inches he could have kept 75 or 80 fish. He did not believe 
this was enough f ~ h  for any directed effort so there would be no influx of boats into the western Gulf to 
catch amberjack because the size limit was reduced. He noted the recreational size limit was 28 inches. 



Mr. Swingle stated the action would require a plan amendment since under the TAC procedure there was 
no TAC for ambe jack. The Council implemented the current size limits by plan amendment. Mr. Perret 
withdrew the amendment. 

Motion camed that for gag, gray triggerfish, red porgy, vermilion snapper, and ambe jact additional data -- 
and analysis be collected as per the Stock Assessment Panel recommendations, and that the status quo 
on TACs (eg., no TACs) be maintained. 

Mr. Swingle noted Amendment 8 would be the effort limitation amendment, but the Council could put 
other items into another amendment and staff could begin drafting that amendment. Mr. Perret questioned 
if it would be appropriate to include the size limit reduction for amberjack in Amendment 8. Mr. Horn 
noted a separate amendment might be implemented before Amendment 8. Mr. Swingle noted scheduling 
of Amendment 8 would depend on Council action regarding a fast track (implementation 1995) or slow 
track schedule (implementation in 1996). He noted the Council was also faced with expiration of 
Amendment 6 in 1994 so there would be no regulation of the red snapper commercial fleet other than trip 
limits. Mr. Perret preferred to wait to offer the motion regarding amberjack size limits. Mr. King observed 
that each time the Council would deal with these species it would necessitate a plan amendment. He 
questioned if the Council could set a procedure for setting TAC without specifying TAC and eliminate the 
necessity of a plan amendment to change size limits. Mr. Swingle noted if the Council established a TAC 
for vermilion, the size limit could be changed. He noted staff had questioned if TAC was being set when 
a differential size limit was set for grouper, with the intent of maintaining the population above a 20 percent 
SSBR level. He explained they reviewed tables indicating reductions to the recreational sector by a 
combination of a size limit and a bag limit, no one could take more than two or three depending on the 
size limit. They also considered the level that the size limit could be set for the commercial sector which 
would achieve the same reduction in fishing mortality. In his opinion this constituted setting TAC even 
though a number was not specifred. He noted NOAA General Counsel responded that the procedure as 
drafted implied that in setting TAC, a numerical value must be stated on total harvest in terms of pounds. 
Mr. Pedrick stated the process of establishing a framework implied that a certain amount of data existed 
which enabled decision making on a shorter administrative process. For grouper and snapper this process 
could be utilized since stock assessments, SAFE reports, Socioeconomic reports, etc. exist, gave a front end 
analysis, enabled a quicker administrative decision, and shortened the process. For those species for which 
there was not that amount of information, such as amberjack, porgies, etc., there was not enough of that 
front end analysis to utilize a framework process. 

Mr. Tatum noted the Stock Assessment Panel could not make any recommendations concerning gag, gray 
triggerfsh, red porgy, vermilion snapper, and amberjack since there was not enough information available, 
and questioned if this data would be forthcoming. Dr. Kemmerer informed the states and NMFS were 
collecting data for vermilion snapper, gray triggerfsh, and red porgy. 

Mr. Horn reported for red grouper and the shallow-water grouper complex, the committee considered a 
motion to maintain the status quo on TAC, commercial quota, and minimum size limit, but decided to table 
the motion until the full Council session. Considerations for this tabled motion included the impact of 
changing the size limit on the catch rate for recreational and nearshore commercial fishermen, and 
consistency with Florida red grouper size limits. The committee tabled the following motion until the full 
Council session: 

Maintain the status quo for red grouper and shallow-water grouper as: 9.8 million pound shallow-water 
grouper commercial quota (15.1 MP TAC), 20-inch minimum size limit. 

Mr. Wallin moved to remove the motion from the table. Motion carried. Mr. Nix noted the Council 
adopted a motion to maintain status quo on gag grouper which was part of the shallow-water grouper 
complex, and questioned if this set the TAC for shallow-water grouper. Mr. Swingle responded he did not 



believe so since the Council used the red grouper analysis as a proxy for the state of the shallow-water 
grouper primarily because that was the only grouper species for which adequate information existed to 
conduct a VPA analysis. In 1991 TAC was set for the shallow-water grouper complex based on the stock 
assessment for red grouper, and this was a continuation of the process. Gag grouper was the dominant 
species in the recreational catch of the shallow-water grouper but it was a minor species in the commercial 
catch of the shallow-water grouper complex. Mr. Horn explained the intent of the previous motion was to 
gather additional data and analysis on those species. Mr. King asked if the Council was unable to take 
action on gag grouper for the same reason that no action was taken on amberjack. Mr. Swingle responded 
TAC was for the shallow-water grouper complex which included gag and other species. Size and bag limits 
could be specified. 

Mr. King offered a substitute motion to adopt a 10.4 MP commercial quota (15.9 MP TAC) and a 19-inch 
size limit for one year. Mr. Perret questioned the rationale for a 10.4 MP commercial quota. Mr. King 
explained he offered the 10.4 MP commercial quota after listening to public testimony regarding fishermen, 
who held joint permits, that would be moving from the directed shark fishery to the reef fish fshery. 
Discussions pertaining to the release mortality in the commercial fleet, in the deep-water area, indicated 
they would only be removing the difference between what was being killed through the release mortality. 
He did not believe the increase in the quota would put the stock in an overfished condition. 

Mr. Wallin offered an amendment to retract the regulatory amendment to move the longline/buoy gear 
boundary line off Florida from 20 fathoms to 15 fathoms for one year. Dr. Shipp requested clarification 
since he observed that Mr. King's motion would raise the quota by 600,000 pounds. Mr. Pedrick responded 
it would raise the TAC by approximately 900,000 pounds because there would have to be a corresponding 
increase in the recreational catch to derive a 65/35 ratio. Dr. Nelson noted the report indicated the red 
grouper fishery was at or just a little below 20 percent SPR and the panel suggested if fishing mortality 
could be decreased to the F,, range, the fishery could probably be optimized in terms of increasing yield 
and decreasing effort. He did not think fishing mortality should be increased. He noted in 1990 the 20-inch 
size limit was implemented. He noted one of the concerns in Florida was people understanding size limits. 
He noted almost all the states had adopted size limits and if the size limit was changed by one inch he was 
unsure of the gains, and all the states would have to adjust their size limits. He spoke against the substitute 
motion and did not see the merit in decreasing the size limit by one inch. 

Mr. Perret recalled Florida public testimony indicated support for a 19-inch size limit. Dr. Shipp stated 
with the added pressure from the shark f~hermen and a decease to 19 inches there could be a risk of 
closing the fishery early. He preferred to increase the commercial quota to 10.4 MP and retain the 20-inch 
size limit. Mr. Wallin noted last year the SPR was 40 percent, this year the models were changed and 
indicated a 30 percent SPR, and questioned if grouper was overfished. Mr. Swingle stated the equilibrium 
SPR was 30 percent whereas previously it had been 36 percent. By using a VPA it could be viewed on an 
annual basis. In the last few years the SPR had been down around 23 percent. Dr. Nelson noted the Stock 
Assessment Panel recommended the ABC for the red grouper component of the shallow-water grouper 
fshery at 4.8 to 7.6 million pounds, and questioned where the total shallow-water grouper TAC at 10.4 fell. 
Mr. Swingle referred to Tab B (4)(A), which translated Table 1 of the Stock Assessment Panel Report in 
shallow-water groupers, the upper range for ABC was at 12.4 TAC level, and the level in the motion fell 
within the 15.9 level. The range of ABC was dependent on the size of the fish and fishing mortality ranged 
between the upper level of 12.4 to the bottom levels for different sizes of fish. Dr. Nelson concluded the 
TAC suggested was well above the ABC range. 

Dr. Kemmerer expressed his concern with increasing the TAC, but did support consideration of moving 
the longline area if a decrease in size was adopted. The fishery was relatively stable and improving. The 
fishery would be impacted from boats moving from the shark f~hery, but an early closure was not 
anticipated. He did not support increasing TAC or taking any action to close the season early. Mr. Pedrick 
noted under the TAC setting procedure, the Council had to choose an ABC. 



Dr. Kemmerer moved to table the issue until an ABC range was established. Motion carried. 

Dr. Kemmerer suggested establishing OY. Mr. Pedrick stated a plan amendment would be required. Dr. 
Nelson questiond what the ABC range would translate to for the entire shallow-water grouper fishery if the 
ABC range for only the red grouper component was 4.8 to 7.6. Mr. Swingle responded 4.4 was equivalent 
to 7.2, and 7.6 was equal to 12.4. Dr. Kemmerer moved to set the upper limit of ABC at  20 percent SPR 
(16.0 MP). Mr. Horn noted if the motion was adopted, the Council would be rejecting the advice of the 
Stock Assessment Panel. Dr. Kemmerer noted that was correct, but the advice of the Stock Assessment 
Panel was not consistent with the plan. His motion would set an ABC range consistent with the plan. 
Motion carried to set the upper limit of ABC at 20 percent SPR (16.0 MP). -- 
Dr. Kemmerer moved to remove the issue from the table. Amendment to the motion carried to retract 
the regulatory amendment to move the longline/buoy gear boundary line off Florida from 20 fathoms to 
15 fathoms for one year. 

Substitute motion as amended u, by a vote of 6 to 10 to adopt 10.4 MP commercial quota (15.9 MP 
TAC) and a 19-inch red grouper size limit for one year and retract the regulatory amendment to move 
the longline/buoy gear boundary line off Florida from 20 fathoms to 15 fathoms for one year. 

Motion carried to maintain the status quo for red grouper and shallow-water grouper as: 9 8  million -- 
pound shallow-water grouper commercial quota (15.1 MP TAC) and a 20-inch minimum size limit. 

Mr. Horn reported for red snapper, the committee referred to a tabled motion from the previous Council 
meeting to maintain the status quo trip limits but limit fishermen to one sale of red snapper per day. 
Proponents of this motion felt that limiting fishermen to one sale per day would implement the original 
intent of having a trip limit. The opponents felt that it was not fair to penalize fishermen who were willing 
to work harder to make more than one landing in a day. He moved on behalf of the committee that the 
Council adopt the tabled motion in Tab B, No. 8: For 1994 the status quo of 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 as an at-sea 
possession limit, that it be a violation for a dealer to buy or attempt to buy more than one trip 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. 

Dr. Shipp amended the motion to change the date from February 1, 1994 to February 15, 1994. He 
explained the industry preferred an opening date closer to the beginning of Lent for the sake of price 
stability. Mr. Atran explained part of the rationale for the February 1 date was that a seafood dealer 
indicated February 14 was an important seafood date and February 1 would allow red snapper to be 
harvested for that date. Dr. Kemmerer amended the motion to include specific reference to the 6.0 MP 
TAC. Mr. Tatum suggested in order to avoid confusion specifying the commercial quota of the total TAC. 

Dr. Nelson stated nothing was accomplished last year with the 2,000/200 pound endorsement, and only 40 
days were added to the red snapper season. The results were not what the Council anticipated. A segment 
of the public commented that they were negatively impacted by the trip limits. He questioned if the 
Council would be achieving anything by implementing the trip limits for another year. He also noted there 
were no options to address the bycatch problem. Mr. Swingle stated there was considerable discussion in 
the committee regarding the bycatch issue, several scenarios that were part of the Stock Assessment Panel 
Report indicated that if action was taken as late as 1996 with a 50 percent reduction, the goal of reaching 
the restoration would still be achieved by 2009. He noted the Shrimp Management Committee reviewed 
all the information and progress in bycatch gear development and adopted a motion that there was 
inadequate information and alternatives to proceed with a plan amendment for the shrimp fishery that 
would attack the problem in 1994. There were several alternatives in the Stock Assessment Panel Report 



that action could be delayed as late as 1995 or 1996 and still reach the restoration goal of 2009. Mr. Perret 
noted the Reef Fish Advisory Panel supported the 6.0 MP TAC. Mr. Osburn recalled at previous meetings 
an alternative day scenario to extend the season was proposed, and questioned why the industry did not 
comment on those scenarios during public testimony. Dr. Shipp noted the Reef Fish Management 
Committee was presented a survey as part of the SEP Report and the industry was split on their 
recommendations with no one preference for any management measure. Mr. Tatum advised he did not 
realize how widespread multiple daily trip limits were. 

Mr. King contended the problem was in the number of fish in the bycatch that had not been recognized, 
and once the effort data from the shrimp industry was corrected a difference would be recognized. He felt 
with the advice of the SSC and when NMFS readdressed the evaluation of the effort of the shrimp fleet 
it would be shown as a major flaw and many of the problems would be eliminated. Mr. Tatum stated if 
Mr. King was correct in his assumptions, the problems would just begin, and the directed fishery would be 
shut down. Dr. Kemmerer did not believe NMFS's effort estimates were that bad. There was justifiable 
concern about the estimates, and they needed to be fully explained and verified. He did not believe there 
would be a signiiicant change. The industry had been requested to provide alternatives to trip limits. The 
Council examined ITQs and other approaches involving limited entry which were more or less rejected. 
Multiple tiers of trip limits were also considered to address the problem of the derby type fishery. He 
agreed there was a problem, but the strongest support appeared to be for the 2,000/200 trip limits. Dr. 
Kemmerer indicated if the same strategy was used in 1994, there probably would be a 70-day fishery since 
there should be more fish available to fishermen and fishermen were experienced in terms of how they were 
going to address the fishery with the trip limits. Last year, bad weather kept a lot of the smaller boats with 
the 200 pound limit out of the fishery. Dr. Kemmerer reported during public testimony there were 
comments regarding the recreational fishery and that they were poorly monitored and were catching three 
times as much as the estimates. He noted that NMFS, beginning in 1992, increased their telephone surveys 
fiom approximately 36,000 to 75,000, and had increased the number of intercepts from 8,000 to over 16,000. 
This was a substantial survey, and the numbers remained consistent. In 1992 it was estimated that 2.9 
million pounds of red snapper was taken which was not inconsistent with the estimates in 1991. 

LCDR Johnson reiterated the position that, for the Coast Guard, trip limits were problematic for at sea 
enforcement since they could not weigh fish accurately at sea. With the current level of resources available, 
dockside enforcement was also diff~cult. From his prospective, the time management approach in lieu of 
trip limits would be easier. He noted the derby effect that currently operated in the fishery raised some 
safety issues. Dr. Anthony noted the possibility of mini derbys if a two week on two week off approach was 
adopted. 

Amendment to the motion carried to include reference to the 6.0 MP TAC., i.e., upper end of ABC 
(allocated 49 percent recreational and 51 percent commercial) with a 7 fish bag limit. 

Mr. Wallin offered an amendment to the motion to fish the first 10 days of the month with the 2,000/200 
pound trip limits. This would afford a closure in combination with trip limits. Mr. Perret felt this would 
create enforcement problems and force fishermen to fish regardless of the weather. There did not appear 
to be industry support for this type of scenario. LCDR Johnson stated this scenario should be enforceable 
but did concede the possibiity of mini derbys. Dr. Kemmerer recalled this type of scenario was suggested 
during development of the emergency rule but the industry testified that would create a safety problem. 
Mr. Perret recalled the Reef Fish Advisory Panel (AP) voted unanimously for status quo for the red 
snapper endorsement system. Mr. Anderson supported the AP's recommendation. Mr. Williams recalled 
in a previous AP meeting, the panel did support a two week on two week off scenario, but at the last 
meeting the recommendation was not discussed. He stated he was not a commercial fisherman but believed 
it could extend the season and possibly keep the price higher. Ms. Williams related there was discussion 
at a previous meeting, and the AP did support a two week on two week off with a 2,000/200 pound trip 
limit, closing in the summer months and reopening in September. Mr. Harris stated it was not discussed 



at the last AP meeting since it was assumed the Council did not support the idea. Mr. Waters preferred 
opening the season on February 15 and fishing until the fshery closes. Mr. Warner felt if there was a two 
week on two week off scenario, fishermen would push harder, and he did not support it. Mr. Zales 
suggested opening the season January 1 with the endorsements and let people fish until the quota was 
reached. Amendment to the motion failed to fish the first 10 days of the month with the 2,000/200 pound 
trip limits. 

Dr. Kemmerer stated there was excellent cooperation from the states as far as enforcement of trip limits. 
Mr. Perret recalled the AP unanimously voted for a February 1 opening date and requested the AP 
members present respond to the proposed February 15 opening date. Ms. Johnson stated February 15 was 
preferable as it would cover them through Lent and noted that the tuna season was open prior to that time. 
Dr. Shipp explained the reason for the February 15 opening date was to accommodate the Lenten season, 
but if Lent started on February 15, lead time was needed. 

Dr. Shipp withdrew the amendment that the red snapper season begin on February 15. He offered an 
amendment to the motion that the red snapper season begin on Thursday, February 10, 1994. 
Amendment to the motion cari5ed with one objection. 

Dr. Shipp explained that he preferred a derby fishery in lieu of the current system; however, he felt if the 
Council went back to a derby fishery, the Council would be hurting their chances to move towards an ITQ 
system and questioned if catch records from a derby fshery could be used. He believed this was the only 
chance to make progress towards an ITQ program. If an ITQ program was rejected, he believed all 
constraints should be removed and open the fishery. Dr. Nelson explained in discussions regarding 
allocations of ITQs, it was determined allocations would be based on the fishery prior to 1992, and he 
would never endorse any ITQ system, license limitation system, or any other effort limitation system that 
was predicated on landings from fishing effort that had occurred during the last two years under the current 
artificial situation. Mr. Perret agreed but by opening February 10, it was approximately 40 days into the 
year and hopefully the weather would be better. Also they were trying to close a loop hole on multi-day 
limits which might possibly extend the season. Dr. Kemmerer believed this would extend the season over 
a derby fishery. The problem was it would not extend the season by very much. Dr. Nelson stated it would 
have been helpful to have information regarding how much of the total landings were taken by the 2,000 
pound tier and the 200 pound tier. Mr. Atran indicated people with the endorsements had approximately 
87 percent of the landings reported in the logbooks. 

Committee motion as amended carried that the Council adopt the tabled motion in Tab B, No. 8: 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 Thursday, February 10,1994, that the red snapper trip 
limit be a daily landing limit as well as an at-sea possession limit, that it be a violation for a dealer to 
buy or attempt to buy more than one trip 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. Horn reported considerations for completing and implementing Amendment 8 (red snapper effort 
management) were discussed. The committee felt this was a matter that should be discussed by the full 
Council before making a decision. Mr. Swingle referred to Tab B, No. 3 which pertained to proceeding 
with Amendment 8. He noted the Council at it's last meeting directed additional public workshops, public 
hearings, and a minimum of one meeting of the Red Snapper Ad Hoc Advisory Panel be held. If the 
Council decided on an ITQ system, NMFS felt it would take eight months to implement. This would 
include reviewing all fishermen's records, convening an appeals board, and issuing ITQ certificates. He 
pointed out if the Council chose a license limitation system, the time would be somewhat less but would 
depend on criteria for participation in that fshery, i.e., the more liberal the more time it would involve. 
Given the time required, the document would have to be submitted to NMFS in December to meet a 
January 1, 1995 implementation date. He referred to the completion schedule noting if Amendment 8 was 



finalized and public hearings held in December for approval in January, the system could be implemented 
by March or April 1995. If action was not taken, the fishery would open February 10,1994, and fishermen 
would be involved in the fishery for approximately three months, and workshops or hearings would not be 
able to be held. This slow track option would delay implementation of an ITQ system or other effort 
limitation program until 1996. Mr. Swingle noted the more deliberate track allowed staff more time to 
prepare the document but he expected to be able to present it to the Council by November. He noted the 
current review schedule also must be reviewed. 

Mr. Perret moved to adopt Option 2 - slow, more deliberate track - implementation in 1996. He noted 
the Socioeconomic Panel, Reef Fish Advisory Panel, and the SSC all recommended a slow track approach. 
Dr. Nelson offered a substitute motion to abandon any attempt to develop a limited entry system for the 
red snapper fishery. He explained the motion was offered in an attempt to determine the Council's 
consensus for developing a limited entry system. Mr. Horn suggested asking the reef fish permit holders 
their preference. Dr. Shipp remarked that this would bring a negative response, and he did not see the 
value in polling the permit holders. He noted a current MARFIN study was being conducted to gather this 
information. He did agree that the Council had to make a decision regardhg lTQs and proceed without 
further delays. Mr. Tatum remarked there were relatively few management issues that were popular with 
the people that were impacted. Dr. Kemmerer stated he believed one more fishing season was needed 
before the situation was resolved. He believed there would be strong demands in the next fishing season 
to take a step towards an ITQ or a similar system. Dr. Roberts advised from discussions with the fishing 
industry and academia, there was tunnel vision regarding ITQs as an example of limited entry, and it tended 
to take on the identity of an objective. Establishing a limited entry or ITQ program was not an objective 
but a means to an objective. The decision had to made whether optimum yield included something in the 
red snapper fishery that related to locking in rent in the fishery. If this was decided, then ITQs were a 
means of locking in that rent. 

Substitute motion failed by a vote of 3 to 13, to abandon any attempt to develop a limited entry system 
for the red snapper fishery. 

Motion carried to adopt Option 2 - slow, more deliberate track - implementation in 1996. -- 
Dr. Kemmerer moved to establish an Ad Hoc Advisory Panel to address allocation issues consisting of 
owners, ownerfoperators, and historical vessel captains. He explained, both with the endorsement system 
and a limited entry system, the issue surfaced and appeared to be one of the major issues to be confronted. 
A historical captain contended that he had been leasing his vessel from an owner over the years versus the 
situation where an owner of a vessel provided that vessel to a fishermen, versus an owner/operator. The 
fishery was an assortment of circumstances, and he believed this issue had delayed development of a limited 
access system. This panel should be comprised of owners, owner/operators, and historical captains 
associated with the fishery. Mr. Perret asked if the panel would include fishermen with the 200 pound trip 
limit. Dr. Kemmerer responded he was thinking more in terms of the larger group category, primarily in 
the 131 boat category. Dr. Nelson suggested the Reef Fish Management Committee as a whole, or a 
subcommittee participate with this committee. He explained usually staff and the management committee 
chairman attend advisory panel meetings in an observer mode, and the advisory panel would make 
recommendations that the Council would ultimately not approve. He believed it was a benefit to have 
representatives of the Council presenting different views on the issue. Mr. Swingle suggested having a small 
Ad Hoc Advisory Panel meet with the Reef Fish Management Committee at one of the Council meetings. 
Dr. Kemmerer preferred to convene the panel with General Counsel to determine if a compromise could 
be reached without Council influence. Dr. Roberts suggested Dr. Orbach's workshops might be an 
appropriate arena for discussion of this issue. Dr. Kemmerer agreed this issue could be included in the 
workshops but he still would like to convene an advisory panel to specifically address the issue since this 
was one of the largest problem areas. Mr. Collins supported the concept of the advisory panel and 
remarked on the value obtained from the mackerel workshop. Mr. Perret stressed the importance of 



selecting individuals who obtained endorsements and who did not obtain endorsements. Dr. Kemmerer 
suggested the panel be comprised of two owners who were not operators, two owners who were operators, 
and possibly two or four captains who were not owners. These individuals would be selected by Dr. 
Kemmerer from NMFS records after consultation with Council staff and state representatives who served 
on the appeals board. Motion carried. 

Mr. Tatum noted Mr. Cuthrell was present and was probably under the assumption that there would be 
further discussion regarding his problem with obtaining an endorsement. Dr. Nelson recalled Mr. Cuthrell's 
situation was that he had purchased a boat and spent the last several years harvesting red snapper. He had 
a reef fish permit, but the previous owner held the endorsement. Dr. Kemmerer suggested staff, Dr. 
Nelson, and General Counsel, as an informal group, discuss the issue with Mr. Cuthrell. Mr. Perret 
sympathized with Mr. Cuthrell's situation, but advised similar situations were presented during the appeals 
board process and advised caution be taken. Mr. Pedrick stated the Council could not take action regarding 
the situation but the Regional Director might be able to. 

MEETING RECESSED AT 520 P.M., WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 15,1993; AND RECONVENED AT 830 
A.M., THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 16,1993. 

The Council in closed session appointed Bob Palmer, Florida Marine Fisheries Commission, and David Ray 
Lavergne, Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, to the Socioeconomic Assessment Panel. 

Reef Fish Manaeement Committee Re~ort (continued) 

Mr. Swingle referred to Tab B, No. 3, noting the Council adopted Option 2 - slower, more deliberate track 
- implementation in 1996. He questioned if the Council still wished to convene the Reef Fish Advisory 
Panel and the SSC as suggested in November. The advantage of holding these meetings in November was 
that their advice would be available for the committee when they were in a position to review and make 
final revisions to Amendment 8. He noted the completed RIR might not be available for the November 
time period. Mr. Swingle noted at the October Law Enforcement AP meeting they would be commenting 
on the enforceability of the measures included in Amendment 8. 

Dr. Anthony moved to schedule AP and SSC meetings in November. Motion carried. 

Mr. Swingle noted by the Council adopting the more deliberate track, there would be no system in place 
in 1995. If the Council desired a system similar to the endorsement system, an amendment would have to 
be initiated since Amendment 6 would expire December 31,1994 resulting in the Council only being able 
to set trip limits that would be equivalent for all vessels in 1995. Dr. Nelson questioned if action regarding 
time periods could be accomplished under Notice Action. Mr. Swingle responded trip limits and time 
periods could be accomplished under Notice Action, but allocations could not be set. Dr. Kemmerer 
pointed out in order to have something in place by January 1,1995, it must be submitted five months prior. 
If the Council chose something that involved getting additional records from the fshermen such as a 
multiple tier system, NMFS would require an additional three months. Dr. Nelson noted with the season 
opening in mid February, there would be relatively little time to review the data. Mr. Swingle noted with 
the Council adopting the slow track option, implementation would be delayed until 1996. If an ITQ system 
was selected, NMFS estimated approximately eight months in order to review all the data records for 
f~hermen, to hold an appeals board, and to issue ITQ certificates to those vessels. Another option 
available was, to divide the commercial quota in half and allow another system to operate the first six 
months of 1995, and implement an ITQ system for the remainder of 1995. Dr. Kemmerer suggested a 
comprehensive review of 1993 data from the fishery at the March meeting. Mr. King asked when the reef 
fish permit moratorium would expire. Mr. Swingle responded the moratorium would expire May 8,1995. 
Mr. King questioned if the moratorium would have to be extended. Dr. Kemmerer responded it was a 
consideration. 



Mr. Horn noted a motion to recommend that the Council retract the regulatory amendment to move the 
longline boundary line was tabled until after public hearings. Proponents of the motion felt that the 
shallow-water grouper fishery was in good condition and growing slowly under existing management, and 
that moving the longline boundary would have a dramatic affect on the fshery. However, a question was 
raised as to whether this motion was appropriate since action on the longline boundary had not been 
noticed for this meeting. 

The committee, with one opposing vote, tabled the following motion until after the public had an 
opportunity to comment in public hearings the following day: Retract the regulatory amendment to move 
the longline/buoy gear boundary line off Florida from 20 fathoms to 15 fathoms for one year. Dr. 
Anthony moved to remove the tabled committee motion from the table. Motion carried. 

Dr. Kemmerer expressed his concern regarding a reduction in the size limit which could possibly cause the 
fishery to exceed the commercial quota. He noted there was approximately a 16 percent increase in 
landings in 1993, which was approximately 1.5 million pounds less than the quota given that the transfer 
of the shark fishery did not have any more effect than currently estimated. If a 16 percent increase in 
landings occured next year, that would1 take the entire quota without moving the longline line in. If the 
longline boundary line was moved in, together with the 16 percent increase, a shorter season would be 
likely. Dr. Nelson recalled the submission of the amendment was conditioned on being able to review the 
updated Red Grouper Stock Assessment. Mr. Swingle noted there was a motion to that effect which failed. 
Mr. Nix reported Mr. Harris advised approximately 96 boats would enter the grouper fishery from the shark 
fshery. He supported the longline boundary line to remain status quo. Mr. Horn noted Mr. Harris also 
indicated approximately 130 grouper boats left the fishery this year. Mr. Perret expressed his concern 
regarding taking action on this item in Louisiana since this was an issue off Florida. The Council submitted 
the regulatory amendment for a one-year trial period, and before it was given that opportunity, retraction 
was being considered. He noted the item was not on the agenda. Mr. Swingle stated to some extent it was 
on the agenda since notice was given to setting TAC for the shallow-water groupers, and part of the TAC 
procedure allowed setting of closed areas. Dr. Shipp noted public testimony from participants of this 
fishery indicated they did not want an early closure. The possible entrants from the shark fishery seemed 
to have had an impact. He suggested delaying action until November. Mr. Horn noted comments 
regarding closing the fishery predicated on sue limit changes, if the size limit was decreased they would 
support the boundary remaining status quo, if the sue limit was not changed they desired the one-year trial 
period. Dr. Shipp stated Mr. Spaeth indicated if an early closure was projected, he did not want the 
boundary line moved in. 

Mr. Wallin moved to table the committee motion until the November meeting (time definite). Motion 
carried. Dr. Kemmerer noted it might be appropriate for the Council to request NMFS provide updated 
landings and projection of landings with and without movement of the longline boundary line. Mr. King 
questioned if NMFS could identify how many boats from the shark fishery entered the fishery. Dr. 
Kemmerer responded NMFS could probably identify if they were landing grouper. He noted one of the 
reasons that landings were increasing was the fact that more f ~ h  were getting larger and having more fish 
recruit to the 20-inch category from the 12-inch category. The SPR was improving so more fish were 
available. Inherently, there would be an increase in landings even without the additional longliners. 

Mr. Horn reported the committee considered which species to give priority to for stock assessments in 1994. 
The committee also considered the Stock Assessment Panel's request to limit the number of species to be 
considered. He moved on behalf of the committee, that for 1994 red snapper be the highest priority 
species for the stock assessment panel to consider, followed by gag. Dr. Kemmerer recommended also 
examining amberjack. Dr. Thompson stated there were problems with Dr. Parrack's assessment regarding 
identification of the stock structure in the Gulf and Atlantic, and aging relative to growth. She believed the 
recommendation from the Stock Assessment Panel was to gather more information. She did not envision 
much more information than updating catches to being available next year. Motion carried. 



Mr. Perret asked if staff could draft procedural requirements to implement in the Reef Fish FMP for 
changes in size or bag limits for those species not covered by a TAC. 

Mackerel Management Committee Re~ort 

Dr. Nelson reported the committee reviewed the revised draft of Mackerel Amendment 7 which includes 
the preferred options selected in San Antonio, Texas (Tab C, No. 3). The South Atlantic Council had 
requested inclusion of four additional issues , Actions D, E, F, and G. However, on further consideration, 
the SAFMC recommended that these actions be postponed to a future amendment. 

Dr. Nelson moved on behalf of the committee, that Actions D, E, F, and G be removed from Amendment 
7, and that staff be given editorial license to add the regulatory impact review to complete the public 
hearing draft. Motion carried. 

Dr. Nelson moved on behalf of the committee, that following approval by the SAFMC, to proceed with 
public hearings in Fort Pierce, Key West, Panama City, and the Tampa Bay area. If the January meeting 
was held in Tampa, the public comment period then would be sufficient for that area. Motion carried. 

Dr. Nelson noted that staff had scheduled a meeting of the Mackerel Advisory Panel for October 26 in 
Tampa in order to convene the group prior to the beginning of the commercial fishing season in early 
November. The hearings should also be scheduled early before fishermen were committed to fishing. The 
SSC meeting was not time critical. The amendment would be ready for Council action in January. The 
SAFMC would address the amendment in February. He also noted that Dr. Kemmerer advised that if the 
framework procedure in the mackerel plan could be modified in a future amendment to allow adjustment 
of TAC, quotas, and bag limits by Notice Action, it would streamline administrative procedures and allow 
for more prompt action. Council staff in conjunction with NMFS, would work to provide for such action 
in a future amendment. 

Coral Mana~ement Committee Re~ort 

Dr. Anthony advised the Council was coordinating revision of Coral Amendment 2 with the South Atlantic 
Council. He noted the committee reviewed the various alternatives for proposed action and recommended 
preferred options to take to public hearings for discussion purposes. The preferred options of the SAFMC 
were that harvest of "wild" live rock be prohibited, but that the amendment "provides some mechanism for 
future consideration of aquaculture in the EEZ upon demonstration that aquaculture could be done safely 
and consistently with our responsibilities to manage the EEZ". The SAFMC also opted for scientific and 
educational collection under permit with a set limit. 

Dr. Anthony moved on behalf of the committee, for adoption of Option B (1) as the preferred option, page 
3 - that live rock be added to the management unit and be defined as certain living marine organisms or 
an assemblage thereof attached to hard substrate (including dead coral or rock). Such living marine 
organisms are also associated with hard bottoms, banks, reef, and live rock (the list was included on page 
4). He explained this definition tracked that included in a coral plan being developed by the Caribbean 
Council and was refined by NOAA General Counsel to comply with the provisions of the Magnuson Act. 
Mr. Perret questioned if the committee considered the numerous oil and gas structures in the EEZ, noting 
that industry was required to remove abandoned platforms. Dr. Anthony responded the committee did not 
discuss this issue. Dr. Kemmerer recommended insertion of "non man-made or any natural". Dr. Nelson 
suggested that was what the public hearing process was for. Mr. Perret also mentioned the possibility of 
wrecks being located and salvaged. Mr. Leary noted coral on oil platforms and marine equipment were 
covered in the FMP and that removal was already excluded from being a prohibited activity. Mr. King 
noted the process of relocating artificial reefs was an area of consideration. Mr. Osburn questioned why 
barnacles were not on the list of organisms that attach to structures. Mr. Leary responded barnacles were 



not a protected species. Mr. Jenkins asked the definition of "hard substrate". Mr. Leary responded hard 
substrate was defined as predominantly a limestone or calcarious material which appears offshore, rock-like 
material. Motion carried or adoption of Option B (1) as the preferred option, page 3 - that live rock be 
added to the management unit and be defined as certain living marine organisms or an assemblage 
thereof attached to hard substrate (including dead coral or rock). Such living marine organisms are also 
associated with hard bottoms, banks, reef, and live rock (the list was included on page 4). 

Dr. Anthony moved on behalf of the committee, for adoption of Option B (2) as the preferred option, page 
4, redefine allowable octocorals as erect, non-encrusting species of the subclass Octocorallia, except the 
seafans. Goreonia flabellum and G. ventalina including only the substrate covered by the holdfast. The 
two species of seafans mentioned remain prohibited species. This would separate the allowable octocorals 
from the encrusting varieties that cover live rock. Mr. Perret questioned who would be able to ident* 
the species and enforce the regulations. LCDR Johnson responded the Coast Guard would have to develop 
some training. He noted at sea they would probably encounter obvious coral specimens and rock-like 
material for which reasonable assumptions would have to be made. Dr. Nelson noted Florida had been 
successful in identifying live rock. Motion carried. 

Dr. Anthony moved on behalf of the committee, for adoption of Option C (2) (b) as the preferred option, 
page 8, phase out the harvest of live rock in the EEZ at the rate shown on the bottom of page 8, but in 
a schedule to begin in 1994: 1994 - 225 tons; 1995 - 150 tons; 1996 - 75 tons. After 1996, no harvest of 
"wildn live rock from the EEZ. This phase out period would provide time for harvesters to develop 
alternative sources in aquaculture. Mr. Tatum questioned how the harvest records would be tracked. 
Dr. Anthony responded it was an item on the trip ticket in Florida. Mr. Tatum noted live rock was also 
harvested in Alabama and questioned if record keeping would be required on a permit. Dr. Kemmerer 
noted there was a permitting requirement. He noted this would not start in the beginning of 1994. Mr. 
Swingle stated the SAFMC would not be taking final action until February 1994, and presuming both 
Councils were in agreement on the provisions of the document, it would take approximately four weeks 
before submission to NMFS. If the Councils were not in agreement, the Gulf Council would consider the 
SAFMCYs suggestions in March. He did not envision the document being implemented for 1994. Mr. 
Perret asked if the Coral SSC and AP reviewed the document. Mr. Swingle responded the SSC was 
scheduled to review the document in November. Mr. Jenkins asked how much wild life rock was in the 
EEZ. Dr. Shipp responded 27 percent of the substrate in the EEZ was hard substrate. Mr. Swingle noted 
the EEZ was 186,000 square miles. 

Dr. Anthony offered a substitute motion that the preferred alternative would be to have a phase out of 
the harvest of live rock in the EEZ so that in the first year of the affected year of the amendment, the live 
rock harvest would be 225 tons for the first year, 150 tons in the second year, and 75 tons in the third 
year, and thereafter harvest would be prohibited. Mr. Wallin offered a substitute motion to retain the 
same timeframe for phase out of the harvest of live rock with no tonnage restrictions (open harvest). 

Mr. Leary noted the purpose of the phase out period was to allow persons currently in the business to 
develop alternative sources of supply which was hoped to be aquaculture. Florida anticipates 
implementation of a system possibly next year. Once the materials were put out it should be harvestable 
in approximately six months to one year. Presently there was no system in the EEZ which would allow an 
individual to place material and have exclusive rights for retrieving the material. There was no current 
permit in federal waters for placement or retrieval. The Corps of Engineers from the Jacksonville district 
advised that by working in conjunction with the Council, a system could possibly be devised simiiar to 
placement of material for artificial reefs and allow a permit for an individual to retrieve it. This would not 
give exclusive authority to an individual. The only protection an individual would have might possibly be 
a harvest permit from another federal entity such as NMFS. He noted it was suggested that permits be 
issued for possession of prohibited species to those persons who had some aquaculture activity. Mr. Osburn 



noted the document stated that 75 percent of rubble live rock came from a 40-mile section. He explained 
there may be millions of miles of live rock, but the harvest was occurring in very localized areas. 

Mr. Perret noted the statement "harvest of wild live rock could be replaced with aquaculture in state waters" 
was not true for Louisiana. He noted the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries currently had 
active oyster leases in the EEZ. He noted the amendment was written relative to Florida conditions, and 
he did not believe that live rock could be successfully cultivated in any inshore or territorial waters of 
Louisiana. Mr. Perret questioned if there was a biological problem in the EEZ with live rock or was this 
an attempt to accommodate Florida in their enforcement efforts. Mr. Leary responded it was suspected 
that the public hearings would provide a wide range of comments. The protectionist groups were concerned 
with the chipping away of the actual reefs, and others felt the coral rubble areas behind the reef contributed 
extensively to the habitat. The SAFMC was approaching this issue from the marine habitat prospective and 
their Habitat AP was working on the issue. Individuals in the live rock industry would argue about the 
great availability of live rock. Mr. Perret asked if any of this work was done in the western Gulf. Mr. 
Leary responded he knew of only one individual from Corpus Chriiti who published a paper on the use of 
local live rock in aquaria. Dr. Nelson stated from Florida's perspective the issue was that live rock was 
habitat. He noted every reef fish fishery discussed in the Gulf or the South Atlantic was dependent on this 
type of habitat. The extensive artificial reef programs in every state was a substitute for habitat since it 
appeared insufficient habitat existed to attract the kind of fisheries viewed as optimum. Dr. Shipp stated 
approximately 600,000 tons would be in one square mile of hard bottom if just the top one foot was 
considered. 

Dr. Roberts commented one of the biggest impediments to the development of marine aquaculture had 
always been institutional structures. He doubted that by 1996 an institutional framework would be 
established covering property rights through permitting, and the technology developed by 1997 to have an 
alternative to the harvest of wild rock. He believed the timing was wrong from a commercial and economic 
standpoint irrespective of the biological and habitat arguments presented. Dr. Nelson noted the industry 
started in 1988 in Florida and the institutional framework for developing permits and leases had been 
ongoing since that time. Presently, there were two leases issued in Florida. Sea Grant work in 1990 and 
1991 in Tampa Bay revealed that even in as short a time as six months, saleable live rock could be 
developed. He contended harvest of cultured live rock in Florida was likely to occur within the next year. 

Substitute motion camed to retain the same timeframe (three years) for phase out of the harvest of live 
rock with no tonnage restrictions (open harvest). 

Dr. Nelson moved to include the following committee motions in the public hearing d r a k  

Page 10, Option D (1) - During the phase out period, require a federal permit in the absence of a state 
permit for harvest and possession of "wild" live rock from the EEZ. This would allow for an orderly 
assessment of the level of harvest during the phase out period. The Florida Marine Life Permit would 
suPfice for Florida harvesters. 

Page 10, Option D (2) - Require a federal permit for the possession and harvest of live rock from 
aquaculture operations in the EEZ. Once aquaculture operations were authorized in the EEZ it would 
become necessary to provide some type of federal permit to allow possession of an othemise prohibited 
species. This permit might originate from NMFS, the Corps of Engineers, or perhaps some other federal 
agency depending on circumstances. 

Page 11, Option D (3) - Require a federal permit for harvest of prohibited corals and ~rohibited live rock 
from the EEZ for scientific and educational and restoration purposes. This added prohibited live rock 
to prohibited corals requiring scientific collection permits. 



The committee recommended that the staff be given editorial license to complete the draft document, 
adding the regulatory impact review and other required items, and provide the document to the South 
Atlantic Council for approval in November. The staff could then schedule review by the Coral Advisory 
Panel and the SSC, schedule public hearings, and bring the results back to the Council a t  the January 
meeting. 

The committee considered sites for public hearings and recommended that two be held in South Florida 
and the Keys, possibly in coordination with the South Atlantic Council. Another should be held in the 
Tampa area, perhaps as public comment if the January Council meeting was held there. The committee 
also suggested that state directors might also recommend whether there was a need for a hearing within 
their state. 

Motion carried. -- 
Mr. Tatum stated most of the activity in Alabama occurred because they were prohibited from Florida, and 
did not feel a public hearing in Alabama was necessary, but suggested a public hearing be held in 
Pensacola, Florida. Mr. Osburn reported a few phone calls were received regarding aquaculture, and did 
not currently believe there was enough interest to justify holding a public hearing in Texas. 

Election of Chairman and Vice Chairman 

Mr. Nix suggested, since some members were beginning to depart, moving election of Chairman and Vice 
Chairman to the next order of business. Mr. Horn advised according to the SOPPs, election was the last 
item of business. Mr. Nix moved to waive the SOPPs. Motion carried. 

Mr. Horn opened the floor to nominations. Dr. Anthony nominated Mr. Wallin for Chairman. There 
being no further nominations, Mr. Collins moved the election be by acclamation. Motion carried. 

Mr. Nix nominated Dr. Shipp for Vice Chairman. Dr. Nelson stated most professional bodies tend to elect 
officers in order of succession. He felt this had some advantage in that it allowed the Vice Chairman and 
the Chairman to work together before the Vice Chairman succeeded to Chairman. He felt as a matter of 
convenience, the Gulf Council should follow this pattern. Mr. Nix moved to close the nominations. Motion 
carried. Dr. Shipp was appointed by acclamation. 

Mr. Horn recognized and welcomed Admiral Card. 

Habitat Protection Committee Re~or t  

Dr. Fisher moved on behalf of the committee, that the Council budget funds sufficient to allow at  least 
one joint session of the habitat advisory panels in addition to a t  least one meeting per year by each of 
the three regional panels. He explained the suggestion was brought forward at the joint meeting in August 
by Mr. Green who originally suggested two joint meetings. Dr. Fisher felt there was some benefit in a joint 
meeting to discuss generic issues of the Gulf. Mr. Collins questioned if there were sufficient funds to allow 
this meeting. Mr. Swingle responded for 1994 one meeting for each advisory panel was already budgeted. 
He noted $40,000 was deferred from the FY 1993 budget to be used in FY 1994, and this joint meeting 
could come out of those funds. He explained the Council would have to decide during the year to convene 
an ad hoc advisory panel or a joint habitat meeting. Dr. Anthony noted the report from the joint meeting 
reflected the participants sentiment that the meeting was very important and desirable. Motion carried. 



Dr. Fisher moved on behalf of the committee, adoption of the following motions: 

1. Notify the House Merchant Marine and Fisheries Sub-committee for the Gulf of Mexico that the 
Council supported strengthening of a Gulf of Mexico Program that included the following: 

a. Statutorily recognized a Gulf of Mexico Program with dedicated funding to insure that 
actions could in fact be implemented. 

b. A partnership approach including all state and federal agencies, local government, citizen 
groups, and scientific input. 

c. A mechanism to set Gulf-wide goals aimed a t  highest priority problems. 
d. Authority to implement actions that addresed goals and objectives. 
e. Included a program on an international level to include Mexico, Cuba, and other Caribbean 

areas. The Council requested the opportunity to review related bills. 

2. Urge NMFS and USFWS allocate funding to conduct coordinated fisheries studies complementing 
marsh management research being conducted by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's National 
Wetlands Research Center in Lafayette, Louisiana, and specifically address: 

a. Potential effects on marine fisheries productivity, and 
b. The design of water control structures that allowed adequate ingress and egress of marine 

organisms while facilitating other multi-purpose marsh management objectives. 

3. Staff coordinate with NMFS, FWS, and Park Service to develop a report regarding Florida Bay 
problems for the next Council meeting that included: 

a. Economic impacts on species for which Council had management responsibility 
b. Draft resolution calling attention to the Council's concerns with the impacts of continued 

degradation of the ecosystem. 

4. Advise the Chairman of the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Task Force of the Council's support for 
the general restoration strategies described in their draft plan, while reserving the opportunity to 
review and comment on the individual projects recommended in that plan, prior to their 
authorization and/or implementation. 

5. Write to the Corps of Engineers and EPA requesting a review of performance of their 
Memorandum of Agreement concerning mitigation policy under the Clean Water Act, Section 404 
(b) (1) Guidelines, since the Council's last correspondence in February 1991. 

6. Express concerns to the Chief of Engineers regarding the Corps of Engineers' rate of progress with 
Section 216 studies and the reduced funding and delayed scheduling of studies. Copies sent to 
District and Division Engineers. 

7. Staff track administration's wetlands policy, especially mitigation sequencing, water dependency, 
and other factors of the mitigation process. 

8. Invite Texas Water Development Board to update the Texas Habitat Protection Advisory Panel on 
Texas water mitigation plans during its (Habitat AP) next meeting. 

9. Invite the State of Louisiana and the U.S. Fish and wldlife Service members of the 
Mississippi/Louisiana Habitat Protection Advisory Panel to be included in the Texas Water Plan 
briefing. 



Mr. Simpson questioned what subcommittee of the House Merchant Marine and Fisheries motion number 
one referred to. Mr. Fjetland responded he believed under the House Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
Committee the subcommittee was Oceans Outer Continental Shelf in the Gulf of Mexico. Mr. Simpson 
requested the correct subcommittee be referenced. Dr. Kemmerer expressed concern with motion number 
one in that it could be perceived as a lobbying activity. He supported the intent but urged the Council to 
coordinate this through the General Counsel office. He referred to motion number two noting the intent 
was to expand the Fish and Wildlife Service's funding to include faheries. He referred to motion three, 
noting Florida Department of Natural Resources should be included within the group of NMFS, FWS, and 
Park Service to develop the report regarding Florida Bay. Mr. Fjetland referred to motion number one 
regarding the perception of lobbying, noting General Counsel advised if the committees request input then 
it was fine to provide input. In this case, the contact would be initiated by the Council and General 
Counsel expressed concern. The alternative was to coordinate this action through the various agency heads 
involved in the Gulf of Mexico Program, i.e., Department of Agriculture, Interior, NOAA or Department 
of Commerce, Corps of Engineers, and the EPA. Mr. Fjetland referred to motion number three (a) noting 
the intent was biological and economic impacts on the species for which Council has management 
responsibility. Motion carried. 

Dr. Fisher requested that Mr. Fruge be allowed to discuss the Mississippi River Program which was a multi- 
state river system. Mr. Fruge reported for the past few years his office with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service had been involved with facilitating formation of the lower Mississippi River Conservation 
Committee, which was a formal organizational structure composed of the Directors or their designees of 
the Departments of Wildlife and Fisheries or Fish and Game and the water quality agencies from the states 
of Missouri, Kentucky, Arkansas, Tennessee, Louisiana, and Mississippi. The purpose was to improve 
interstate coordination on managing interjurisdictional resources in the lower Mississippi River. The main 
focus of the organization would be interjurisdictional fisheries and would likely expand to include wildlife 
concerns as well as water quality concerns. A constitution and bylaws had been drafted and they were in 
the process of securing the signatures of the state directors. All 12 agencies from the 6 states had voiced 
support for the organization. They tentatively scheduled the first official meeting on March 1, 1994. He 
proposed to make an expanded presentation to the Habitat Protection Committee or the joint meeting of 
the Habitat Advisory Panels concerning this new agency. 

Re~ort on Shark O~erations Team Meeting 

Mr. King referred to Tab F, Summary Notes of the Shark Operational Team Meeting held in Silver Spring, 
Maryland, on July 27-28,1993. Since this was the initial meeting, the first order of business was discussion 
regarding the responsibilities and objectives of the Shark OT. One of the objectives was to set an agenda 
or scoping possibilities on the public hearings. A public hearing was held in New Orleans on September 
14. He noted the results from the public hearings would be discussed at a meeting in October. He 
expressed his confusion as to the official capacity of the Operations Team. He noted similarities between 
the shark fishery and the reef fish fishery, i.e., too many harvesters for the allocated quota. He noted there 
was little information regarding the condition of the stock. He believed the attempt was to get input from 
each Council; however, he felt there were many times when his comments were personal opinions since the 
Council's position was unknown on a specific issue. He hoped that whoever was the Shark Operations 
Team individual should be made aware of the lack of preparation he had by attempting to represent the 
Council when he did not have much input from the Council. More direction was needed as to the Council's 
will so this could be conveyed to the Shark Operations Team. He noted he did not receive the summary 
notes until it was too late to offer comments. 

Mr. Perret recalled sharks were grouped into large offshore pelagic5 and inshore, and there were technical 
comments relative to dealing with a large group of individual species and the need to gather data by species. 
He questioned if that was the general trend. Mr. King responded the required logbook system should be 
definitive and informative for a better stock assessment. He understood if there was a need to divide and 



become more species specific, this would be addressed. Dr. Kemmerer stated the logbook system was 
started in July. Mr. King recalled there was considerable discussion regarding logbook specifics. 

Law Enforcement Re~orts  

LCDR Johnson reported TEDs compliance remained high and steady at approximately 93.8 percent for the 
last three months, and was based on 449 boardings and 28 violations noted. The final report from the 
Texas closure was % boardings yielded only 5 violations, out of which 3 were closure violations. He 
reported this was the first Texas shrimp closure that the state agents did not have any closure violations. 
There was outstanding coordination with state officials working this issue. He reported future enforcement 
efforts would continue to focus on TEDs enforcement and reef fish and red snapper violations as they 
occurred during the closure. He noted the concern expressed from this public testimony session regarding 
possible widespread red snapper violations by the recreational sector. This input would be helpful as the 
Coast Guard reviews their enforcement strategy. He thanked the individuals for the comments regarding 
methods used by Coast Guard boarding personnel to measure fish size and the item would be reviewed to 
ensure that the fish were being measured in accordance with proper procedures. The Coast Guard's goal 
was to enforce regulations fairly and equitably in all areas and to all f~hermen. 

RADM Card mentioned the Coast Guard for the last year had been focusing on various customers. Their 
goal was not to make criminals out of good people, and they also had safety concerns. They had been 
attempting to conduct a lot of dockside examinations which were no-fault, no-cost examinations. In the 
process of these examinations an opportunity existed to talk with fishermen at the dock to explain who they 
were and what they did. One of their goals was to listen to the fishermen since they did have a lot in 
common with these fishermen. Also, one of their goals was to train the Coast Guard to do the best job 
they could. He encouraged the Council to develop practical solutions for enforcement. 

Dr. Kemmerer related that TEDs violations had decreased and the emphasis on Magnuson Act violations 
was high. Compliance, especially with TEDs, had improved. 

Director's Re~orts  

Mr. Osburn reported in ~ e & s  they were emphasizing fine tuning in state regulations on fin fish. They were 
utilizing their Shrimp Advisory Committee, Oyster Advisory Committee, and the Crab Advisory Committee 
to review the commercial fishing regulations. The Shrimp Advisory Committee would be active this fall 
dealing with issues between the bay shrimpers, or bait shrimpers, and the Gulf shrimpers to try to resolve 
some allocation issues and possible over harvests to gain more efficiency in those industries. Their 
monitoring programs would continue with the fishery dependent, and fshery independent sampling both 
in the bays and in the Gulf. These data would be provided through some of the various networks. 

Dr. Kemmerer asked if there was any chance that Texas would review their classification of commercial 
fishermen. He noted Texas had a similar rule in terms of finfish fishermen being commercial fishermen 
and that 50 percent of his income must be derived from f~h ing  but no proof was required. He questioned 
if Texas could work together with NMFS to work out an improved system. He noted one consistent 
criticism was that there were many fishermen f~h ing  red snapper and claiming to be commercial fishermen 
and who really were not. Mr. Osburn stated fishermen were only required to file an affidavit. Dr. 
Kemmerer noted NMFS required submission of tax records to verify this income. Mr. Osburn suspected 
a letter of inquiry from NMFS might initiate discussion to determine if it was within Texas's rulemaking 
authority. He noted this would not change Texas's intent and just provide clarification. Dr. Anthony 
commented on the fishery independent data collection, and questioned how long these efforts had been 
ongoing. Mr. Osburn responded since 1975 inshore gillnets were randomly set throughout the bay systems. 
They were taking approximately 900 gillnet samples each year. They had bag seine samples for the 
juveniles in place since 1977. They were also randomly collecting independent trawl samples in the bays 



and in the Gulf out to nine miles, also oyster dredges in bay sampling in addition to creel surveys at the 
boat ramps. They also had mail surveys ongoing. They were exploring utilizing anthropologists to begin 
some scoping processes. Mr. Osburn related this information was helpful in controversial situations, noting 
the Commission was a nine member group appointed by the Governor and not really associated with 
fisheries. When the Commissioners heard fishermen relaying situations, staff could supply data to support 
the Commissioner's decisions. 

Mr. Perret reported with the flooding in the Midwest, the water flows through the river system and goes 
into the Gulf of Mexico off Louisiana. He referred to slides, noting the 1993 hypoxia area where they had 
biological samples. He explained hypoxia was defined as water that had less than two parts per million 
oxygen and when this situation existed there was little or no life in that particular area. He compared 1978 
to 1993 noting the extensive area in 1993. Currently, the Mississippi River through August 31st was 
approximately three times higher than normal for that time of year. They detected the hypoxia from about 
5 meters or 5 miles from shore out to 30 or 40 miles. He had reports from NOAA Coastal Ocean Program 
dated August 31st where they did diving in that area and they found no living organisms visible on the 
bottom, all fish were confined to the upper water areas. There was a jubilee effect about mid August where 
some of the fah were concentrated in the near beach area. Louisiana had not seen this kind of river 
situation at this time of year before. He stated that 27 of EPA's hazardous waste sites were flooded or 
inundated during the flood in the Midwest. Mr. Swingle asked how high off the bottom the low level of 
dissolved oxygen extended. Mr. Perret responded it extended two meters off the bottom. He emphasized 
the extensive area was of real concern, and it may or may not have had an impact on some of the 
organisms the Council was involved with managing. Mr. Perkins inquired if there were any data on how 
long the flow would continue. Mr. Perret responded it had recently been subsiding somewhat. Dr. 
Kemmerer noted the hypoxic zone had existed since 1950 but it did not seem to kill anything, everything 
seems to move away and then moves back into the area. 

Mr. Van Devender continued the discussion on the hypoxia situation, noting Mississippi started noticing 
hypoxic areas in the western part of Mississippi Sound in early August which was an unusual event. They 
conducted surveys and discovered that from the Gulfport ship channel westward in depths from 8 to 20 feet, 
they had low oxygen values of less than two parts per million. He noted most everything moved away from 
the area. In Mississippi it had the effect of crowding shrimp up close to shore. Mr. Van Devender 
reported Mississippi was still trying to incorporate the shark regulations into their ordinance system. This 
was started in June and should be completed in the next few weeks and be effective November 1. Part of 
the problem was that in the same ordinance they proposed to change red drum regulations. They had the 
most stringent minimum size, i.e., 22 inches. He believed the minimum size would remain at 22 inches for 
at least one more year while data were collected. He reminded the Council that Mississippi opens its 
commercial red drum season on October 1 to begin their annual 35,000 pound quota. In the past few 
seasons, the quota had been met in February and November, respectively. He reported that the Secretary 
of State's Off~ce in Mississippi advised, through some lease program worked out with the casinos, that 
$435,000 would be received by the Mississippi Bureau of Marine Resources. They planned to utilize this 
funding to develop an artificial reef plan, use a portion to help create a fisheries industrial park in an area 
not affected by the casinos, and also to purchase Savannah habitats that were adjacent to Mississippi's 
marsh lands. It was projected by the Secretary of State that next year this fund would return to the Bureau 
between one and two million dollars. Mississippi's oyster season was set to open approximately October 
7th or 9th, and they expected to harvest approximately 200,000 sacks which would be their best year since 
1983. Mr. Jenkins asked what the economic value of a 35,000 pound quota was to Mississippi. Mr. Van 
Devender responded it was a small quota and was set based on a 10-year average excluding the years of 
peak production. Mr. Jenkins asked how the quota was monitored. Mr. Van Devender responded it was 
monitored through Mississippi's cooperative statistics program with NMFS. 

Mr. Tatum reported Alabama had completed their frrst full year of the saltwater fishing license 
requirement. He noted they needed to sell 30,000 licenses in order to break even with the monies 



negotiated with the fresh water agencies, and they did exceed that number with approximately 35,000 
licenses. Alabama's oyster fishery continued through the summer although the price received by fishermen 
continued to decrease. The oyster harvest was good, and the fishery independent sampling of the oyster 
reefs revealed they were holding up well. They expected to enter the fall season with a good crop of oysters 
on the reef. 

Mr. Simpson invited the Council to attend the Commission's October 19-21 meeting in San Antonio, Texas. 
He reported there was one million dollars above least years that was approved for the support of ongoing 
research programs of National Marine Fisheries Service through the Gulf and South Atlantic Fisheries 
Development Foundation to assess M ~ s h  bycatch in the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic shrimp trawl 
fisheries. The funds would be used for characterization of catch and bycatch and development of BRDs 
(bycatch reduction devices). He reviewed the appropriations, noting $4.5 million was dedicated to Alaska 
of which $250,000 was provided for crab work, $40,000 for rock fish, and approximately $250,000 to the 
Alaska Game and Fish Commission for a Rock Fish Management Plan, $1.4 million for stellar sea lions, 
$350,000 for an Oregon work, $18.5 million for hatchery work, $7.75 million for marine mammals work 
(mainly West Coast) of which $1.5 million was for the North Pacific fish, $500,000 was for Alaska's harvest 
seal, $350,000 for Eskimo whaling, $500,000 for Kodiak facility, $200,000 for Juneau observer training, and 
$400,000 for Pacific salmon. He felt the Gulf Coast was losing ground to the West Coast, and questioned 
if the appropriations were a result of them making their concerns about marine work more well known. 
There were a large number of problems and complicated issues in the Gulf that were quite funding 
intensitive. He noted the MARFIN Principle Investigators Conference would be held in Atlanta, October 
12-13, in conjunction with the Southeastern Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies. He referred to a 
handout regarding clarification of state authority with and without a fishery management plan the 
Commission is presenting to Congress and others for consideration. 

Mr. Perret noted in situations where a plan was in effect and a state had different regulations, and the 
Council concured with that state, would that state's regulations be in effect. Mr. Simpson responded it was 
a fast track incorporation and would address the problem off Louisiana in the past with the 100-count 
shrimp. Mr. Perret explained if a federal fishery management plan was in place and Texas, Louisiana, and 
Mississippi had state regulations and the Council requested those three states to comply and one or two 
of the three states did comply, but the other did not, being management was in the EEZ, Council 
regulations would be in effect. He did not believe one state should dictate to the rest of the Gulf what the 
regulations should be. Mr. Perret explained using live rock as an example, Florida had certain regulations 
and the Council's Coral FMP will include live rock. If the Council concurs with Florida's rules, would those 
rules be for inshore, territorial sea, EEZ, and the entire Gulf of Mexico. Mr. Simpson responded the key 
component was if the Council concurred then there would be situations where the answer would be yes, 
and in other situations the answer would be no. He explained Florida regulations would apply inshore but 
would not apply to other states. 

Mr. Fjetland reported the Senate confirmed Mollie Beattie as the new Director of the Fish and Wildlife 
Service. He noted a substantial reorganization was proposed for the Department of Interior by Secretary 
Babbitt, and should be implemented in EY 1994 but not all the various House and Senate committees had 
signed off. This would create a new agency, the National Biological Survey, which would take all the 
research components from the various agencies from within the Department of Interior, and places them 
in one centralized biological research agency. Approximately 80 percent of the agency came from the Fish 
and Wildlife Service's budget. Within the Gulf principal areas of interest, the National Wetlands Research 
Laboratory in Lafayette would be under the National Biological Survey, and also the National Wetlands 
Inventory in St. Petersburg would be under this new agency. Initially new lines of communications would 
have to be established. He believed the effect would be a research arm of the federal government that was 
more in the area of long-term research and less in the area of reactive type work of responding to 
operational needs and requests. 



Mr. Fruge reported the fisheries office was moved to Baton Rouge. This offlce had mainly been involved 
with fisheries management on federal lands, mainly wildlife refugees. Moving this one person office was 
consistent with the general movement towards more work in interjurisdictional f~heries and large rivers. 
This office had been involved for the past couple of years with monitoring the spread of zebra mussels in 
the lower Mississippi River. They had found these mussels in the Mississippi system down as far as River 
Mile 56 which was approximately 12 miles south of Bell Chasse. He noted they just concluded a technical 
review of the draft recovery plan for the Gulf sturgeon which was listed as threatened in 1991. A plan for 
public review should be ready sometime in the fall. In addition to being a recovery plan under the 
Endangered Species Act, it was also a fishery management plan under the Gulf States Marine Fisheries 
Commission. 

Other Business 

Dr. Kemmerer referred to Tab G, No. 1, which was his response to Chairman Horn's letter concerning 
bycatch. He recalled Mr. Horn's letter had a strong implication that the Gulf Council planned to wait for 
NMFS to come up with a solution to bycatch problems. He felt the Council needed to actively pursue steps 
to at least identify some of the management, non-management, gear and non-gear options, that should be 
considered. He suggested the possibility of convening the Reef Fish and Shrimp APs to identify options. 
Council, NMFS, and industry had a responsibility to identify options. For example, consider certain areas 
in the Gulf where the highest concentration of juvenile red snapper existed and suggest a voluntary 
reduction of fishing effort in those areas during certain periods. Another option might be to look at the 
possibility, during certain times and in certain areas, to prohibit daytime trawling. 

Mr. Swingle clarified the intent of the letter to Dr. Kemmerer was that the Council, after reviewing the 
bycatch presentations at the July meeting, concluded there was not sufficient information or gear technology 
to proceed in 1993 with developing the amendment. He noted the Shrimp Advisory Panel was scheduled 
to convene in January and have an update from NMES and other participants in the cooperative bycatch 
program of the status of available information. Dr. Kemmerer stated his concern was that the letter 
implied the Council would wait until some solutions were provided by NMFS. He strongly believed the 
Council needed to take a proactive position. Mr. Collins recalled there were various presentations 
regarding bycatch devices, and it was determined that devices which eliminated snapper also eliminated a 
considerable amount of shrimp which was unacceptable to the shrimp industry. The device that did 
eliminate bycatch and kept shrimp, did not eliminate the small age zero to age one red snapper. He 
advised that NMFS did not presently have a device that would eliminate bycatch without eliminating 
considerable shrimp. Since the evaluations were not final and there was at least a three-year period for 
development, they felt no action could currently be taken. He did question that the shrimp effort increased 
in the EEZ. He stated in 1983 he owned, or owned part of 13 boats and he currently owned 4 boats, which 
was approximately a 38 percent decrease. He questioned if NMFS was including inshore in with the blue 
water shrimp boats, boats that fish outside of 5 or 10 fathoms where there was a high concentration of age 
zero red snapper. He did not believe an increase in effort was possible. The industry was relying on a 
decrease in the blue water boats. He contended the goal of 20 percent SPR by 1996 was a hard goal to 
reach. Public testimony detailed the abundance of red snapper in the Gulf of Mexico. 

Dr. Kemmerer stated NMFS scientists believed that the estimates of effort were reasonably accurate 
although there was concern about the estimates and there may be some unknown biases that were either 
not controlled or NMFS was unaware of. He considered the possibility of a mandatory survey of fishing 
or shrimping activity in the Gulf of Mexico. This could be accomplished through mail on a quarterly, 
annual, or biannual basis. It would also have to be designed in a manner to compliment the existing 
ongoing data collection activity to ensure comparable points of reference to verify existing studies. This 
study should have a great deal of industry involvement in the design of the survey instrument and recording 
of the information. This was the type of action the Council should be addressing. He would require strong 
support from the MARFIN board for funding although funds may be available if the bycatch funding 



became available. Mr. Collins expressed his willingness to convene the advisory panels to study this issue. 
He noted the Gulf of Mexico had the most valuable fishery, i.e., the shrimp industry, and yet adequate 
funding was not being appropriated. Dr. Kemmerer proposed possibly convening the Shrimp Advisory 
Panel with selected scientists to design the survey. Mr. Horn suggested deferring the issue to the next 
meeting of the Shrimp Management Committee. Mr. Nix suggested NMF3 and staff develop some 
suggestions for consideration at the November Council meeting. Dr. Anthony noted the industry felt that 
too many of the inshore boats were being included in the estimates and may have skewed the number of 
blue water boats. Dr. Kemmerer responded effort was stratified by depth and by statistical zones. Mr. 
Perret pointed out the SSC requested a review of the effort data. Mr. Horn recalled the Council had 
previously requested information on shrimp vessels by length. 

Mr. King contended that 81 percent of the recruitment of red snapper that could go to the fishery was 
blamed on shrimp trawl bycatch. He felt this was the single most important factor that affected the red 
snapper stock assessment. Dr. Roberts requested that the Chairman of the SSC poll the members of the 
committee and advise them that this issue would be discussed at the next meeting of the Shrimp 
Management Committee, and request that they submit their concerns about the data system to the 
Chairman of the SSC. 

Mr. Perret noted during its January meeting, the National Marine Fisheries Service Board of Directors 
(BOD) was initiating its first-ever-agency-wide fisheries statistics planning effort. Dr. Fox stressed the 
importance of a strategic approach to planning and that members of the committee would be responsible 
for implementing the planning process in each of their regions and in ensuring that all "clients" of the 
fsheries statistics programs were involved in the planning process. He supported the concept since data 
needs was one of the most prevalent needs for all fishery management plans. He stated he contacted Mr. 
Swingle to ascertain if the Council had been contacted. Mr. Swingle responded no. He also questioned 
the other states fisheries personnel and the Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission if they were 
contacted, to which the response was also no. He suggested that the Council as "clients" had not been 
contacted since January. 

Mr. Perret suggested staff prepare a letter to Dr. Fox complementing the initiative and extending the 
Council's cooperation; however, the Council, as one of the "clients", was concerned that they had not yet 
been contacted. Aaeed by consensus. 

Dr. Kemmerer presented reappointment certificates to Mr. Wallin and Mr. Collins. 

MEETING ADJOURNED AT 1:40 P.M. 
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