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MINUTES 

GULF OF MEXICO FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 

ONE HUNDRED AND NINETY SECOND MEETING 

BILOXI, MISSISSIPPI 

NOVEMBER 11,2003 

The 192nd meeting of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council (Council) was called to 
order by Chairman Bobbi Walker at 8.30 a.m., Tuesday, November 1 1,2003. Council members in 
attendance were: 

VOTING MEMBERS 
Irby Basco .............................................................................................................................. Texas 
Karen Bell ......................................................................................................................... Florida 
Roy Crabtree ............................. Regional Administrator, NMFS - SERO, St. Petersburg, Florida 
Maumus Claverie ............................................................................................................. Louisiana 
James Fensom ...................................................................................................................... Florida 
Myron Fischer .................................................................................................................. Louisiana 
Karen Foote (designee for James Jenkins) ....................................................................... Louisiana 
Joe Hendrix ............................................................................................................................ Texas 
Vernon Minton ................................................................................................................. Alabama 
Julie Morris ......................................................................................................................... Florida 
William Perret (designee for William Walker) ............................................................. Mississippi 
Robin Riechers ........................................................................................................................ Texas 
David Saucier ................................................................................................................ Mississippi 
Walter Thomassie ............................................................................................................ Louisiana 
Bobbi Walker .................................................................................................................. Alabama 
Kay Williams ................................................................................................................ Mississippi 

........................................................................ Roy Williams (designee for Ken Haddad) Florida 

NON-VOTING MEMBERS 
Doug FrugC (designee for Sam Hamilton) .... U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Ocean Springs, MS 
Lany Simpson ................. Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission, Ocean Springs, Mississippi 
John Sherlock (designee for RADM Robert Duncan) USCG, District 8, New Orleans, Louisiana 

STAFF 
...................................................................................................... Anne Alford Travel Coordinator 

Steve Atran ................................................................................ Population Dynamics Statistician 
Lela Gray .................................................................................................. Transcription Specialist 
Shepherd Grimes ...................................................................................... NOAA General Counsel 

......................................................................................................... Stu Kennedy Fishery Biologist 



Rick Leard ............................................................................................. Deputy Executive Director 
.......................................................................................... Cathy Readinger Administrative Officer 

Wayne Swingle ................................................................................................. Executive Director 

OTHER PARTICIPANTS 
Pam Baker ............................................................. Environmental Defense, Corpus Chnsti, Texas 
Terry Bakker ................................................................................................................ Mississippi 
Paul Busby ................................................... Earth Shores Foundation, Fort Myers Beach, Florida 
Sue Busby .............................................................................................. Bay St. Louis, Mississippi 
Marianne Cufone ................................................ The Ocean Conservancy, St. Petersburg, Florida 

................................................... Sallie Davis Gulf Restoration Network, New Orleans, Louisiana 
Virginia Fay ........................................................................ NMFS-SERO, St. Petersburg, Florida 
George Geiger .................................................................................................................... SAFMC 
LCDR Mark Gordon .................................................................. USCG, District 7, Miami, Florida 
Judy Jarnison ................................................................................. GASAFF, Inc., Tampa, Florida 
Walter Jaap ...................................................................................... FMRI, St. Petersburg, Florida 
Tom McIlwain ........................................................................................... Pascagoula, Mississippi 

........................................................................................................ Dave McKinney Austin, Texas 
LCDR Don Montoro ................................................... USCG, District 8, New Olreans, Louisiana 
Russell Nelson .................................... Coastal Conservation Association, Oakland Park, Florida 
Bobby G. O'Barr ............................................................................................. Biloxi, Mississippi 
Phil Steele ........................................................................... NMFS-SERO, St. Petersburg, Florida 
Robert Spaeth ................ Southern Offshore Fishing Association(SOFA), Madeira Beach, Florida 
Jim Twiggs ........................................................................................................ Biloxi, Mississippi 
Bob Zales, I1 ..................... Panama City Boatmen's Association (PCBA), Panama City, Florida 

Chairman Bobbi Walker read the opening statement and requested a voice identification. 

Ado~tion of the A~enda 

The agenda was adopted with one revision to strike the Administrative Policy Committee Report 
fiom the agenda. 

ADDroval of Minutes 

The minutes of the September 10, 2003 Council Meeting held at the Marriott Hotel in Baton 
Rouge, Louisiana, were adopted with the following changes: Mr. Grimes suggested that on page 
27, third paragraph fiom the bottom, "unless there was a" should be stricken and "the" should 
be used instead, "had to exist" should be inserted after "bycatch problem,"and "because" should 
be inserted after "federal waters." He also pointed out that several paragraphs were duplicated 
on page 25 and 26 in the Budget Committee Report section. 

ADDointment - of Committee Members 

Ms. Walker presented a list of committee appointments. She proposed to replace Robin 
Riechers with Doug Fruge on the Habitat Protection Committee. She also proposed to make Mr. 
Basco the Chair and Mr. Williams the Vice-Chair of the Vessel Monitoring System Committee. 

The List of Committees as proposed by Chairman Walker was amroved as amended 
without objection. 



Coral Research on Middle Grounds 

Dr. Walter Jaap gave a Powerpoint presentation on the coral research taking place in the 
Florida Middle Grounds (Attachment 1). The presentation included an overview of the Florida 
Middle Grounds, what they represent, and their current status. He noted that the Florida Middle 
Grounds represented the northern most reef system in the Gulf of Mexico and that there were 
gear restrictions against the use of traps, pots, bottom longlines, and trawls over the 295,000 acre 
area. He reported that only two pieces of evidence of fishing activity had been seen in 100 hours 
of bottom time. One was a piece of a bottom longline rig, and the other was fishing gear 
entangled in the reef. He presented several photographs fiom 1976 to demonstrate that very 
little had changed in this area. He reported that Pulley's Ridge and the Florida Middle Grounds 
had only two species of coral in common, so the two areas were very different fiom one another. 
He noted that although there was a lot of variability within the Middle Grounds, there was also 
very good cover. He mentioned that there was a cold water event in 1977 that killed much of 
the coral, but since then the coral communities have returned to the status they were in prior to 
the event. However, he did report that they had discovered a 37% decrease in coral cover 
between Miami and the Tortugas Banks between 1996 and 2002. He hypothesized that the two 
hurricanes, two bleachng events, and disease issues tied to human activity were possible causes. 
He also discussed a black water event that occurred in 2003, and mentioned that a letter had been 
written about 12 areas off Texas that should be considered for designation as habitat areas of 
particular concern (HAPC). He concluded that Dr. Felicia Coleman and he would provide the 
final report of this study to the Council. 

Mr. Geiger inquired if anyone was looking into the algal growth problems. Dr. Jaap responded 
that the spiny sea urchin, Diedima was very important to the maintenance of the low algal cover 
on the reefs, and when it disappeared the algal cover increased. He indicated that there was an 
experiment to try to raise Diedima and export them to the reefs, but the raised Diedima were 
being eaten by predators too quickly to make any impact on the algal problems. 

Mr. Perret referred to the cold water event of 1977 and questioned what was so unusual that 
year. Dr. Jaap explained that there was a severe cold front and an upwelling event that year. 

Ms. Morris requested that Dr. Jaap write a letter to the Council prior to the finalization of the 
Essential Fish Habitat document regarding the 12 sites off Texas that he believed should be 
designated as HAPCs. Dr. Jaap explained that a letter was already written during the Scientific 
and Statistical Committee (SSC) meeting, and that Dr. Leard could supply a copy of that letter 
to the Council. 

Mr. Williams recalled that Dr. Jaap told the SSC members that the northern reefs including the 
Florida Middle Grounds and the Flower Gardens were doing well, but the Southern Florida and 
Caribbean Reefs were not doing well. Dr. Jaap reiterated that there were major problems 
including a loss of coral in the Southern Florida and Caribbean areas. 

Mr. Williams questioned if the Coral Reef Initiative group was benefitting the Gulf of Mexico. 
Dr. Jaap replied that in their first few years the Coral Reef Initiative seemed to favor the 
Western Pacific in terms of support, but he hoped that more money would be coming from that 
initiative to the Gulf of Mexico soon. 

Mr. Swingle inquired if the Gulf of Mexico had a larger coral density than the Western Pacific. 



Dr. Jaap explained that new maps had been developed that showed much larger and more % 

abundant coral reef areas in the Gulf of Mexico than previously documented in the Coral 
Initiative work. He felt that the Gulf of Mexico did have as much, or more coral reefs than some 
of the Western Pacific areas. 

Ms. Williams questioned what was damaging the southern and Caribbean reefs. Dr. Jaap 
explained that the nearshore areas were experiencing water quality issues possibly due to sewage 
seeping through porous rock material. In addition, he reported that some incidental impacts 
from snorkeling may have been detrimental to the coral in some areas. 

Public Testimony 

Secretarial Reef Fish Amendment 1 

Bob Zales 11, Panama City, Florida, represented Panama City Boatmen's Association, stated 
that he would be submitting written comments to the Council on Secretarial Amendment 1. 

Bob Spaeth, Madeira Beach, Florida, represented Southern Offshore Fishing Association 
(SOFA), stated that he was not in favor of any reductions, but he thought that the amendment 
was written fairly for all fishing sectors. Therefore, he stated that he supported Secretarial 
Amendment 1 as written. He commented that the Reef Fish Advisory Panel (RFAP) could not 
decide what actions to take to slow the red grouper fishery down at that point. However, he 
advised that it was definitely time to move forward and get the reduction done. 

Ms. Williams questioned why the fishermen would support a closure over trip limits. Mr. 
Spaeth responded that there would have needed to be different tiered trip limits to be fair and 
equitable across the board, and he felt that it would become a mess. Furthermore, he was not 
in favor of creating another derby by implementing trip limits. 

Mr. Pensom inquired what year United States fishermen started longlining in the Gulf of 
Mexico. Mr. Spaeth recalled that longlining began in the Gulf of Mexico in the 1980's. 

Mr. Fensom questioned if the landings had steadily increased over the years since the 1980's. 
Mr. Spaeth replied that he did not know for sure, but he had seen graphs indicating that 
production had been steady since the mid 1990's. 

Dr. Crabtree pointed out that there was a table in the Red Grouper Amendment, Table 6.5 on 
page T-6, that gave landings broken down by gear for Red Grouper and Gag going back to 1986. 

Ms. Williams inquired if Mr. Spaeth would chance having a closure with the hard total 
allowable catch (TAC) rather then implementing trip limits. Mr. Spaeth responded 
affirmatively. 

Ms. Bell stated that the landings for longlining were not tracked until 1986, but A.P. Bell Fish 
Company built their first longline boat in 1 975 and one every other year thereafter. 

Sallie Davis, New Orleans, Louisiana, represented the Gulf Restoration Network(GRN), stated 
that GRN planned to submit complete written comments to National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) because this was a Secretarial Amendment. She commented that GRN supported 
closing the red grouper and shallow water grouper complex when either of the TACs are 
reached, and they also supported similar measures for deep water grouper and tile fish. She 



further commented that GRN felt that taking those measures would contribute to ending 
overfishing for red grouper, move towards an optimum yield (OY) target for gag grouper, 
address shifting of effort from one fishery to another, avoid a bycatch nightmare for red grouper, 
pro-actively manage tile fish, and protect the deep water grouper. She continued that warsaw 
grouper and speckled hnd  were listed as candidates for the listing under Endangered Species 
Act, so there was already documented evidence that those species were doing poorly and were 
being threatened. She contended that if current quotas for deep water grouper were met and the 
percentage of yellowedge in the catch was consistent with the past, the yellowedge landings 
would exceed the 2002 recommendations of the RFAP. She continued that the Atlantic and 
Gulf tilefish populations may be a single stock, and there was a concern that effort could shift 
from the Atlantic to the Gulf of Mexico without these measures in place. She concluded that 
the red and yellowedge groupers were ecosystem engineers who modified their environment 
providing habitat for other fish, including red and vermilion snappers. She urged NMFS to 
review Secretarial Amendment 1 with a precautionary approach in mind. 

Mieratorv - Species Mana~ement Committee 

Mr. Basco presented the Migratory Species Management Committee Report: 

Dr. Enric Cortes presented a PowerPoint presentation on estimates of shark discards in 
the menhaden fishery (Attachment 2). In the 2002 large coastal shark assessment, the 
assessment concluded that management benchmarks and projections between pairs of 
scenarios (updated catch scenarios that did not include menhaden fishery discard 
estimates vs. baseline scenarios that did incorporate menhaden discards) were similar 
despite changes in the catch series considered (a small part of whch corresponded to 
bycatch in the Gulf menhaden fishery). The assessment also concluded that extending 
the series of menhaden discard estimates back to 1960 (as opposed to 1981 in the 
alternative catch scenario) had virtually no effect. 

Ms. Walker summarized the discussion on th s  issue from the Gulf States Marine 
Fisheries Commission (GSMFC) meeting. The GSMFC meeting included the 
PowerPoint presentation, a discussion with industry about the new methods being used 
for bycatch, and discussion about the Mississippi surveys and observer coverage. Mr. 
Perret added that Dr. Doug Vaughan presented a stock assessment status report that 
indicated healthy menhaden stock with a high SPR level, around 70%. 

Mr. Basco expressed concern about the approximately 25 thousand sharks being killed 
annually in the menhaden fishery. Mr. Simpson noted that in Dr. Richard Condrey's 
observer study, the most common modal take of sharks per set was no-take. 

Mr. Perret felt that shark bycatch in the menhaden fishery was a minor issue. He stated 
that bycatch has been reduced since 1994195 by technological changes and by less effort 
in the menhaden fishery. Mr. Saucier suggested that at the next Council meeting 
somebody give a presentation on how the bycatch reduction devices work. Mr. Simpson 
responded that it might be more appropriate to give such a presentation at a GSMFC 
meeting if there is interest in it. 

There were no motions made on this issue, and no items under other business. 

Dr. Claverie inquired if Dr. Cortez had given the number of sharks killed annually. Ms. 
Walker replied that she thought it was 24,000 sharks. 



Ms. Bell contended that the 24,000 shark bycatch numbers were from 1995, and that since then 
there have been bycatch devices introduced that would minimize that number. 

Mr. Perret added that there was less effort and fewer boats fishing in the menhaden fishery as 
well. 

Ms. Bell questioned whether someone was looking into getting the current bycatch numbers. 
Ms. Walker responded that Mississippi was doing an on-going observer study on the menhaden 
fishery. 

Mr. Perret affirmed that Mississippi was planning to continue that observer study. 

Mr. Saucier stated that he still had concerns over the bycatch issues in the menhaden fishery. 
He did not think the shark bycatch numbers were insignificant, and he thought it would pose a 
problem sometime in the future. 

Mr. Fensom agreed with Mr. Saucier. He noted that he had calculated the numbers and found 
that shark bycatch was equating to 250,000 pounds in the Gulf of Mexico. He continued that 
the entire catch in the Gulf of Mexico was approximately a little over 1,000,000 pounds, so he 
thought that this was definitely a significant issue. 

Reef Fish Committee 

Mr. Minton presented the Reef Fish Committee Report: 

Status of Vermilion Snapper 

Dr. Gerry Scott gave a Powerpoint presentation summarizing the information from the 
2001 vermilion snapper stock assessment and Reef Fish Stock Assessment Panel 
(RFSAP) report (Attachment 3). These reports used a surplus production model with 
information through 1999 and found that vermilion snapper were below the overfished 
threshold of 75% of BMsy in 2000. The only mode run that did not find the stock to be 
overfished used data only through 1995 and indicated that the stock had not been 
overfished in 1996. Several Committee members expressed concern that the stock status 
was not based on up to date information. Among the concerns expressed were that some 
of the catch per unit effort (CPUE) indices showed an upturn in the final year of analyses 
(1 999) which could be continuing in subsequent years. In addition, fishermen's behavior 
patterns toward vermilion snapper could be changing due to longer red snapper seasons. 
Dr. Scott responded that the production model was fitted to the catch and effort data, and 
the logbook data was analyzed for correlations with opening and closing of red snapper 
season and with type of permit. The data didn't support these features as being 
important in determining that the status of vermilion snapper was declining. 

Dr. Crabtree stated that the Council has one year to submit a vermilion snapper 
rebuilding plan. However, the Council has previously been informed that overfishing 
is occurring, which must be stopped as soon as possible. He felt that both issues could 
be addressed by making the current amendment to stop vermilion snapper overfishing 
a plan amendment that also incorporates a rebuilding plan. 

The Committee discussed when a new vermilion snapper stock assessment could be 
conducted. Mr. Swingle suggested that, due to the existing schedule of Southeast Data 



Assessment Review (SEDAR) assessments on other species, 2005 is probably the 
earliest that vermilion snapper can be added. The Committee then discussed replacing 
either the currently scheduled greater amberjack or scamp stock assessment in 2004 with 
vermilion snapper. A motion was made to replace greater amberjack with vermilion 
snapper. However, Dr. Crabtree felt that the updated CPUE information should first be 
examined, and that a rapid assessment would be justified only if CPUE has shown a 
shift. Dr. Scott stated that updated CPUE analyses could be completed by June, or by 
March if some other scheduled work were put off. The motion to replace the 2004 
greater amberjack stock assessment with vermilion snapper was withdrawn with the 
understanding that the updated CPUE analyses would be completed and brought before 
the Council as soon as possible. 

Secretarial Amendment 1 (Red Grouper Rebuilding Plan) 

Mr. Steele gave a Powerpoint presentation describing the changes made by NMFS to 
Secretarial Amendment 1 (Attachment 4). The changes included not having a 
commercial trip limit, setting a hard commercial quota for red grouper of 5.3 1 million 
pounds gutted weight, based on a commercia1:recreational allocation ofred grouper TAC 
of 8 1: 19, and not eliminating the February 15-March 15 commercial closed season. 
NMFS estimated that a hard quota on red grouper would result in a quota closure 
approximately five weeks before the end of the year. Dr. Crabtree felt that trip limits 
would not be effective due to likely increases in effort and to shifting to more efficient 
gear types if gear specific trip limits were adopted, but if some of the gear endorsement 
alternatives being considered in Amendment 18 were adopted, it might allow more 
equitable trip limits to be implemented. Several Council members noted that, in 
comments to the Council, fishermen have consistently emphasized the need to not close 
the season in order to avoid derby fisheries and loss of market. 

Mr. Kennedy summarized the Reef Fish AP recommendations on Secretarial 
Amendment 1. Dr. Keithly summarized the SSC recommendations on Secretarial 
Amendment 1, the yellowtail snapper stock assessment, and an SSC recommendation 
that NMFS evaluate the fishery management support functions of the Beaufort 
Laboratory under NOS vs, how well those fun'ctions would be maintained if the 
laboratory were returned to NMFS. Dr. Leard summarized the Law Enforcement AP 
recommendations on the Secretarial Amendment. One of the motions passed by the SSC 
stated that there was insufficient social and economic information for them to make a 
decision on trip limits and closed seasons. After some discussion as to what portions of 
the Secretarial Amendment were provided to the SSC, it was concluded that the SSC had 
probably been provided with the Regulatory Impact Review (RIR) section of the 
amendment, which contained socioeconomic analyses, but they did not have time to 
review it. Mr. Swingle noted that the SSC is scheduled to meet in early January to 
review red snapper issues, and it could review the socioeconomic information in the 
Secretarial Amendment either by adding half a day to that meeting or by a conference 
call. However, it was noted that the SSC meeting is the week before the January Council 
meeting. Some Committee members felt that convening the SSC by conference call at 
an earlier date would give the Council more time to review the SSC comments. 

On behalf of the committee, Mr. Minton moved that the Council allow the SSC to evaluate 
the socioeconomic information in the Secretarial Amendment RIR at the January 2004 
SSC meeting. 



Motion carried with no objection and one obstention that the Council allow the SSC to 
evaluate the socioeconomic information in the Secretarial Amendment RIR at the January 
2004 SSC meeting. 

On behalf of the committee, Mr. Minton moved that the SSC be asked to give the Council 
guidance on the economic impacts of trip limits vs. closed seasons. 

Dr. Crabtree indicated that he would abstain from all Secretarial Amendment 1 motions. 

Motion carried with no objection and one abstention. 

On behalf of the committee, Mr. Minton moved that the SSC be convened via conference call 
as soon a possible to conduct its review Secretarial Amendment 1. 

Motion carried with no objection and one abstention. 

Mr. Minton continued with the Reef Fish Committee report: 

The Committee began to review the changes to the Secretarial Amendment made by 
NMFS. But Committee members felt that they did not have sufficient time to review the 
amendment, and they did not yet have the guidance being requested fiom the SSC. It 
was also noted that the January Council meeting will be during the NMFS public 
comment period on Secretarial Amendment 1. 

On behalf of the committee, Mr. Minton moved that review of Secretarial Amendment 1 be 
tabled until the January 2004 Council meeting. 

Motion carried with no objection and one abstention. 

Mr. Minton continued with the Reef Fish Committee report: 

Yellowtail Snap~er Stock Assessment 

Dr. Muller gave a Powerpoint presentation summarizing the yellowtail snapper stock 
assessment (Attachment 5). The assessment review concluded that yellowtail snapper 
are neither overfished nor undergoing overfishing. Mr. Kennedy summarized the Reef 
Fish AP's comments on the assessment, and Dr. Keithly summarized the SSC and SEP 
comments. Due to a scheduling conflict that would prevent Dr. Keithly fiom being 
present for the Data Collection Committee, Dr. Keithly also presented the SEP 
recommendations on a proposed FSU economic study, in which the SEP asked for a 
more detailed statement of the proposed work and a better indication of the scope and 
magnitude of the project, and a request by the SEP that they be convened in January or 
February to pro-actively review several issues. Committee members suggested that the 
SEP might also conduct a pro-active review hogfish and goliath grouper rebuilding 
issues as well. Mr. Swingle noted however that there is already a SEDAR Assessment 
Review workshop being scheduled for January 24-27, 2004 to review the hogfish 
assessment and updated information on rebuilding times for goliath grouper. After 
further discussion, the Committee felt that they would like the SEP to review at least the 
first two issues in the list in he SEPYs request. 



On behalf of the committee, Mr. Minton moved that the Council accept the SEP's offer to 
be more pro-active, and that it approve the SEP to meet in early 2004 to review at least the 
first two issues that the SEP asked to review: (a) review and make recommendations to the 
Council regarding the various alternatives contained in Shrimp Options Paper 13, and (b) 
examine the interaction of fishing activities in the red snapper and vermilion snapper 
fisheries and report to the Council economic/social ramifications of management at a single 
species level. 

Motion carried with no objection. 

Mr. Minton continued with the Reef Fish Committee report: 

Committee members questioned the accuracy of the apparent high recreational discard 
rates for yellowtail snapper in the assessment. Ms. Morris asked what the reason was 
for those discards, i.e., due to minimum size limits or bag limits? Dr. Muller noted that 
the MRFSS asks if the fish that are released are legal fish, but does not ask specifically 
if size limits are the reason for the release. Dr. Crabtree felt that the discard rates were 
low compared to his experience with how many fish he has to release for each one that 
he keeps. 

Mr. Atran noted that the Council needs to do a regulatory amendment to adopt status 
determination criteria for yellowtail snapper, and asked if the Committee had any 
guidance on which set of parameters and OY definition to use from the last table on the 
last page of the assessment. He noted that the South Atlantic Council is also in the 
process of developing status determination criteria and that the yellowtail snapper fishery 
occurs mostly in the South Atlantic Council's jurisdiction. 

On behalf of the committee, Mr. Minton moved that the Council defer action on yellowtail 
snapper status determination criteria until the South Atlantic Council has developed their 
criteria. 

Motion carried with no objection. 

Mr. Minton continued with the Reef Fish Committee report: 

Draft Amendment 22lSEIS (Red Snapper Rebuilding Plan) 

Mr. Peter Hood reviewed the sections in Amendment 22 containing alternatives for red 
snapper status determination criteria and the rebuilding plan. He stated that staff was 
looking for preferred alternatives at this time. Under Biological Reference Points and 
Status Determination Criteria, the following sections contained alternatives. 

4.1.2 Biological Reference Points and Status Determination Criteria (page 17) 

This section contains several main alternatives, and each main alternative contains sub- 
options. Committee members raised questions about unrealistic MSY estimate of 2.723 
billion pounds and resulting MSST estimates of 2.453 or 1.360 billion pounds contained 
in some of the sub-options. Dr. Crabtree explained that the estimates were based on data 
from the lower end of stock size, and the amendment acknowledged the uncertainty 
associated with the estimates. As the stock recovers and more data is incorporated into 
stock assessments, he expected better estimates to be developed which would be 



incorporated into the criteria. However, at this stage of the rebuilding plan, the 
uncertainty does not affect the short-term rebuilding needs. 

A motion to recommend that the preferred alternative be Alternative 2 with sub-options 
B, E and H failed to get a second. The Committee expressed a preference to first select 
a main alternative and then consider each set of sub-options separately. For the main 
alternative, the Committee passed the following motion based on the discussion contain 
in the section. 

On behalf of the committee, Mr. Minton moved the main Preferred Alternative for Section 
4.1.2 be Alternative 2: MSY for red snapper equals the yield associated with fishing at 
FMsy, or 41.13 mp, assuming low maximum recruitment and an initial steepness of 0.90 for 
the stock recruitment relationship. 

Ms. Williams stated that she opposed the motion. 

Motion carried with one opposed. 

Mr. Minton continued with the Reef Fish Committee report: 

For OY sub-options, Mr. Williams initially suggested that, if red snapper were a resilient 
species, sub-option C (Fpy=85% of F,,,) might be a better choice then the technical 
guidelines recommendation of sub-option B (FOy=75% of FMsy). Mr. Hood explained 
that sub-option B set OY at a level where there was only a 20%-30% probability of 
overfishing occurring, while sub-option C would have a hgher probability. Mr. 
Williams subsequently moved to recommend sub-option B since it is consistent with the 
technical guidelines recommendation. 

On behalf of the committee, Mr. Minton moved that the preferred sub-option for defining 
OY be sub-option B: FOy = 0.75*FMsy = 0.069. 

Motion carried with no objection. 

On behalf of the committee, Mr. Minton moved that the preferred sub-option for MSST be 
sub-option E: (1-M)*B,,, = 2,453 mp where BMsy = 2,726 mp. 

Motion carried with no objection. 

Mr. Minton continued with the Reef Fish Committee report: 

4.2.2 Rebuilding Strategies (page 27) 

Mr. Hood noted that recent downtrends in the shnmp fishery resulting in up to 30%-50% 
reduction in effort could combine bycatch reduction devices to achieve greater bycatch 
reductions than previously projected. Dr. Crabtree stated that a constant catch strategy 
at a 6 MP TAC (Alternative 3) would recover the stock just two years faster than at 9.12 
mp (Alternative 3). While a constant F strategy may be better in the long run, he felt that 
it would be possible to transition f?om constant catch to constant F at some future point, 
and that a constant catch strategy is more defensible for now until we see what the 
developments are in the shrimp fishery. Other Committee members felt that the number 
of shrtmp trawlers used by NMFS to estimate bycatch mortality in the past may have 



been too high, based on the current estimated number of trawl vessels (3,200-3,500) and 
the number of shnmp permits (2,322). Ms. Anderson added that some of the current 
permits were bought on speculation, and the actual active permits may be closer to 
1,900-2,000. 

On behalf of the committee, Mr. Minton moved that the preferred alternative be Alternative 
2: Maintain TAC at 9.12 mp and rebuild red snapper by 2032. Review and adjust this 
policy, as necessary, through periodic 5-year assessments. Monitor annual landings to 
ensure quota is not exceeded. 

Dr. Crabtree advised that NMFS would work with South East Fishery Science Center (SEFSC) 
and explore the relationship between numbers of vessels, effort, and bycatch to ensure that those 
issues were thoroughly dealt with in the documents. 

Motion carried with no objection. 

Mr. Minton continued with the Reef Fish Committee report: 

Ms. Morris asked that the discussion on page 28 include discussion on the impacts of 
ITQ systems. 

4.3.3.1 Bycatch Reporting Methodology - Commercial and Recreational For-hire 
Fisheries (page 30) 

Mr. Kennedy summarized the existing bycatch reporting provisions for commercial, 
charter, headboat and private recreational fishing vessels as discussed on page 30 of the 
amendment. 

Alternatives for further bycatch reporting methodologies for commercial and recreational 
for-hire vessels are in Section 4.3.3 on page 32. 

Ms. Williams made a motion to recommend that the preferred alternative be Alternative 
5 (Expand the use of the existing supplemental bycatch reporting requirements in the 
NOAA Fisheries CFLP for commercial reef fish permit holders to 100 percent and 
include recreational for-hire vessels in the logbook program). Her rationale was that this 
alternative would increase the amount of bycatch information obtained at the least cost 
to the fishermen, and would extend the logbook coverage to the recreational for-hire 
vessels. 

Ms. Walker felt that the primary problem seen by fishermen was the quality of the data, 
and Alternative 4 (develop an observer program managed by NOAA Fisheries for the 
reef fish fishery) would improve the data quality. She made a substitute motion that the 
preferred alternative be Alternative 4. 

Ms. Williams moved to amend the substitute motion by including both Alternatives 4 
and 5 as preferred alternatives. She felt that this would combine the best ofboth worlds. 
However, some Committee members felt that Alternative 5 would increase the amount 
of work for fishermen for not much gain. The motion to amend by including both 
Alternatives 4 and 5 as preferred alternatives failed by a vote of 1 to 5. 



Ms. Monis moved to amend the substitute motion by including both Alternatives 3 
(require a subset of reef fish vessels to participate in an electronic logbook program) and 
4 as preferred alternatives. She felt that, given that NMFS indicated that implementation 
was contingent on funding, it was irresponsible to have only Alternative 4 as apreferred 
alternative. However, other Comrnitteemembers felt that self-reporting systems will not 
work. Ms. Bell stated that some captains resent filling out the paper logbooks and do not 
fill out the forms until they are back at the fish house. She questioned whether electronic 
logbooks would result in any better compliance. Ms. Walker stated that funding was 
NMFS's concern rather than the Council's. The motion to amend by including both 
Alternatives 3 and 4 as preferred alternatives failed by a vote of 3 to 4. 

Following the discussion and failed motions to amend the substitute motion, the 
Committee approved the substitute motion as originally made. 

On behalf of the committee, Mr. Minton moved that the preferred alternative for bycatch 
reporting methodologies for commercial and recreational for hire vessels be Alternative 
4: Develop an observer program managed by NOAA Fisheries for the reef fish fishery. 
NOAA Fisheries will develop a random selection procedure for determining vessels that 
will be required to carry observers in order to collect bycatch information. In selecting 
vessels, the agency will consider the suitability of the vessel for such purpose and ensure 
that the universe of vessels included are representative of all statistical sub-zones in the 
Gulf. Vessel permits will not be renewed for vessels that fail or refuse to carry observers 
in accordance with this process. 

Dr. Claverie spoke in opposition of the motion. 

Ms. Morris offered an amendment to the motion to add alternative 3: Require that a subset 
of all permitted reef fish vessels operating in the EEZ participate in an electronic logbook 
program administered by NOAA Fisheries. NOAA Fisheries will develop a random 
selection procedure for determining vessels that will be required to report. In selecting 
vessels, the agency will consider the suitability of the vessel for such purpose and ensure 
that the universe of vessels selected are representative of all statistical sub-zones in the 
Gulf. Vessel permits will not be renewed for vessels that fail or refuse to participate in the 
program. 

Ms. Morris advised that she had made this motion during the Committee meeting, but it was 
defeated. She noted that one of the arguments was that operators were not accurately reporting 
information, so the data was essentially useless. However, she argued that some operators did 
report accurately, and electronic logbooks would enhance the ability for operators to report more 
accurately. She indicated that social research showed that it was better to have two sources of 
information when collecting data because the two sets of information could be compared. 
Therefore, she felt that an observer program coupled with an electronic logbook program would 
be the best option. 

Mr. Reichers agreed with Ms. Morris. He suggested that the Council pursue programs that 
would improve the current data collection while waiting for the funding for the observer 
program. 

Mr. Williams indicated that although he had opposed the motion during the Committee 
meeting, he would favor the motion in Council because he agreed that it could lead to better 
reporting in general. 



Ms. Bell advised that she did not support the motion as written, but would support the motion 
if the electronic logbook program was done on a voluntary basis. She felt that the data collected 
by a required logbook program would be inaccurate. She questioned the effectiveness of 
comparing good data from the observer program with bad data fiom the logbook program. She 
contended that the data would still be inaccurate overall. 

Ms. Morris maintained that a random selection would be necessary because the data would be 
more statistically significant. She felt that the fishermen would see the discrepancies between 
their logbook data and the observer program data, and they would begin to report their 
information more accurately. 

Dr. Claverie opposed the motion because he felt that the electronic logbooks were too 
expensive. 

Mr. Fischer agreed with Dr. Claverie. He questioned what the cost was, and who would have 
to incur those costs. He asked to see that information added to the motion. 

Mr. Kennedy advised that the electronic logbooks would cost $700 - $2,500 depending on what 
version was used. 

Dr. Crabtree agreed that electronic logbooks would be an improvement over the paper 
logbooks used now. However, he agreed that there were many questions that would need to be 
answered in order to implement that program. He added that he supported the observer program 
alternative as well, but suggested that the Council add "upon NMFS attaining hnding7'to the 
motion. He explained that he did not want to have an approval problem if the Council made the 
observer program a requirement in the FMP, but NMFS did not have the funding to begin that 
program. 

Ms. Walker inquired if the Council mandating an observer program would assist NMFS in 
obtaining the funding for it. Dr. Crabtree explained that the FMP would be in danger of not 
being approved by NMFS because they would not be able to approve an FMP that they did not 
have the funding to implement. He stated that he would rather approve the observer program 
with the contingency of obtaining funding for implementation. He added that NMFS would 
work as hard as possible to obtain that funding. 

Mr. Minton recalled that in the early 1990's logbook data were compared to observer data, and 
the two mirrored one another. He continued that management, quotas, and size limits followed 
the successful comparison, and the fishermen believed that the information they gave was used 
in an attempt to put them out of business. He reported that afterwards, there was no more 
information showing up on the logbooks. He was concerned that the data collected by logbooks 
would be inaccurate, but would have to be used anyway because it would be the best available. 
Therefore, he stated that he would vote against the amendment to the motion. 

Mr. Simpson supported the observer program, with the addition "contingent upon NMFS 
obtaining funding." He also agreed with Mr. Fischer that there would need to be more 
information on who would pay for the electronic logbooks if that amendment to the motion was 
passed. He shared Mr. Minton's concerns regarding the quality of data that would be provided 
by fishermen using the electronic logbooks. He cautioned that NMFS would need to approve 
the type of electronic logbook device used, and that it could get very expensive if VMS was also 
required. He recommended that the Council decide up front whether the logbooks would be 
used for data collection or enforcement. 



Mr. Perret suggested that the motion be amended to include "as well as assure that NOAA 
', 

I Fisheries provides appropriate liability coverage for observers while on these private vessels." 
He inquired if that addition would be possible, and if the addition would aid private vessel 
owners. Mr. Grimes answered that vessel owner liability could not be waived if his negligence 
caused an observer to be injured. 

Mr. Fischer reported that h s  charter insurance becomes void if there are more than his crew and 
six passengers aboard his vessel. Therefore, if an observer came aboard his vessel, no person 
aboard that vessel would be insured and he would be personally liable for any injuries or 
accidents. 

Mr. Fensom commented that he did not believe charter boat owners could get insurance for 
observers because the insurance companies did not understand the risks. He added that if NMFS 
were to insure all observers, they would be involved in too many lawsuits as well. Therefore, 
he felt that putting observers onto private vessels would be a big problem. 

Dr. Crabtree concurred that this issue would need to be examined on a national scale, and he 
stated that he thought it would be looked at as NMFS moved forward with the bycatch 
implementation plan. He also reiterated that the motion would need to be modified to be 
contingent upon NMFS obtaining the funding to implement an observer program. 

Mr. Basco noted that his private vessel insurance did not have a limit to the number of people 
that could be aboard. 

Ms. Walker reminded the Council that they were choosing alternatives, not taking final action. 

Mr. Perret requested that if the observer motion passed, Mr. Grimes and Mr. Minton would 
look into NMFS insuring the observers. He felt that more discussion of this issue would be 
needed in the future. 

Mr. Minton indicated that vessels that did not insure more than six passengers would not be 
considered suitable for the observer program. He pointed out that the motion stated that NMFS 
would consider the suitability of the vessels chosen. 

Ms. Morris reminded the Council of her amendment to the motion, and reiterated that she felt 
the electronic logbook would be beneficial in comparing data with the observer program. She 
urged the Council to vote in favor of the amendment. 

Dr. Claverie spoke against the amendment. He contended two problems. First, the funding and 
cost of the program were still in question. Second, he stated that many vessels, especially 
smaller charter boats, often encountered problems with equipment failures due to salt water 
exposure. 

Dr. Crabtree informed the Council that the cost of electronic logbooks was analyzed on pages 
35 and 36. 

Mr. Williams requested that Ms. Morris modify her amendment to run the electronic logbook 
program on a voluntary basis. 

Ms. Morris pointed out that the observer program would be a mandatory program that used 
random selection, so she did not see why electronic logbooks could not do the same. 



Amendment failed, by a vote of 4 to 12: to add alternative 3: Require that a subset of all 
permitted reef fish vessels operating in the EEZ participate in an electronic logbook 
program administered by NOAA Fisheries. NOAA Fisheries will develop a random 
selection procedure for determining vessels that will be required to report. In selecting 
vessels, the agency will consider the suitability of the vessel for such purpose and ensure 
that the universe of vessels selected are representative of all statistical sub-zones in the 
Gulf. Vessel permits will not be renewed for vessels that fail or refuse to participate in the 
program. 

Dr. Crabtree offered an amendment to the motion to add "The requirement for the 
observer program be implemented contingent on NOAA Fisheries obtaining sufficient 
funding for the program." to Alternative 4. 

Mr. Perret stated that the Council had previously taken numerous actions that affected NMFS 
without having to have the words "contingent upon obtaining sufficient funding." He stated that 
he did not understand why those words had to be added to this specific motion, and not the 
others. Dr. Crabtree responded that when the Council changed a bag limit, size limit, or 
established a rebuilding plan there was not a direct, large financial cost to NMFS like there 
would be with the observer program. He pointed out that the estimated cost for Alternative 4 
was 5.92 million dollars per year. He reiterated that he did not want to encounter problems with 
the approval of Amendment 22 based on a lack of funding for one Alternative. 

Mr. Simpson stated that the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation & Management Act 
(MSA) required the Council to develop a program to monitor bycatch, and that mandate was not 
contingent upon the Council or NMFS being able to afford it. 

Ms. Williams pointed out that page 37 estimated that Alternative 4 was expected to cost the 
government an additional $46,000 to $56,000 annually. 

Mr. Kennedy advised that the last sentence on page 37 had a typo. The estimates listed in that 
sentence were for Alternative 5, not Alternative 4. 

Mr. Simpson insisted that the Council vote solely on ihether the observer program was the best 
available bycatch monitoring system, and not debate over adding a funding contingency 
sentence to the end of the motion. 

Dr. Claverie explained that if the Council added the funding contingency to the motion, then 
they would need to implement another program in the event that funding did not come through 
for the observer program. 

Mr. Swingle questioned whether NMFS would implement a portion of the program, or at least 
get it started if only a portion of the funding was obtained. He suggested that Dr. Crabtree 
change the wording of his amendment to clarify his intent. 

Dr. Crabtree clarified that his intention was that if a portion of the funding was obtained, then 
they would definitely implement as much of the program as could be afforded. He further 
responded to Dr. Claverie that the Council was already in compliance with the law because they 
already had bycatch reporting through the paper logbook program. He also stated that he was 
not aware of any other way to collect data on bycatch except for the observer program and the 
logbook program. 



Dr. Claverie pointed out that the observer program would have to be statistically valid, so 
NMFS would need to obtain sufficient funding to get enough of the program going that it would 
be statistically valid. 

Amended carried, by a vote of 12 to 2 with 2 obstentions: to add "The requirement for the 
observer program be implemented contingent on NOAA Fisheries obtaining sufficient 
funding for the program." to Alternative 4. 

Mr. Fischer requested that the Council elaborate on the word "suitability7' in the motion. He 
questioned whether he needed to make a motion, or just have open discussion. He questioned 
whether suitability included the vessel's size, capacity, and its ability to be insured. 

Mr. Grimes indicated that there were existing regulations dealing with the requirements that 
must be met prior to an observer boarding a vessel. 

LCDR Gordon suggested making the observer coverage contingent upon the vessel receiving 
a Coast Guard voluntary dock side exam and safety detail that is good for two years. 

Ms. Williams felt that it was unnecessary to list all of the possible meanings for suitability when 
there were already existing rules governing observer programs. 

Mr. Perret stated that he was still concerned about the liability issue. He advised that he had 
spoken with Ms. Judy Jamison who puts observers on vessels. He explained that their P & I 
insurance was $40,000 per year to cover 6 or 7 observers. He inquired if the observers in the 
observer program in question would have at least that much P & I insurance provided by NMFS. 

Ms. Walker agreed with Mr. Perret. 

Dr. Crabtree advised that the process of developing an observer program would include an 
answer to the liability issues. 

Dr. Claverie explained that private industry offered insurance for this type of issue, but the 
government could not buy that type of insurance. However, he added that if the government 
decided to contract the observer program out, they could require the private contractors to obtain 
this type of insurance. 

Motion as amended carried, by a vote of 12 to 4: that the preferred alternative for bycatch 
reporting methodologies for commercial and recreational for hire vessels be Alternative 
4: Develop an observer program managed by NOAA Fisheries for the reef fish fishery. 
NOAA Fisheries will develop a random selection procedure for determining vessels that 
will be required to carry observers in order to collect bycatch information. In selecting 
vessels, the agency will consider the suitability of the vessel for such purpose and ensure 
that the universe of vessels included are representative of all statistical sub-zones in the 
Gulf. Vessel permits will not be renewed for vessels that fail or refuse to carry observers 
in accordance with this process. The requirement for the observer program be 
implemented contingent on NOAA Fisheries obtaining sufficient funding for the program. 

Mr. Fischer moved to add Alternative 6: Enhance MRFSS by including headboats using 
the same sampling methodology as used for charter boats. 



Dr. Crabtree mentioned that there was a study taking place to evaluate Alternative 6. He 
proposed that the Council clarify that they want to add Alternative 6 contingent upon the 
outcome of that study showing that Alternative 6 would be an improvement over current policy. 

Mr. Fischer agreed to amend his motion as follows: to also adopt Alternative 6 as a 
preferred alternative for Section 4.3.3: Enhance the MRFSS by including headboats using 
the same sampling methodology as used for charter vessels. This motion is contingent on 
the ongoing studies demonstrating that this would be an improvement in the current 
estimates. 

Motion carried by a vote of 16 to 0 with 1 abstention. 

Mr. Minton continued with the Reef Fish Committee report: 

4.3.3.2 Bvcatch Re~orting: Methodolorn - Private Recreational Fishery (~ag;e 37) 

Ms. Walker made a motion that the preferred alternative for bycatch monitoring in the 
private recreational fishery be Alternative 2 (establish a federal recreational fishing 
permit and require that a subset of the permit holders participate in a logbook program). 
She felt that this alternative was a good first step toward developing defensible 
recreational data. However, other Committee members felt that, since the Gulf states all 
require state permits, it was inappropriate to add an additional permit requirement on 
recreational fishermen. Mr. Williams made a substitute motion to recommend that the 
preferred alternative be Alternative 3 (volunteer logbook program). However, concern 
was expressed that a volunteer program would not produce a representative sample of 
the fishery. Dr. Crabtree stated that it was unclear o him that either Alternative 2 or 3 
would improve the recreational fishery statistics. He suggested having somebody fiom 
MRFSS speak to the Council about the best way to proceed. Mr. Williams withdrew his 
substitute motion, and the original motion to recommend Alternative 2 as the preferred 
alternative failed by a vote of 3 to 4. Ms. Walker suggested adding an alternative to have 
the states develop methods of collecting data from the state permitted fishermen in a 
consistent manner among the states. However, the Committee decided to recommend 
no preferred alternative. 

On behalf of the committee, Mr. Minton moved that there be no preferred alternative in 
Section 4.3.3.2 - Private Recreational Fishery. 

Motion carried with no objection. 

Mr. Minton continued with the Reef Fish Committee report: 

4.4 Bvcatch Minimization (Page 39) 

Amendment 22 concluded that further reductions in red snapper bycatch in the directed 
fishery would not likely measurably affect the red snapper stock or affected species, 
since the proportion of bycatch fiom the directed fishery is estimated to account for just 
0.5% of all bycatch of red snapper based on the 1999 red snapper stock assessment. The 
shnmp trawl fishery is responsible for the remaining 99.5% of the red snapper bycatch. 
Consequently, there are no alternatives to minimize red snapper bycatch in this 
amendment. Bycatch minimization in the reef fish fishery will be addressed in 



Amendment 18, and the practicability of further reducing bycatch in the s h m p  fishery 
will be considered in Shrimp Amendment 14. 

Other Business - Hogfish 

Mr. Williams noted that Dr. Jerry Ault of the University of Miami has done a hogfish 
stock assessment under contract to Florida FWCC that concluded that hogfish are 
overfished and undergoing overfishing. If a rebuilding plan is needed, he would like the 
state, Gulf Council and South Atlantic Council to move in the same direction. Dr. 
Crabtree noted that one solution could be that the Council, with a 314 vote, could 
delegate authority to Florida to promulgate rules and enforce them in the EEZ. It was 
noted that most of the hogfish are caught off of Florida. The Council, however, would 
still need a plan amendment for a rebuilding plan and status determination criteria. Ms. 
Bell expressed concern with this approach. She stated that the majority of hogfish are 
caught in federal waters. She knows of two boats that commercially spearfish for 
hogfish, and the FWCC does not have commercial representation. Other Committee 
members also expressed concern about delegating authority to Florida to promulgate 
rules for the entire EEZ. 

Ms. Morris mentioned that the Reef Fish Committee also raised the idea of having an interim 
rule. 

Mr. Minton agreed that there was discussion of having an interim rule. He then continued with 
the Reef Fish Committee report: 

Other Business - Species Groupings for Status Determination Criteria 

Mr. Atran noted that Amendment 18 will contain status determination criteria for 
groupers and amberjacks. NMFS's method for assigning status determination criteria to 
data poor species is by grouping data poor species together with species for whch there 
is better information. However, a sub-panel of the RFSAP whch was formed to make 
recommendations for appropriate biological linkages concluded that there was 
insufficient biological information on most ofthe species to make any recommendations. 
Therefore, staff was requesting guidance from the Council. 

Dr. Crabtree stated that if groups are broken up too much so that there is no indicator 
species, an MSY could still be developed from average landings, but the other status 
determination criteria could not be developed. He also noted that if the indicator species 
in a group is determined to be overfished, that status would extend to all of the species 
in that group. A motion to recommend that group options 1,4, an 6 be used for shallow- 
water grouper, deep-water grouperltilefish, and amberjacks respectively failed by a vote 
of 3 to 4. Ms. Walker suggested that staff consult with the SEFSC on recommendations 
for groupings. Dr. Nancy Thompson indicated that the Center could probably put 
together information for recommendations by the end of the year. Mr. Atran responded 
that he was not s u e  if the status determination alternatives would be in the January 
version of the Amendment 18 options paper under that schedule. 

On behalf of the committee, Mr. Minton moved that staff be asked to consult with the 
Southeast Fisheries Science Center on recommendations for species groupings. 

Motion carried with no objection. 



Mr. Minton continued with the Reef Fish Committee Report: 

Due to a lack of time, the Committee did not review the final item under Other Business, 
dealing with review of alternatives for the new Amendment 18 section on seasonal 
closed areas to protect spawning groupers. 

Mr. Riechers inquired if the Public Hearings for Amendment 22 were moved from December 
to January. Mr. Swingle affirmed that they were scheduled for the week of January 5th through 
January 9th, 2004. 

Dr. Crabtree questioned whether a motion was needed to send Reef Fish Amendment 22 to 
public hearings. He further noted that staff was still finishing the document, so an editorial 
license would be necessary. 

Ms. Morris moved to send Reef Fish Amendment 22 to public hearings, allowing staff 
editorial license to complete the document. 

Motion carried with no objection. 

Public Testimonv 

Secretarial Reef Fish Amendment 1 

Paul Busby, Fort Myers Beach, Florida, represented Earth Shores Foundation, asked that he be 
allowed to testify. He recommended that the Council propose a maximum size limit, or slot 
limit for gag grouper because the larger groupers were often male and could contribute to the 
spawning aggregation. 

Dr. Crabtree questioned whether Mr. Busby felt that the survival rate of captured and released 
fish was high enough to make a difference. Mr. Busby affirmed that he felt the survival rate 
was high enough if the fish were released properly. 

Dr. Crabtree inquired what depths of water Mr. Busby usually fished in. Mr. Busby responded 
that he normally found the larger groupers in 20 - 30 meters of water off the coast of Southwest 
Florida. 

Red Snapper Referendum 

Mr. Williams requested that Dr. Crabtree explain the voting structure for the red snapper 
referendum. 

Dr. Crabtree explained that the comment period on the proposed rule to establish the voting 
procedure ended November 12,2003. He explained that the MSA mandated that only a person 
who held an annual vessel permit with a red snapper endorsement for such a permit on 
September 1,1996, or any person to whom such permit with such endorsement was transferred 
after such date, and vessel captains who harvested red snapper in the commercial fishery using 
such endorsement in each of the red snapper fishing seasons occurring between January 1,1993 
and September 1, 1996, may vote. He continued that MSA stated that the Secretary should 
develop a formula to weight votes proportional to the harvest. He stated that based on the MSA, 
qualifying captains who fished on permitted vessels from 1993-1996 would be eligible to vote, 
and their votes would be weighted based on the landings attributed to that permit. In addition, 



the permit holder was eligible to vote if he still held that license, and his vote would be weighted 
based on the same landings attributed to that same permit. He explained that the proposed rule 
wo'uld weight everyone the same, one vote per pound. He continued that the person leasing the 
permit would get one vote per pound and the qualifier who owns the permit would also get one 
vote per pound. He explained that no one was getting two votes per pound, but the landings for 
the permit were effectively being double counted. He explained that someone who owned the 
permit, and was the captain of the boat would only get one vote per pound. He cautioned that 
if there was a significant change to the process beyond what was in the proposed rule, NOAA 
General Counsel or Department of Commerce General Counsel may determine that another 
proposed rule would have to be published. He explained that if another proposed rule had to be 
published, NMFS would not be able to complete the referendum by the January Council 
meeting. 

Mr. Williams inquired if that meant that permits not leased out would be counted as one vote 
per pound while permits that were leased would be counted as two votes per pound - one vote 
per pound for the owner and one vote per pound for the lessee. If so, he felt that was inherently 
unfair. He suggested that permits that were leased should only get one vote per pound total, and 
the owner and leessee would split the votes. He gave the example of 100,000 pounds and 
explained that it might be better to give the owner 50,000 of those votes and the lessee 50,000 
of the votes. Dr. Crabtree responded that if that change was made a different group of people 
would be concerned that their votes were not being counted fairly. He explained that with the 
proposed rule, everyone would have their votes weighted the same. He stated that if a change 
was made, then a new proposed rule would need to be published. 

Mr. Williams inquired if General Counsel tried to figure out what the intent of Congress was 
when they wrote this portion of the MSA. Dr. Crabtree responded that Congress was silent on 
the issue and they did not anticipate leasing. He explained that there was no language in MSA 
that addressed leasing. 

Mr. Simpson questioned if the number of leased and nok-leased permits was known. Mr. 
Steele responded that there were 37 leased permits, 100 non-leased permits, and 7 qualifying 
captains. 

Dr. Crabtree explained that he did not know how any particular permit would be weighted. 

Mr. Fensom agreed with Mr. Williams that there should only be one vote per pound per permit. 
He indicated that the leased permits should have split votes. Dr. Crabtree explained that if it 
was changed, it would not be proportional to the pounds anymore because some people would 
only get half of a vote per pound while others would get one vote per pound. He further 
explained that the proposed rule gives every person one vote per pound, but if it was changed 
to Mr. Williams' suggestion then every permit would be given one vote per pound instead of 
every person getting one vote per pound. He emphasized that people were voting, not permits. 

Mr. Grimes indicated that if Mr. Williams' proposal was implemented, every historical captain 
associated with each permit would need to be contacted, and each permit vote would need to be 
divided - possibly numerous times - proportionately between each captain based on their portion 
of the total catch between 1993 and 1996. He explained given the structure, there would always 
be an inequity for someone, but the current proposed rule was the most defensible approach to 
take. 

Mr. Perret agreed. 



Mr. Williams moved that the Council object to the double counting that ensues from 
allowing the lessor and lessee to have full votes in the red snapper IFQ referendum. 

Mr. Grimes requested clarification, that the motion was only going to address double counting 
for the lessor and lessee, but it would still allow double counting for historical captains. Mr. 
Williams responded that he realized that NMFS was in a bind for hstorical captains, but he 
thought they were not in a bind with the lessor and lessee. 

Dr. Crabtree contended that the Council should include a suggested solution with their 
objection. 

Ms. Walker advised that the Council needed to decide if they wanted to take a position first. 

Ms. Williams commented that she was not ready to take a position on the issue because of its 
complexity. She felt that it would be better to leave the issue to the Secretary of Commerce to 
decide. 

Ms. Walker inquired if objecting, or offering a possible solution would cause the referendum 
vote to be delayed. Dr. Crabtree explained that changes could be made in a final rule if they 
were a logical outcome of the public comment. He indicated that if a change was made that 
diminished someone's vote, and the proposed rule did not forewam those people that their vote 
might be diminished, then another proposed rule would need to be published. 

Mr. Minton questioned whether the Council could make motions regarding the referendum vote 
without the public being notified in advance that they would be discussing and ruling on the 
issue during this meeting. Mr. Grimes agreed that this issue was not listed on the published 
agenda. However, he noted that there should not be any problem because the Council was not 
taking action on the referendum, only deciding whether they wanted to comment on the 
proposed rule. 

Mr. Riechers agreed with Mr. Williams that there were inequities in the proposed rule. He 
added that the Council could comment on the inequities of the proposed rule, and let NMFS find 
a more equitable solution. 

Mr. Perret spoke in opposition to the motion. He felt that this issue was better left with NMFS 
and NOAA General Counsel to decide. 

Motion failed by a vote of 8 to 8, with one abstention. 

Dr. Claverie questioned if the Council would be subjected to a particular time frame to develop 
an ITQ program if the referendum passed. Dr. Crabtree responded no. 

Ms. Williams inquired if the voting system was independent of the system that would determine 
who got shares in the ITQ system, if it passed. Dr. Crabtree affirmed that the two were 
independent of one another. 

Shrimp Mana~ement - Committee 

Mr. Perret presented the Shrimp Management Committee Report: 



Options Paper for Amendment 13 : 

Dr. Leard stated that the Options Paper for Amendment 13 contained the same options 
for status criteria and benchmarks for shrimp that were included in the September draft. 
He noted that based on Council actions, Alternatives 13 .B, 14.B, 14.C, 15.C, 15 .G, and 
16.B had been removed fiom consideration and placed in an appendix as "considered but 
rejected." He also stated that Alternative 13.G had been removed because it was 
redundant to Alternative 13.C. He advised that the Actions had been renumbered and 
that he had incorporated additional discussion of the various alternatives and the 
biological and socioeconomic impacts with regard to the status criteria and benchmark 
alternatives. Dr. Leard also explained that he had developed language for the 
practicability and significance analyses for Action 1 1 dealing with improving effort data 
and the bycatch reporting alternatives. He stated that the document had been transmitted 
to NMFS to have Dr. Mike Travis and others assist in the development of the RIR and 
IRFA and that collectively he and NMFS would work to finish the EA and other portions 
of the amendment. 

Dr. Leard presented a new option that had been developed by NMFS to require a shrimp 
vessel and gear characterization questionnaire form as a condition of the issuance of 
vessel permits and renewals. 

On behalf of the committee, Mr. Perret moved that the completion of a shrimp vessel and 
gear characterization form be added to the amendment in the appropriate place for 
consideration by the Shrimp AP at its January 2004 meeting. 

Motion carried with no objection. 

Mr. Perret noted that there was a discussion of the word "typically" during the Committee 
meeting. He requested that Dr. Leard comment on that. 

Dr. Leard explained that shnmp vessels change gear depending on the time of year, and what 
species they're fishing for. He noted that staff would try to either clarify the meaning of 
"typically" in the questionnaire, or come up with different language. 

On behalf of the committee, Mr. Perret moved that an alternative be added to include a 
statistically valid subset of permit holders that would participate in an electronic logbook 
program as opposed to all permit holders. 

Motion carried with one objection. 

Mr. Perret continued with the Shrimp Management Committee Report: 

Options Paper for Amendment 14 

With regard to Amendment 14, Dr. Leard stated that the only actions taken since the last 
meeting were to remove Alternatives 4 and 5 dealing with bycatch quotas fiom 
consideration and placing them in an appendix as "alternatives considered but rejected." 

On behalf of the committee, Mr. Perret moved to ask the Shrimp AP to consider whether 
to continue to review the framework action for the Texas Shrimp Closure, or incorporate 
a permanent closure into Amendment 14. 

Motion carried with no objection. 



Mr. Perret continued with the Shrimp Management Committee Report: 

The Committee also noted the difficulty in reviewing the practicability and significance 
analyses in Amendment 13 and asked that a summary matrix be developed for the 
amendment. 

Other Business 

With regard to Amendment 10, Dr. Crabtree stated that it had been partially approved 
in that the actions to require BRDs were approved; however, the bycatch reporting 
methodology based solely on SEAMAP had been disapproved because it did not 
incorporate the additional observer data being collected by the SEFSC. He stated that 
these additional data were needed and were being considered in Amendment 13. 

Mr. Perret presented recent data on the number of shrimp vessel permits that have been 
issued by states and noted efforts to remind shmpers of the control date of December 
6,2003. 

With regard to the Shrimp Business Plan, Dr. Crabtree noted that he hoped that it would 
be available by the end of the year with plans to review it with the industry and with the 
help of Sea Grant. The Committee reiterated its request for a review by the Council once 
the plan was available. 

The Committee then discussed the use and planned use of the disaster relief hnding for 
the shrimp industry by state. 

Ms. Walker questioned whether the Council had to take any action on Amendment 10. Dr. 
Crabtree responded no. 

Data Collection Committee 

Mr. Simpson presented the Data Collection Committee Report: 

FSU Data Collection Proposal (Tab G, #3 and #lo) 

Wayne Swingle summarized the SEP review of the FSU proposal. 

The SEP recommended that FSU prepare a more detailed statement of work and provide 
a better indication of the scope and magnitude of the IMPLAN model that would be 
developed including identification of cost-earnings data sources. The SEP made four 
suggestions for improvement that the SEP felt would make the final product more useful 
in the fishery management process. 



Discussion centered around whether this should be a sole source or RFP, the proposed 
cost which was unavailable at the meeting, and maximum authority the Council had for 
sole sourcing which was $100,000. 

On behalf of the committee, Mr. Simpson moved to send a letter to FSU reiterating the 
SEP's concerns and asking FSU to revise their proposal. 

Mr. Fensom stated that he had spoken to Dr. Walter Keithly and was told that the proposal was 
good, and just needed a few questions answered. He contended that based on his conversation 
with Dr. Keithly, the Council should allow FSU to go ahead with the proposal and incorporate 
the four areas of concern into their project. 

Ms. Walker questioned the cost of the proposal. Mr. Fensom did not know the exact amount, 
but he recalled that FSU had given the Council a specified amount. 

Ms. Walker was concerned about the sole sourcing limit of $100,000. Mr. Williams contended 
that although he did not know the exact amount, he was sure it was well under $100,000. 

Mr. Swingle mentioned that the SEP had asked for more information to be included in the 
proposal. Therefore, he stated that the cost of the project may be different fiom the originally 
quoted price. 

Mr. Fensom offered an amendment to the motion to add "and to proceed with completing 
their economic study for the adjusted price not to exceed the originally quoted price90 the 
end of the motion. 

Mr. Swingle stated that the project would need to fall within an $80,000 limit because that was 
all the NEPA funding the Council had to spare. 

Mr. Fensom stated that he had spoken with Dr. Julie Harrington and that she indicated FSU 
could complete the proposed project, and incorporate the SEP's suggestions for the originally 
quoted price. 

Mr. Reichers commented that the price of the proposal should decrease because the literature 
review section was removed fiom the project as it was already being done by NMFS. He spoke 
against the amendment to the motion and contended that the Council should stick with the 
original motion to have FSU address all concerns in a revised proposal. 

Ms. Bell questioned why this proposal had to be sole-sourced. Mr. Swingle added that the 
Council met the requirements financially for sole-sourcing, but they would still need to justify 
why the project would be sole-sourced. 

Ms. Readinger explained that the Council would need to indicate why FSU was the only group, 
or the best group to perform the job. She explained that the Council could fund a sole source 
project under $100,000 without having to get approval fiom NMFS Grants Office. 

Ms. Bell spoke against the motion. She stated that other groups should be allowed to submit 
bids. 



Ms. Williams spoke in opposition of the amendment to the motion. She recalled prior projects 
that had been sole sourced, and ended up costing the Council significantly more than the 
originally quoted price. 

Ms. Foote questioned if the Council often sole sourced projects, and if there were any examples 
of projects that the Council had previously sole sourced. 

Mr. Swingle answered that he did not recall any university soliciting the Council in the past. 
He mentioned that the Council had sole sourced coral research projects, but they had to comply 
with rigid sole source justifications. 

Mr. Thomassie spoke in opposition to the amendment to the motion. He contended that unless 
the Council had good reason to sole source this project they could not tell FSU to go ahead with 
the project. 

Amendment failed, by a vote of 3 to 12, to add "and to proceed with completing their 
economic study for the adjusted price not to exceed the originally quoted priceWto the end 
of the motion. 

Dr. Crabtree suggested that the Council determine whether there was a reason to sole source 
this project before giving the project to FSU. 

Mr. Fensom advised that he approached FSU more than a year earlier requesting that they put 
together a proposal and present it to the Council. He felt that after more than a year, and 
numerous revisions to their proposal, they should get the job. 

Mr. Hendrix offered an amendment to the motion to add to the motion "that staff also 
contact other qualified institutions or researchers to submit proposals providing the same 
information that the economic study would encompass." 

Dr. Leard mentioned that the amendment would mean the Council was sending out an RFP. 

Dr. Crabtree agreed with Dr. Leard and suggested that if the Council wanted to send out an 
RFP they should contact Ellie Roche. 

Mr. Hendrix offered a substitute motion: to request that staff contact the Regional Office 
grant staff to determine what the appropriate way to proceed with getting this work done. 

Substitute Motion carried by a vote of 14 to 1. 

Mr. Simpson continued with the Data Collection Committee Report: 

FIN Promam Update (Tab G. #4) 

Mr. David Donaldson provided an update of the Fisheries Information Network (FIN) 
(Attachment 6) which is a state-federal cooperative fisheries data collection and 
management program. 

The program is on schedule and running smoothly. Sampling has consistently exceeded 
target levels. Several states are testing new electronic reporting by commercial dealers 
as a way to increase efficiency and reduce paper. However, several new modules and 



several pilot programs currently do not have funding. These include bycatch monitoring 
and the Alabama Headboat Sampling, both of which are of interest to this Council. 

Dr. Claverie questioned whether there was anything the Council could do to assist with funding 
problems, especially since some of the projects were of interest to the Council. Mr. Simpson 
responded that the Council could not help with funding at this time. 

Mr. Simpson continued with the Data Collection Committee Report: 

Oualitv Assurance & Control in FIN 

At the last meeting there was a question about the level of Q/A Q/C in the FIN program. 
Mr. Donaldson passed out three reports that contained Q/A Q/C procedures for 
commercial, biological sampling and RecFIN(SE). The Committee was asked to review 
these after the meeting and send any questions to David Donaldson at the Gulf States 
Fisheries Commission. In addition, Mr. Donaldson mentioned that the FIN program has 
wave meetings to review summary data. Port sampler validation and species 
recognitions testing and computer bounds checking for data elements. 

There was little discussion on this topic. 

Defining Guide. Charter and Headbotas (TAB G, #5) 

Tab G, #5 provided state responses to for-hre license types and numbers of vessels in 
each. Florida has three license types based on numbers of passengers; 0-4, 0-10 and 
more than 10. Louisiana issues two types, >6 and 16 passengers. Other states do not 
separate. NMFS defines a headboat as 15 or more passengers and pay per head. 

Discussion followed on the difficulty in finding an acceptable definition for each of these 
categories Gulf and Atlantic coast-wide. The importance of these definitions when 
doing social and economic surveys was mentioned; however, it was pointed out that 
although survey statisticians will identify vessels by type in order to stratify sampling, 
they collect sufficient information about individual trips to post-stratify by many 
different variables such as length, number of fishermen, or customer payment type so 
that analyses can be run. Thus a standard definition is not critical but is based on the 
purpose of the analysis. No one provided standard definitions and so no 
recommendation was made. 

Ms. Walker indicated that economic impacts were also discussed as a reason that a definition 
for headboats was needed. 

Mr. Minton reported that Alabama did separate their charter and headboat pennit types. He 
explained that a six pack permit was greater then 6 and less then 24, and then there was the 
permit for more then 25 people. Ms. Walker agreed and added that Florida also separated their 
headboat permits. 

Dr. Claverie inquired whether the Coast Guard distinguished between charter and headboats, 
and what was that distinction. 



LCDR Gordon answered that to his knowledge, the only distinction that the Coast Guard made 
was between inspected vessels, those carrying more then 6 passengers, and uninspected vessels, 
or those carrying less then 6 passengers. 

Dr. Claverie inquired if it made any difference whether people on a vessel paid per head, or a 
group chartered the vessel for an allotted time. LCDR Gordon answered that he did not know 
for sure, but he thought that it did not make a difference. 

Habitat Protection Committee 

Ms. Morris presented the Habitat Protection Committee Report: 

The Habitat Protection Committee met on Monday afternoon to discuss the items under 
Tab J. The first item was review of a draft Mariculture Policy that the Habitat 
Subcommittee of the Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission (GSMFC) developed for 
the Council's review. The HPC reviewed the draft document line by line and made 
several suggested changes. A motion was passed that the HPC forward the draft 
Mariculture Policy to the full Council for their consideration. 

Mr. Perret suggested that in Section A, 2"d paragraph, the Council should change "should be 
regulated in order to prevent overfishing cultured species stocks." to "must be regulated in order 
to prevent overfishing of cultured species stocks." Ms. Morris responded that the Committee 
discussed that, and decided that keeping "should" would be best. 

Mr. Perret read Section D, 7th paragraph, "navigation in natural or public waters should not be 
impeded by mariculture operations." He contended that all mariculture operations in public 
waters would impede navigation. 

Ms. Morris requested a suggestion. 

Mr. Perret moved to amend the language the mariculture policy, section D, 7th paragraph, 
to read mariculture operations in the EEZ should. minimize disruption of navigation in 
natural or public waters. 

Motion carried with no objection. 

Mr. Williams inquired whether the Committee discussed groups that wanted to harvest larval 
and juvenile species and grow them in their mariculture facilities. He moved to add "the 
Council opposes the collection of juvenile native species for grow out" to the first 
paragraph in Section A of the proposed mariculture policy. 

Dr. Crabtree questioned what quota the juvenile fish would come fi-om. 

Mr. Pruge suggested including eggs and larvae into his motion. Mr. Williams felt that the 
motion could stay as written because the Council was developing a policy, not taking final 
action. 

Mr. Grimes advised that the Council was building a record by setting their Mariculture Policy. 

Mr. Minton spoke in favor of the motion. 



Motion carried by a vote of 13 to 3 with 1 abstention to add "The Council opposes the 
collection of juvenile native species for grow out" to the first paragraph in Section A of the 
proposed mariculture policy. 

Dr. Claverie moved to add language under Section D of the mariculture policy, "Should 
avoid or at least minimize conflicts with or restrictions on recreational, for-hire, or 
commercial fishing activities." 

Mr. Hendrix spoke in opposition to the motion because he felt that the motion was too broad, 
and that a mariculture facility anywhere in the EEZ could be considered a conflict to fishermen. 

Ms. Williams spoke in favor of the motion. 

Motion carried with a vote of 9 to 5. 

Dr. Claverie moved that a provision should be made to aid enforceability of possession, 
landing, and marketing of fish that would be illegal if wild fish. 

Mr. Perret offered a substitute motion to seek the advice of the Law Enforcement Advisory 
Panel relative to enforcement of the Mariculture Policy, Section A. 

Mr. Swingle advised that the Council was developing an Aquaculture Amendment, and that the 
LEAP would review that amendment and offer their recommendations. 

Mr. Simpson questioned whether Mr. Perret was intending to delay the Mariculture Policy in 
lieu of the LEAP'S recommendations. Mr. Perret replied that he did not want to delay the 
policy, but he thought that the Council should seek the opinions of the LEAP before having an 
enforcement component in the Mariculture Policy. 

Dr. Claverie contended that the substitute motion would delay the Mariculture Policy in order 
to get the LEAP'S opinions and comments. 

Mr. Perret disagreed and stated that the substitute motion was intended to ensure that the 
Mariculture Policy had an enforcement section. However, he stated that if the motion would 
delay the Mariculture Policy then he would withdraw it. 

Ms. Walker indicated that Mr. Perret's substitute motion would delay the Mariculture Policy. 

Mr. Perret withdrew his substitute motion. 

Motion carried by a vote of 11 to 3 with 1 abstention that a provision should be made to 
aid enforceability of possession, landing, and marketing of fish that would be illegal if wild 
fish. 

Dr. Claverie moved to add any other provisions as deemed appropriate or necessary 
(Section G). 

Ms. Walker questioned whether the motion was necessary. She contended that the Council 
could always add any other provisions as needed. 



Mr. Grimes agreed that the Council could always make additions to any policy that they create. 

Motion failed by a vote of 1 to 16 to add any other provisions as deemed appropriate or 
necessary (Section G). 

Mr. Hendrix moved that in Section E, page 3, change language to "Comprehensive 
mariculture facility waste management practices should be required to minimize negative 
impacts of discharge from the facility." 

Ms. Williams spoke in opposition to the motion. She felt that the original wording in the 
Mariculture Policy would be easier to understand. 

Motion carried by a vote of 13 to 3. 

Mr. Minton moved to accept the draft mariculture policy as amended. 

Motion carried with no objection. 

Ms. Morris continued with the Habitat Protection Committee Report: 

The next item on the agenda was review of the Army Corps of Engineers Public Notice 
for the proposed relocation of a mariculture facility off Alabama. The current authorized 
location of the facility is in 47-feet-deep waters, 4.7 nautical miles off Fort Morgan, 
Alabama. The proposed relocation is in 85-feet-deep waters, 7.5 nautical miles off 
Alabama Point, Alabama. This is 23.1 nautical miles east, southeast of the current 
authorized location. The facility would include up to a 27.5-acre fenced area that would 
contain 20 fish pens and would produce approximately 5 million pounds of fish annually. 
Mr. Minton stated that the reauthorized area is in the permitted Alabama Artificial Reef 
Zone and would cause user conflicts between the facility and fishermen since the area 
would be fenced off. Mr. Minton also stated that his agency has sent letters in opposition 
of this facility in the past and would be doing so again. Mr. Steele stated that NMFS had 
not received an application for an exempted fishing permit for the current facility or for 
the proposed relocated facility. 

On behalf of the committee, Ms. Morris moved that the Council send a letter to NMFS 
informing them of this project and public notice. 

Mr. Minton presented the map of the relocation site (Attachment 7). He stated that he had 
misread the application previously. He stated that although the relocation site would not be in 
the Artificial Reef Zone, it would still be located near a high traffic zone. 

Motion carried with no objection and 1 abstention. 

On behalf of the committee, Ms. Morris moved that the Council send a letter to the Army 
Corps of Engineers informing them that moving the facility could cause potential user 
conflicts with fishermen and that the applicant does not currently have an exempted 
fishing permit to allow them to harvest fish. 

Mr. Perret inquired why the facility wanted to move their operation. Ms. Walker advised that 
the Council was not aware of the rationale for moving the facility. 



Mr. Simpson questioned whether the Coast Guard would have problems with a mariculture 
facility being relocated so close to the safety fairway. LCDR Gordon responded that he was 
not sure, and was not the officer of the program to speak to that issue. 

Mr. Fischer commented that artificial reefs had criteria in regards to distance from the safety 
fairway. He contended that the Council could mirror the artificial reef policies in regards to 
distance fiom the safety fairway when building the Mariculture Policy. 

Mr. Perret offered an amendment to the motion to add to the motion "as well as hazards 
to navigation." 

Amendment carried with no objection. 

Mr. Fischer spoke in favor of the motion as amended. 

Motion as amended carried with no objection: that the Council send a letter to the Army 
Corps of Engineers informing them that moving the facility could cause potential user 
conflicts with fishermen as well as hazards to navigation, and that the applicant does not 
currently have an exempted fishing permit to allow them to harvest fish. 

Director's Reports 

Mr. Perret recommended that the Directors should give verbal Director's Reports at the next 
Council meeting. 

Texas Shrimr, Association Meeting 

Mr. Perret advised that there was a meeting of the Board of Directors of the Southern Shrimp 
Alliance that he was not able to attend, but he understood that they discussed an anti-dumping 
lawsuit that they would be filing a petition for in mid-December. He reported that he discussed 
Options Papers for Shrimp Amendments 13 and 14, and Dr. Crabtree had discussed the Shrimp 
Business Plan and new TED regulations. He added that there was not a lot of support for either 
Option Paper because the industry felt that there were enough rules and regulations already. He 
added that Dr. Russ Miget with Texas A&M gave a presentation on a project he was working 
on which compared imported and domestic shrimp. He commented that the Trade Adjustment 
Assistance Program, that would give $90 million to aid farmers and fishermen, was the big issue 
discussed. 

ICCAT Advisow Committee 

Ms. Walker stated that she met with the ICCAT Advisory Committee, and that the majority of 
the session was closed. She reported that there were two presentations given, one on the marlin 
harvest, and one on bluefin tuna. She explained that NMFS had gone out to public hearings on 
billfish, and that the initial numbers they gave to the public for the amount of marlin killed in 
the previous two to three years was not close to the 250 fish quota for the United States. She 
continued that NMFS scientists then added data from the MRFSS Survey, after whch the 
numbers indicated that the recreational sector was over their 250 marlin quota by 37 fish. She 
also indicated that the same thing happened with bluefin tuna. She explained that the Committee 
had spoken to Dr. Hogarth about the issue, but she was not sure what NMFS would do about the 
additional data. 

Mr. Swingle indicated that he thought harvest of marlin could not be reliably measured by the 
MRFSS system because it was such a rare event. Ms. Walker indicated that this issue was 
discussed at the ICCAT meeting as well. 



Mr. Fischer recalled that the MRFSS Survey uncovered fish that were not reported. Ms. 
Walker contended that the survey was simply unreliable. 

Dr. Russ Nelson clarified that the reporting of marlin by MWSS had just gone into effect in 
2003. Therefore, he contended that the first time NMFS could use the MWSS data for marlin 
would be 2004, after the 2003 fishing year data were collected. He explained that the MRFSS 
data were not used alone. He further explained that Dr. Phil Goodyear with the Billfish 
Foundation had developed a technique where he took MRFSS data in conjunction with the 
Northeast Large Pelagic Survey and longline bycatch data and developed a statistical correlation 
to pull a useful estimate out from the MRFSS Survey. He added that the numbers sent to 
ICCAT using this t e chque  indicated that there were 287 marlin caught in 2002, and 190 caught 
in 2001. He contended that the problem was not with the numbers presented to ICCAT, but that 
the quota of 250 fish was based on the old methods of counting. 

Ms. Walker commented that the 250 fish quota was to continue for 5 years before it could be 
adjusted. Dr. Nelson stated that the 250 fish quota would expire in 2005. 

NMFS HMS AP 

Mr. Basco reported that he attended the NMFS HMS AP meeting, and that the Council had 
agreed to NMFS' suggestions on shark. He also noted that he had advised the HMS Advisory 
Panel of the Council's concern with the shark bycatch issues occurring in the menhaden fishery. 

Council Orientation Session 

Mr. Hendrix reported that Mr. Thomassie, Mr. Geiger, and he attended the Council orientation 
session. He mentioned that he felt more time should have been spent instructing them on fishery 
management techniques. 

Enforcement Reports 

Ms. Walker advised that written enforcement reports-were given to the Council (Attachment 
8). 

Personnel Committee 

During a closed session, the Council approved the following actions: 

Motion: Adopt the federal system relative to capping overtime pay for non-exempt 
employees. 

Motion carried. 



Motion: Clarify that staff be required to take a minimum 30-minute lunch break (as part 
of an 8 % hour work day). 

Motion carried. 

There being no further business, THE MEETING ADJOURNED AT 3:15 P.M. 

APPROVED DATE 

The following attachments are available from Lela Gray at the Gulf of Mexico Fishery 
Management Council, 301 8 North U.S. Highway 301, Suite 1000, Tampa, Florida 3361 9; 8 13-228- 
2815. 

1. Dr. Walter Jaap's Middle Grounds presentation. 
2. Dr. Enric Cortes' Shark Bycatch presentation. 
3. Mr. Gerry Scott's Vermilion Snapper presentation. 
4. Mr. Phil Steele's Secretarial Amendment 1 presentation. 
5. Mr. Bob Muller's yellowtail presentation. 
6. Mr. Dave Donaldson FIN update presentation. 
7. Mariculture Facility Relocation Map. 
8. Enforcement Report. 


