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The Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council convened in the 27 
Royal Palm Ballroom of the Quorum Hotel, Tampa, Florida, 28 
Wednesday morning, June 7, 2006, and was called to order at 8:30 29 
o’clock a.m. by Chairman Robin Riechers. 30 
 31 
CHAIRMAN ROBIN RIECHERS:  Good morning, everyone.  As Chairman 32 

of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council, I would like 33 
to welcome you this morning.  For the record, my name is Robin 34 
Riechers.  This is the 206th meeting of the council. 35 
 36 
Members of the public will be permitted to present oral 37 
statements in accordance with the schedule published in the 38 
agenda.  Please advise the council staff if you desire to 39 
address the council.  Please give written statements to the 40 
council staff.   41 
 42 
If you are going to address the council in the open public 43 
comment period, there should be cards on the back table and we 44 
would like for you to fill those out prior to the start of that 45 
so that we can get an idea of how many folks we’re going to have 46 
and then allot the time appropriately. 47 
 48 
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The 1996 amendments to the Fishery Management Act require all 1 
oral or written statements to include a brief description of the 2 
background and interest of the person in the subject of the 3 
statement.  All written information shall include a statement of 4 
the source and date of such information. 5 
 6 
It is unlawful for any person to knowingly or willingly submit 7 
to a council false information regarding any matter the council 8 
is considering in the course of carrying out the Fisheries Act. 9 
If you have a cell phone, pager, or similar device, we ask that 10 
you keep them on silent or vibrating mode during the council and 11 
committee sessions.  12 
 13 
A tape recording is used for the public record and actually, a 14 
court reporter is used for the public record.  Therefore, for 15 
the purpose of voice identification, each member is requested to 16 
identify themselves and we’ll do that starting on my left. 17 
 18 
MR. CORKY PERRET:  Corky Perret, Mississippi. 19 

 20 
MS. JULIE MORRIS:  Julie Morris, Florida. 21 

 22 
MR. ROY WILLIAMS:  Roy Williams, Florida. 23 

 24 
MR. WILLIAM DAUGHDRILL:  Bill Daughdrill, Florida. 25 

 26 
MR. JOSEPH HENDRIX:  Joe Hendrix, Texas. 27 

 28 
MR. DEGRAAF ADAMS:  Degraaf Adams, Texas. 29 

 30 
MR. MYRON FISCHER:  Myron Fischer, Louisiana. 31 

 32 
MS. KAREN FOOTE:  Karen Foote, Louisiana. 33 

 34 
MS. KAY WILLIAMS:  Kay Williams, Mississippi. 35 

 36 
MR. PHILIP HORN:  Philip Horn, Mississippi. 37 

 38 
MR. MICHAEL MCLEMORE:  Mike McLemore, NOAA General Counsel. 39 

 40 
DR. ROY CRABTREE:  Roy Crabtree, National Marine Fisheries 41 

Service. 42 
 43 
MR. PHIL STEELE:  Phil Steele, National Marine Fisheries 44 

Service. 45 
 46 
DR. NANCY THOMPSON:  Nancy Thompson and I’m the Director of the 47 

Southeast Fisheries Science Center. 48 
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 1 
MR. STEVENS HEATH:  Steve Heath, Alabama. 2 

 3 
DR. ROBERT SHIPP:  Bob Shipp, Alabama. 4 

 5 
MS. BOBBI WALKER:  Bobbi Walker, Alabama. 6 

 7 
MR. LARRY SIMPSON:  Larry Simpson, Gulf States Marine Fisheries 8 

Commission. 9 
 10 
MR. DOUG FRUGE:  Doug Fruge, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 11 

 12 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR WAYNE SWINGLE:  Wayne Swingle, Gulf Council 13 

staff. 14 
 15 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Thank you, everyone.  Before proceeding with 16 

adoption of the agenda, I would first of all like to thank Gulf 17 
Fisherman’s Association for their hospitality in hosting us on 18 
Monday night.   19 
 20 
It was a very fine event and we want to thank you very much for 21 
that fine hospitality as well as last night we want to thank 22 
council staff and the council members for allowing us to go over 23 
to the offices, and specifically council staff and Wayne, for 24 
allowing us to go over to the office and see where they work and 25 
hosting an event there so that we could all kind of go to their 26 
house a little bit and enjoy a little bit of hospitality from 27 
them and see their working environments.  Thank you all very 28 
much.  We appreciate all of that. 29 
 30 
With that, we also have several members who may be seeing us for 31 
the last time as council members and I do want to take a moment 32 
to recognize them.  We have Ms. Kay Williams, who has served 33 
nine years on the council; Mr. Myron Fischer, who has served 34 
nine years on the council; Ms. Karen Bell, who has served six 35 
years on the council; Ms. Bobbi Walker, who has also served six 36 
years; and Mr. Walter Thomassie, who is not with us, but who is 37 
ending up a three-year term. 38 
 39 
We may see some of these members again if they are reappointed 40 
and we certainly hope that they are.  For those who we will not 41 
be seeing again, we do want to again say we appreciate your 42 
service and thank you for your time and effort. 43 
 44 
As I said last night, you defended your positions with passion 45 
and you did it in a very pleasing and consensus-building manner 46 
to help all sides of the table understand the issues that we 47 
were dealing with and we again appreciate that. 48 
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 1 
I recognized a couple of you last night with your plaques.  Mr. 2 
Fischer wasn’t with us and so at this time, I would like to 3 
award him his plaque if he would come up here.  Again, as I 4 
indicated last night, fisheries management is a difficult 5 
business and we sometimes don’t always agree on these issues, 6 
but all of these members have taken the approach of we disagree 7 
at the table and we walk away and we talk about it and we try to 8 
understand each other’s side and then come back and do the best 9 
job we can and that’s all we can do and we appreciate that all 10 
of you took that approach and it’s been very pleasing working 11 
with all of you and thank you.  With that, we can move on to the 12 
Adoption of the Agenda.  Are there any changes to the agenda? 13 
 14 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 15 
 16 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  Mr. Chairman, under Other Business 17 

there will be two items for the council members’ consideration.  18 
One is the 2007 Council Meeting Schedule.  We want you to look 19 
at the dates and see if you have problems.  The other will be a 20 
handout that will come over later today that pertains to the 21 
staff medical program. 22 
 23 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  With those two changes, do I hear any -- 24 

 25 
MR. PERRET:  Wayne, do we have anywhere on there about possibly 26 

hosting the Executive Director/Council Chairs meeting? 27 
 28 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  No, we do not. 29 

 30 
MR. PERRET:  We need to please put that somewhere. 31 

 32 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We’ll add that to other business as well.  33 

With those three items added to Other Business, do I hear any 34 
objections to adoption of the agenda?  Hearing no objections, 35 
the agenda is adopted. 36 
 37 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 38 
 39 

If everyone has had an opportunity to review their minutes -- If 40 
you haven’t, please do so.  Do I hear any changes to the 41 
minutes? 42 
 43 
MR. FRUGE:  I have just a minor thing.  On page 132, line 42, I 44 

was talking about Columbus Brown’s wife’s surgery in March and 45 
there should be the word “valve” inserted between “heart” and 46 
“replacement.”  She didn’t have another heart transplant.  It 47 
was just a valve replacement. 48 
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 1 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Thank you for that correction.  Any other 2 

corrections to the minutes?  Hearing no other corrections, it’s 3 
been moved and seconded that we adopt the minutes with those 4 
corrections.  Are there any objections?  Hearing no objections, 5 
the minutes are approved. 6 
 7 

IMPLICATIONS OF NRC REVIEW OF RECREATIONAL DATA COLLECTION 8 
 9 

With that, we will move on into our agenda and the first thing 10 
we have is Dr. Crabtree discussing the NRC Review of the 11 
Recreational Data Collection. 12 
 13 
DR. CRABTREE:  Probably most of you all are aware that Nancy 14 

Thompson as Director of the Science Center began a detail about 15 
a month ago as the Head of the Office of Science and Technology 16 
in Silver Spring and that is the office under which the MRFSS 17 
program resides and that is the office that has been charged 18 
with responding to the NRC Report and so I would like to turn 19 
this over to Dr. Thompson if I could. 20 
 21 
DR. THOMPSON:  I am the Science Director.  In this regard, I 22 

actually do wear two hats, at least in my view.  One is as your 23 
Science Director and in determining what the impact of the NRC 24 
review is on the science advice that we’ve provided to you and 25 
secondarily -- No, actually I shouldn’t say secondarily, but the 26 
second hat that I wear is obviously, as Roy indicated, as the 27 
Director of Science and Technology and having responsibility for 28 
the Marine Recreational Fishing Survey. 29 
 30 
Starting with my responsibilities in science and technology and 31 
overseeing MRFSS, some of you were there for the rollout of the 32 
report, which was presented by Dr. Sullivan, who is the chair of 33 
the NRC group that reviewed the survey.  I’ll start with that. 34 
 35 
The actual charge -- Remember, this is something that we, the 36 
agency, asked to have done.  The charge to the NRC, the terms of 37 
reference that we provided them were, and I’m not going to read 38 
them all, but I’ll read some of them, because they are relevant, 39 
how suitable are current survey methods for monitoring different 40 
types of recreational fishing; do current methods provide 41 
statistical quality needed to support current temporal 42 
geographic frames for management and I think that’s really a key 43 
question here; how should frames for management be limited by 44 
choice of survey methods, stratification scheme, and/or sample 45 
sizes; are there alternative methods or changes to current 46 
methods that could improve the quality and utility of fisheries 47 
statistics. 48 
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 1 
Remember, again, the framework, at least for us, has been how 2 
useful are these data for direct use in management and how 3 
useful are these data relative to providing science advice 4 
which, again, is the basis for management. 5 
 6 
The last term of reference that I’ll mention because, like I 7 
said, I don’t want to go through all of them because they’re 8 
sort of iterations of these is that they were asked to make 9 
recommendations regarding possible improvements to current 10 
surveys and/or possible implementation of alternative 11 
approaches, including setting priorities for revising monitoring 12 
methods that will yield the greatest improvements in effort and 13 
catch per unit effort estimates. 14 
 15 
The original survey was designed to give us estimates of catch 16 
and effort and over the years -- It was originally designed in 17 
the late 1970s, I believe.  Over the years, it has been asked to 18 
provide additional information. 19 
 20 
It’s pretty clear, I think, that being asked to provide 21 
additional information that it was not originally designed to 22 
provide has created problems in terms of the current survey.  In 23 
the presentation that Dr. Sullivan gave and, again, some of you 24 
were there, the first slide he put up indicated that the survey 25 
was fatally flawed. 26 
 27 
If you read the report, and I would really encourage people to 28 
read the report and, of course, I’ve had to read the report, the 29 
whole report, it’s pretty clear that the survey was not viewed 30 
as fatally flawed.  That is never stated in the report. 31 
 32 
However, there are concerns that are raised which could create 33 
biases and those biases are unknown in terms of direction and 34 
magnitude.  Clearly there are some issues that need to be 35 
addressed and resolved as far as the survey is concerned to 36 
provide statistically rigorous estimates for landings, catch, 37 
and effort. 38 
 39 
Obviously I’m sitting there during this presentation as well as 40 
the Science Director and my first thought is how does this 41 
affect the advice that we as a center have provided to you as a 42 
council, the managers, in terms of how you’re basing your 43 
management? 44 
 45 
What I did was I went back to our center and I asked our stock 46 
assessment scientists to take a hard look at the so-called 47 
potential biases and what those impacts would be relative to 48 
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science advice.  One of those examples Guillermo presented 1 
yesterday and that was relative to amberjack. 2 
 3 
The immediacy of amberjack was relative to the confusion that 4 
seemed to exist because of that one data point, the CPUE, from 5 
the recreational fishing survey, which was different than the 6 
CPUE trend or that data point, and where that trend was going 7 
for the other indices.  8 
 9 
Guillermo did that plus or minus 25 percent exercise and 10 
determined that it had no impact on the assessment and the 11 
advice.  What we have done as a science center is we are also 12 
looking at potential bias in red snapper and red grouper.  13 
Again, in my view, the highest priorities, as far as science 14 
advice, to this council are concerned. 15 
 16 
My counterpart in the Northeast, John Boreman, is doing a 17 
similar exercise and he is looking at summer flounder and I 18 
believe striped bass.  Obviously as Science Center directors we 19 
have an obligation to evaluate immediately what the impact could 20 
be on our science advice. 21 
 22 
That’s something that I’m doing obviously in my responsibility 23 
as the Science Director.  We’re going to go ahead and pursue 24 
that and whatever answers we get, certainly you’ll be the first 25 
to know.  As an agency, what is it that we’re doing in response 26 
to the NRC report? 27 
 28 
I have one chart.  Here I walk into Science and Technology on 29 
May 1st after the rollout of the NRC Report at the end of March 30 
and clearly the first thing we have to do as an agency is to 31 
establish a policy in terms of science advice and it’s clear 32 
that and it’s clearly stated in the report as well, the NRC 33 
Report, that the science advice that has currently been provided 34 
continues to represent the best available information. 35 
 36 
The NRC Report and Pat Sullivan in his presentation underscored 37 
that there are no alternatives as far as data and information 38 
are concerned.  Therefore, the MRFSS data, the advice that has 39 
resulted from that, continues to represent the best available 40 
information.  If there are alternatives, certainly we would be 41 
evaluating those alternatives, but there are no alternatives as 42 
far as the recreational fish data are concerned. 43 
 44 
That’s the first order of business.  The second thing is we need 45 
to look at all the recommendations and obviously respond to 46 
those in a way that results in a new survey, a survey that 47 
people trust, a survey that is useful to you, and a survey that 48 



  9 

is useful to us as scientists. 1 
 2 
What we are doing is we have developed an internal team which 3 
has developed a draft working document which is an 4 
implementation plan.  Now, the implementation plan is not a plan 5 
to fix MRFSS.  It is a plan that describes the process that will 6 
lead to a new and improved survey. 7 
 8 
It is not us, NMFS, sitting in a vacuum putting together a plan 9 
that will replace the existing survey and my view of how we need 10 
to go through this process is to make it inclusive.  It’s not 11 
going to be NMFS sitting in offices fixing a survey.  It’s going 12 
to require your input and your participation all along the way. 13 
 14 
The very first activity that we have in the implementation plan 15 
and the Gantt chart that I put up basically walks through that 16 
plan, but the very first activity is a workshop that will 17 
include you that will describe the framework for a survey and 18 
that is in the internal group discussions the first question I 19 
posed to everybody was do we need a recreational survey and the 20 
answer was yes, we do because of all these reasons. 21 
 22 
That’s fine.  We have our own reasons, but you have your reasons 23 
as well and so the first workshop that we’re holding, which 24 
should be in July, which will be in July, probably near the end 25 
of July, will address that question of because.  We need a 26 
recreational survey because and that’s where you fit in in the 27 
first step. 28 
 29 
We need that framework from the management side, and that is 30 
you, and we also are going to bring scientists in and, again, 31 
those scientists will be our scientists and your scientists, 32 
hopefully from the SSC, and we’ll also have representation from 33 
the fishery and, again, those are going to be decisions that 34 
you, the states, and the commissions are going to have to make 35 
to provide those people. 36 
 37 
The end result of that workshop is that we will have a 38 
framework, a management and science framework, around which we 39 
would design a new survey and so that’s the very first step.  40 
What I’ve got up is basically a walkthrough for the 41 
implementation plan that we have initially developed. 42 
 43 
You can see that the very first activity is that evaluation of 44 
potential impacts and we are doing that now.  That is something 45 
that we as science centers are doing and I’ve addressed that in 46 
terms of potential biases.  47 
 48 
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The second thing is that Management and Science Needs Workshop 1 
and that is the framework workshop.  Why do we need a 2 
recreational survey and why do you need a recreational survey?  3 
The second activity then is an ongoing activity.  We’ve actually 4 
started to evaluate the gaps identified by the NRC 5 
recommendations relative to the current survey. 6 
 7 
In other words, potential biases have been identified in the NRC 8 
Report.  Two in particular were highlighted.  One is that we are 9 
missing potentially night fishing and the other is we’re missing 10 
private access fishing, which I come from the southeast coast of 11 
Florida, which could be huge.  That could be a large gap in 12 
terms of actual effort and catch. 13 
 14 
We are going through each of the recommendations that the NRC 15 
made and they are relative to reducing bias, meaning reducing 16 
uncertainty, or at least allowing us to measure that bias and 17 
determine the magnitude of that bias and the direction of that 18 
bias and so we are going through that process ourselves 19 
internally. 20 
 21 
Then we plan on holding another working group, another workshop, 22 
and, again, there’s going to be plenty of opportunities for 23 
people to participate, which will develop the requirements for 24 
the survey and that is the actual nuts and bolts of what a 25 
survey needs to be able to provide in terms of the information. 26 
 27 
Then we go through another process of identifying what those 28 
tasks need to be to get that information and then we actually 29 
put together the survey and implement it and anticipating 30 
implementing the survey for a year and through an adaptive 31 
management type process evaluate the survey itself relative to 32 
the recommendations of the NRC and make changes after that year.  33 
It’s an iterative process.  It’s going to be an open process.  34 
It’s going to be a participatory process and that’s basically 35 
where we are in terms of responding to the NRC Review. 36 
 37 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Thank you, Nancy.  Are there questions? 38 

 39 
MR. PERRET:  Nancy, it may be up there, but if it is, I can’t 40 

read that at all and so I apologize if I’m asking you something 41 
that’s already there.  That’s great.  You’re going to involve us 42 
and all this stuff and it’s not going to be in-house in a NMFS 43 
office and so on and so forth.  Where in the process will the 44 
recommended group of outside statisticians and so on come in?  45 
Then I have a second question. 46 
 47 
DR. THOMPSON:  We’re looking at bringing people in as 48 
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consultants during the design of the survey and the development 1 
of the requirements.  We’re considering bringing in -- Well, 2 
we’re more than considering.  We will bring in outside 3 
consultants into that process. 4 
 5 
MR. PERRET:  One of the recommendations was not only to bring 6 

them in to help with design and so on, but keep them involved to 7 
review and so on as the process evolved. 8 
 9 
DR. THOMPSON:  Right. 10 

 11 
MR. PERRET:  The second question is a recommendation, if I 12 

remember from what I heard in Washington, the human dimensions, 13 
the socioeconomic aspects, have been compromised for many of the 14 
same reasons as the biological aspects and I didn’t hear 15 
anything about human dimensions.  16 
 17 
I assume while it’s in-house you’ll have your economists and 18 
your sociologists more involved and then from the external input 19 
you’ll have those disciplines to try and improve on that aspect 20 
of the survey? 21 
 22 
DR. THOMPSON:  It’s interesting you brought that up, because the 23 

human dimensions aspect of the recommendations were outside the 24 
request in terms of the terms of reference provided to the NRC.  25 
Because there were people who had expertise in social and 26 
economic sciences, there were recommendations that were made. 27 
 28 
They are there.  They’re there in black and white.  We are being 29 
responsive to those in the sense that -- First of all, there 30 
needs to be an open discussion during this process about, again, 31 
what this survey can and can’t do.  Maybe it’s not appropriate 32 
for this survey to include social and economic questions. 33 
 34 
The other aspect of this is that within the NRC Report it’s 35 
clear that they did not understand that we have an active and 36 
ongoing social and economic program that has been collecting 37 
data for at least five or six years. 38 
 39 
What we plan to do is take that information that we have from 40 
that program and put it on the table and get a CIE review right 41 
from the get-go for that program and hopefully -- You never 42 
know.  We may get substantive comments back saying that we’re 43 
not doing the right thing, but deal with the social and economic 44 
aspects in that way and do that immediately so that we can put 45 
that aside and focus on the biology, the catch, the effort, et 46 
cetera, et cetera. 47 
 48 
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MR. PERRET:  I would just say that if indeed the human 1 

dimensions don’t need to be a part of that, we need to get it 2 
out on the front end, as you’re saying. 3 
 4 
DR. THOMPSON:  Another aspect of human dimensions -- That was 5 

one aspect, but one of the other aspects in the report is that 6 
it’s clear that to them human dimensions also meant human 7 
behavior and that is why do people choose to participate in 8 
surveys or not and that’s something, again, that’s going to have 9 
to be discussed and we will have to have outside consultants 10 
dealing with that question. 11 
 12 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any other questions of Nancy?  I have one 13 

myself and Myron has one as well. 14 
 15 
MR. FISCHER:  This is not in reference to the presentation you 16 

just gave, but it was just to write something on a little post-17 
it note and keep it handy for a year or two down the road when 18 
I’m not going to be here to make the comment. 19 
 20 
When you get to the private access, you admitted the south 21 
Florida access points how you personally know of because it’s 22 
where you’re from.  The area I’m from is rich in oil and gas and 23 
the oil and gas facilities and support industries, such as 24 
workboats, have never been sampled and as recent as just a 25 
couple of weeks ago, very anecdotally, I was informed of a 26 
workboat who the crew regularly comes in with numerous ice 27 
chests of fillets. 28 
 29 
It’s an enforcement issue, but it’s also a MRFSS issue, because 30 
it’s not picked up in the sampling and with the 4,000 offshore 31 
platforms, there’s extensive fishing taking place from not only 32 
the platforms, but from the support industry, the workboats, and 33 
none of this is picked up and it’s probably a sizable amount of 34 
fish being caught and so if you all just remember this down the 35 
road when you get to access points. 36 
 37 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Nancy, my question has to do with the 38 

workshops and a little bit of the timing of that.  I think at 39 
the council chairs meeting a couple of weeks ago there was an 40 
indication that those could begin as early as July.   41 
 42 
Do we have a date for those and do we know how those are going 43 
to be handled?  It was a little murky a couple of weeks ago 44 
still or it seemed to be.  Could you clarify that and how our 45 
staff and members of the council would be involved in that 46 
process? 47 
 48 
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DR. THOMPSON:  Obviously this is all on a very fast track.  We 1 

obviously as an agency have to be out there doing things and so 2 
we’re looking at the week of I think July 25th, 26th, and 27th, 3 
which I believe there’s a conflict with one of our SEDARs, but 4 
given the group that’s going to be involved -- It’s going to be 5 
all the councils, the three commissions.  Pacific Islands 6 
obviously is not a part of the commission and so they’ll be 7 
handled individually and the states and all the people that 8 
probably want to be there and we can’t get way too many people 9 
there.  Otherwise, we won’t get anything done. 10 
 11 
We’re relying on the commissions and I’ve had a conversation 12 
with Larry Simpson and Dave Donaldson about being the primary 13 
focus for working with the councils and the other commissions to 14 
set up this meeting in the end of July.  We don’t know where 15 
yet.  Again, we’ll be working with the Gulf States and Larry and 16 
his staff to contact the councils and the other commissions to 17 
make sure the right people are there. 18 
 19 
MR. STEVEN ATRAN:  This might be a little beyond the scope of 20 

what you’re looking at, Nancy, but one of the criticisms that 21 
was in the NRC Report was not just directed purely at the MRFSS 22 
program, but nationwide the fragmented nature of recreational 23 
data collection with multiple agencies and multiple programs. 24 
 25 
I guess here in the Gulf of Mexico we see it specifically with 26 
the MRFSS data collection used for four of the five states and 27 
Texas Parks and Wildlife with their own program for their state.  28 
Are you going to be working on or is somebody maybe at a higher 29 
level going to be working on trying to integrate all these 30 
different data collection programs into some consistent, 31 
coherent national program? 32 
 33 
DR. THOMPSON:  Yes, I think that’s the intention of these 34 

workshops as well, is to have honest discussions about other 35 
programs and bring those people in as well to discuss how we can 36 
collectively improve our recreational data collection systems so 37 
that we have data that are comparable and that we all believe 38 
and trust. 39 
 40 
It’s going to be a continuing discussion and it’s going to have 41 
to be put out there on the table and we’re going to have to have 42 
honest discussions about that right from the get-go.  I think 43 
the commissions are clearly aware of what these other programs 44 
are. 45 
 46 
In fact, in the Pacific they’re involved in the program and I 47 
think actually have control over it.  The Gulf States 48 
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administers the program and runs the program for us in the Gulf 1 
as well and so bringing in the commissions and the councils and 2 
the states -- Yes, that’s going to be a part of the discussion 3 
and it’s going to start in July. 4 
 5 
MR. DAUGHDRILL:  Nancy, I applaud your efforts and anything to 6 

improve this is just a -- I’m real happy to see that.  Back to 7 
the private access fishing, a pet peeve of mine are all the out-8 
of-state folks that are coming down and buying condos in Florida 9 
and they have their big boats and I think it’s almost impossible 10 
for you to track those folks.  I want to encourage you to try to 11 
figure out a way to track what they’re taking out of our waters.  12 
They don’t have the concerns we do for our fisheries, just 13 
because they live inland. 14 
 15 
MR. SIMPSON:  A couple of comments and Steve knows well, since 16 

he’s a member of FIN, but I don’t think it needs to be a 17 
national program directed down to the region.  I think it needs 18 
to be three regional programs directed up to the national 19 
program. 20 
 21 
The second comment is that the axis upon which the changes will 22 
occur is this using the licensing, which we in the Gulf all five 23 
states have a recreational license, and using that license as a 24 
sample frame.  That’s the axis for all of the things and it’s 25 
something we’ve been trying to do for years and we are currently 26 
in almost quarter-million-dollar pilot project within the Gulf 27 
to be out ahead of everybody on that issue. 28 
 29 
I think there are different levels and Nancy is being kind to 30 
the whole nation.  There are different levels of what needs to 31 
be done.  In the Gulf, we’re pretty much ahead of most 32 
everybody, but we’ve still got things to do and the commission 33 
and the FIN program stand ready to address whatever is necessary 34 
to fix the problem.  Our goal is nothing but to get the right 35 
data.  I think with those comments it puts us kind of back 36 
toward the middle of road because we were getting away from it, 37 
I was thinking. 38 
 39 
DR. THOMPSON:  I’m glad Larry brought that up.  My view of this 40 

is that everything is on the table.  Like I said, I posed my 41 
internal group with the question of do we even need a 42 
recreational survey and tell me why we need one.  My view is 43 
that we start at that level. 44 
 45 
Larry is absolutely right.  Do we need a national program?  Do 46 
we need regional programs that address regional issues and do we 47 
need national oversight?  I think all of those questions are on 48 
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the table and are fair and valid questions.  I’m glad that Larry 1 
brought that point up. 2 
 3 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any further questions of Dr. Thompson?  4 

Thank you for the presentation and thank you for helping clarify 5 
some of those issues that were raised.  With that, we will move 6 
on with our agenda.  I don’t believe we have any exempted 7 
fishing permits before us.  No one has any.  With that, that 8 
means we’ll go into our Open Public Comment Period. 9 
 10 

OPEN PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 11 
 12 

We have it looks like ten people.  We’ll check the box again to 13 
make sure how many we have.  If you are intending to speak, 14 
please turn in your card now.  With that, we’ll go ahead and 15 
start.  It looks like we’re going to give you five minutes 16 
apiece this morning and Dennis O’Hern is our first speaker. 17 
 18 
MR. DENNIS O’HERN:  Good morning, council members.  For the 19 

record, my name is Dennis O’Hern.  I’m the Executive Director of 20 
the Fishing Rights Alliance.  Most of you know that I’m a very 21 
active diver and spear fisherman and offshore fisherman, but 22 
I’ve got well over 2,000 dives in the Gulf of Mexico alone.  23 
When I do speak about the fisheries issues, I get wet once in a 24 
while.  It’s not all land-based stuff. 25 
 26 
Nancy, thank you.  I’ve got to tell you that you’ve given me 27 
hope, you really have.  I was honored to be invited to the NRC 28 
Report presentation in Washington.  It was just about three 29 
months ago, I believe, and I heard everything they said and I 30 
heard fatally flawed and I think we all kind of knew that and 31 
there’s just some people who have propagated some mistakes and 32 
continued them that just need to maybe fix a few things and get 33 
this system where we need it to be. 34 
 35 
If you all remember the first time I addressed you, several 36 
years ago now, I said all we want is fairness is fisheries 37 
management.  We need a true picture of how much we’re really 38 
taking out of the resource and what we’re doing.  We don’t know.  39 
You all know we don’t know. 40 
 41 
We’ve been managing fisheries pretty blindly.  Yes, it’s the 42 
best available science, but I will note in the report there’s 43 
some suggestions on how to take the existing MRFSS data instead 44 
of just throwing it in the garbage can and how to actually use 45 
it to maybe manage our fisheries fairly without some of the wild 46 
suppositions and the weird spike that we’ve seen, such as the 47 
2004 red grouper spike. 48 



  16 

 1 
The NRC Report is pretty clear.  It’s got a lot of suggestions 2 
on what needs to be done and I’m glad there’s now a timeline.  3 
One of the things that was suggested in the report that the 2000 4 
NRC Report also suggested was that constituent outreach be 5 
improved and the 2006 report said it hadn’t been improved over 6 
2000. 7 
 8 
As a point, and I’m not trying to chastise anybody, but the only 9 
way I know that anything has happened up until this day is that 10 
I’ve been calling and asking what’s going on.  We need to send 11 
some communication out to the major stakeholders and let them 12 
know what’s happening, even if it’s just we’ve scheduled a 13 
meeting or we’re bringing Nancy to Washington, D.C. 14 
 15 
It’s really important to keep people informed as part of this 16 
process, because you’ll be able to bring all the stakeholders 17 
together, you’ll have them participating at dockside surveys and 18 
you’ll have them believing in what’s going on.  Right now, they 19 
don’t. 20 
 21 
We’ve been saying there was a problem with it.  I had to file a 22 
lawsuit over it and I feel kind of vindicated by this report.  23 
It is fatally flawed.  Nancy, lead us and fix it.  I’m onboard 24 
and everybody who really cares about the resource is onboard. 25 
 26 
I just hope that we actually advance on repairing and 27 
overhauling MRFSS and not just turning this into a circus to get 28 
a universal fishing registration because, to be honest with you, 29 
that’s kind of what it looks like to me and then that’s going to 30 
be the little star that -- Hey, look what we did, we fixed 31 
MRFSS. 32 
 33 
Getting the universal sampling frame is not fixing MRFSS, 34 
because there’s just entirely too many problems with it.  I hope 35 
you’re actually involved in a candidate hunt for that PhD level 36 
mathematical statistician that the NRC Report calls for.  We’ll 37 
submit some more written comments with bullet points, but, 38 
again, we applaud every effort you make to improve it and we 39 
look at the report as a mandate to get a better system. 40 
 41 
I also came up with a little number.  We actually spend about 42 
four cents on every marine recreational fishing trip gathering 43 
and analyzing and outputting the data.  That’s four cents a 44 
trip.  I talked to Dr. Hogarth about this in Washington and the 45 
next day I went and talked to some of our congressmen and 46 
senators and said the same thing, we only spend four cents. 47 
 48 
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Under MSA, if they can authorize it so we can spend a dime on a 1 
trip -- Hey, can you spare a dime for a recreational trip?  I 2 
think it’s a great concept and Dr. Hogarth told me that’s about 3 
all that would be needed to actually fund MRFSS properly.  4 
Again, I applaud your efforts.  We really hope you keep the 5 
momentum forward and if you start to lag, I’ll let you know.  6 
Thank you. 7 
 8 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Thank you, Dennis.  Are there any questions 9 

of Dennis?  With that, Ms. Libby Fetherston and on deck will be 10 
Mr. Russell Nelson. 11 
 12 
MS. LIBBY FETHERSTON:  Good morning.  My name is Libby 13 

Fetherston and I’m here representing the Ocean Conservancy.  14 
First, I would just like to thank you all for instituting the 15 
public comment period and to say thanks to all the members who 16 
might be leaving us.  I haven’t been here long, but I’ve 17 
appreciated all of your hard work. 18 
 19 
The Ocean Conservancy submitted a letter to the Gulf Council on 20 
June 5, 2006, which will form the basis for our comments.  Our 21 
comments focused on three key issues: one, clearly identifying 22 
management targets and limits; two, determining whether or not 23 
the management measures selected by the council meet these 24 
targets and limits; and three, establishing appropriate 25 
monitoring and review periods with corresponding actions as 26 
needed. 27 
 28 
Congress amended the Magnuson-Stevens Act in 1996 to ensure that 29 
councils end overfishing, a practice identified by the U.S. 30 
Commission on Ocean Policy as one of the greatest threats to our 31 
oceans.   32 
 33 
Unfortunately, overfishing of red snapper has continued every 34 
year since this law was amended.  The task before the Gulf 35 
Council is clear.  In order to phase in an end to overfishing 36 
and restore red snapper to the target level of the fishery 37 
management plan, the bycatch mortality responsible for 38 
overfishing must be reduced by 74 percent in the shrimp and 39 
directed fishery and the TAC must be lowered. 40 
 41 
In order to analyze its options, the Gulf Council directed staff 42 
to identify which options would end overfishing by what time and 43 
an analysis of how bycatch mortality is reduced as compared to 44 
the appropriate 2001 to 2003 baselines. 45 
 46 
These analyses, along with a discussion of setting the TAC below 47 
the allowable limit, were not included in this document.  48 
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Furthermore, information on how other regions have tackled this 1 
problem, through the use of total mortality limits as opposed to 2 
TACs, was not provided as promised.  Considering the need to end 3 
the chronic overfishing of red snapper, this analysis must be 4 
provided to the council as quickly as possible. 5 
 6 
With regard to analyzing how the various options reduce bycatch 7 
mortality by 74 percent as compared with the 2001 to 2003 8 
baseline, we have compiled the following numbers from SEDAR to 9 
aid in the council’s decision making.  These limits must serve 10 
as the bycatch mortality ceilings for the shrimp and directed 11 
fisheries.   12 
 13 
The major question now facing the Gulf Council is whether or not 14 
the options for reducing bycatch mortality left in the document 15 
will achieve the 74 percent reduction and whether or not they 16 
are a reasonable range of alternatives pursuant to NEPA.  17 
Considering case law on this subject, we doubt this is the case. 18 
 19 
The other key item for the Gulf Council is establishing 20 
monitoring and review processes to track mortality compared to 21 
limits.  It is clear that the current system is not working 22 
adequately.  The Gulf Council must strive to implement a 23 
monitoring system that can provide real-time information to 24 
managers to ensure allowable limits are achieved, but not 25 
exceeded. 26 
 27 
Consider how useful this system could be in the current 28 
situation.  Many members of the council believe that due to the 29 
devastating impacts of Hurricanes Katrina and Rita that effort 30 
will be down this year, requiring no new management action. 31 
 32 
A real-time monitoring system would allow us to restrict or 33 
liberalize fishing restrictions based on performance of the 34 
fishery, as opposed to relying on opinions of what fishing 35 
effort will or will not be.  Unfortunately, we aren’t there yet. 36 
 37 
In the interim, it is imperative that the Gulf Council set 38 
management measures that meet the various limits, review total 39 
mortality estimates as compared to limits at least annually and 40 
include actions in the fishery management plan that can quickly 41 
adjust management measures.  Our letter provides specifics on 42 
how this can be done. 43 
 44 
Our recommendations are the that council must select a preferred 45 
range of management measures from a reasonable range of 46 
alternatives that end overfishing, reduce the bycatch mortality 47 
in the directed and shrimp trawl fisheries by 74 percent 48 
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compared to the 2001 through 2003 baseline, and establish review 1 
periods that at least annually compare annual mortality levels 2 
with the allowable limits and include processes that can 3 
implement revised management measures quickly.  With that, I’ll 4 
thank you for allowing me to speak today. 5 
 6 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Thank you, Ms. Fetherston.  Are there any 7 

questions?  Thank you.  Dr. Russell Nelson and then Dr. Benny 8 
Gallaway will be next. 9 
 10 
DR. RUSSELL NELSON:  We are quite happy to see Nancy involved in 11 

this MRFSS review process.  If she can manage to deal with this 12 
in the same open and transparent inclusive fashion that she has 13 
developed in the SEDAR process, I think we’ll see some success.  14 
 15 
Before things get too mythological though, Pat Sullivan didn’t 16 
use a slide that said the MRFSS was fatally flawed.  That came 17 
up in response to a question.  Someone said you’re not saying 18 
it’s fatally flawed are you and that’s when the term was first 19 
used and he said it was. 20 
 21 
I’m not going to dwell on this.  I would like to see -- I guess 22 
you can assume that MRFSS is the best scientific information 23 
available in those 90 percent of the situations where it is the 24 
only estimate available of catch, but I don’t find a place in 25 
the report that actually supports that that says the NRC 26 
concluded that that was the case. 27 
 28 
Nevertheless, I’m looking forward to some improvements in that 29 
and the Coastal Conservation Association -- I guess I should 30 
have said my name is Russell Nelson and I’m here as a fisheries 31 
scientist representing CCA and we do support registration and we 32 
do support both at a federal and improvements at the state level 33 
of creating a database, a universe of anglers, that can be 34 
sampled accurately, quickly, and easily to give us better, more 35 
accurate, and more precise information. 36 
 37 
We’ve seen a couple instances now of the assessment groups 38 
looking at MRFSS and assuming let’s assume the catches are 25 or 39 
50 percent greater or lower and then let’s see how that affects 40 
the impact of the assessment.  As Roy Crabtree pointed out 41 
yesterday, really it doesn’t, because as long as you make a 42 
simple adjustment like that, it changes the quantities but it 43 
doesn’t change the trends. 44 
 45 
Please, council members, be aware that there is nothing anywhere 46 
that is saying that some of the problems detected with MRFSS 47 
over the years are simple, systematic biases that are either in 48 
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one direction or the other.   1 
 2 
In those cases where the biases can attributed to a number of 3 
different sources, the potential of having underestimates of one 4 
species in the same time and area segment that you’re having an 5 
overestimate in another or there’s nothing that says these are 6 
consistent.  Don’t be too assured or too placated by the simple 7 
simulations that have been done. 8 
 9 
Finally, in terms of red snapper, we’ve got a few requests.  10 
One, we would like to see that in the years since the assessment 11 
-- Actually, going into the assessment the recreational catch 12 
had averaged about 8 percent under their share of the TAC of the 13 
quota in the recent years, but those numbers were included in 14 
the assessment.  15 
 16 
In the years since the assessment, the actual recreational 17 
harvest has been under their portion of the TAC.  I don’t have 18 
the total data available, but you all do.  I can look at the 19 
MRFSS portion of that, but I would like to see the council ask 20 
that those numbers be calculated and see if there’s a way to use 21 
those underages in recent years as a means of a ameliorating 22 
some of the potential regulations that may be coming down the 23 
pike. 24 
 25 
We would also ask that if there are options to look at 26 
differential size limits -- I don’t quite agree with what Steve 27 
said yesterday about how they’re so minor.  I would like to see 28 
that the assessment scientists look at any differential size 29 
limit between sectors and what its effect is on each sector’s 30 
share of the total mortality on the stock. 31 
 32 
I think that would be a fairly simple thing to do.  Finally, 33 
we’ve heard a lot about how red snapper has to have a recovery 34 
plan and it has to be in place by January and it’s a legal 35 
requirement, et cetera, et cetera. 36 
 37 
Unless this council generates a clearly articulated and 38 
justified bycatch reduction standard and comes up with means to 39 
reliably implement those bycatch reductions in the shrimp 40 
fishery, any TAC that is put forward is pure arbitrary 41 
speculation. 42 
 43 
Until the bottom line problem is solved in this fishery, any 44 
regulations applied to the directed fishery are pure arbitrary 45 
speculation and guesswork.  We would again ask, as we have been 46 
for years, that the regulatory actions affecting shrimp bycatch 47 
and the directed fishery proceed on pace and simultaneously and 48 
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if we have to take more time to deal with the shrimp side of 1 
things that we accept that as a reality and I thank you. 2 
 3 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Thank you, Dr. Nelson.  Are there any 4 

questions or comments?  Thank you.  Next is Dr. Gallaway and 5 
then Mr. David Krebs will be next. 6 
 7 
DR. BENNY GALLAWAY:  My name is Benny Gallaway.  I have a PhD 8 

from Texas A&M.  I’m President of LGL Ecological Research 9 
Associates.  I serve on the Ad Hoc Shrimp Effort Committee.  I 10 
also serve as a principal investigator for the electronic 11 
logbook study.  I have on the order of sixty publications.  Six 12 
of those over the last eight years have dealt directly with 13 
shrimp bycatch issues. 14 
 15 
Dr. Hart yesterday showed a strong relationship between total 16 
offshore shrimp fishing effort and juvenile red snapper 17 
mortality or F.  He pointed out that total offshore effort 18 
explained on the order of 93 percent of the observed variation 19 
in fishing mortality. 20 
 21 
I don’t disagree with any of those results, but we have taken 22 
the analysis further.  We first identified the areas in the Gulf 23 
of Mexico characterized by high juvenile red snapper abundance, 24 
the hot spots, if you please.  Those areas are the depth zone 25 
between ten and thirty fathoms in the western Gulf of Mexico. 26 
 27 
We then regressed fishing effort on that subset of effort and 28 
that relationship explained 98 percent of the observed 29 
variation.  It’s a better relationship than total offshore 30 
effort.  Effort that occurs inside of ten fathoms or deeper 31 
doesn’t have that much impact. 32 
 33 
The trends in effective effort suggest that red snapper 34 
mortality since the benchmark years has declined by 58 percent, 35 
not 43 percent.  Thank you for considering these comments. 36 
 37 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Thank you, Dr. Gallaway. 38 

 39 
MR. ADAMS:  Are you saying that hot spots areas that ought to be 40 

closed in the Gulf shouldn’t be limited to a certain square area 41 
of hard bottom, et cetera, and that it should be applied to all 42 
waters between ten and thirty fathoms in the western Gulf? 43 
 44 
DR. GALLAWAY:  I’m saying that’s where juvenile red snapper 45 

abundance is highest.  I did not say anything about closing 46 
those areas. 47 
 48 
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MS. MORRIS:  Benny, just let me try to paraphrase to make sure I 1 

understood what you said.  You said that if you look at the 2 
effort in that ten to thirty fathom zone in the western Gulf you 3 
get an even tighter fit with the red snapper bycatch mortality 4 
and is that what you’re saying? 5 
 6 
DR. GALLAWAY:  That’s correct. 7 

 8 
MR. PERRET:  Benny, you said below ten and over thirty the 9 

bycatch was not as significant as in the ten to thirty and would 10 
it be more or less in the zero to ten than the above thirty or 11 
did you measure those two areas for differences? 12 
 13 
DR. GALLAWAY:  It depends on where you are.  Zero to ten off 14 

western Louisiana would be far less.  It’s very low.  Bycatch is 15 
practically non-existent and zero to ten, offshore south Texas, 16 
the bycatch rate would be lower than between ten and thirty, but 17 
somewhat similar to the greater than thirty. 18 
 19 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any other questions?  Hearing none, thank 20 

you, Dr. Gallaway.  Next is Mr. Krebs and on deck would be Mr. 21 
Bob Zales. 22 
 23 
MR. DAVID KREBS:  Good morning.  I’m David Krebs with Ariel 24 

Seafoods from Destin, Florida.  I’m also here representing 25 
numerous commercial fishermen who unfortunately are at sea, 26 
today being the 7th.  Most of them have not worked in over thirty 27 
days or twenty days for the snapper fishermen and over thirty 28 
days for the vermillion snapper fishermen. 29 
 30 
I would like to thank the outgoing council members for the 31 
service that they’ve done.  Me as an individual, I’ve got great 32 
concerns over the next two years about how the council proceeds 33 
because of the knowledge that’s leaving the table.  It’s going 34 
to be really incumbent on the people that are still here to keep 35 
the process moving in what I perceive as a positive manner. 36 
 37 
I think that the education and the fishermen that have come 38 
forward has been excellent in the last few years and I think it 39 
has shown in the things that come out of this council.  40 
 41 
Our concerns as from the commercial sector continue to be the 42 
perceived fight between the recreational sector and the 43 
commercial sector and who is getting what and who is doing what 44 
and why they’re doing it and who is the biggest thief and all 45 
the name calling and the behind-the-back trying to achieve 46 
personal gains and goals. 47 
 48 
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I think only through this process of public comment can we 1 
continue to address those issues and I hope that this council 2 
and the councils that come after this will continue this forum 3 
and let people know what’s going on, rather than we hearing out 4 
of a congressman oh did you know that this is happening and your 5 
livelihood is likely to change unless you get up and fight for 6 
it. 7 
 8 
I think the biggest comment that I have with Dr. Thompson’s 9 
assessment of the NRC is the private access data.  Of course, 10 
that’s what we’ve been saying, we the commercial side, have been 11 
saying for the last five years, is we don’t know who is 12 
participating in this fishery. 13 
 14 
Mr. Myron mentioned the workboats, but we’re talking about 15 
fishing licenses in the recreational sector.  I might say rather 16 
than a fishing license you might look at the vessel 17 
registrations, period.  If it floats, it’s going to fish whether 18 
it has a license or not and I think when you start trying to 19 
count how many perceived fish are coming out of the Gulf or 20 
being wound up and fed to Flipper -- 21 
 22 
We had testimony at the Mobile meeting that if you’re a 23 
recreational fisherman the odds of the fish, even if you 24 
puncture him, the swim bladder, and send him back down that 25 
Flipper is going to eat him and so a dead fish is a dead fish. 26 
 27 
Again, my big concern is I think that the recreational sector, 28 
the confusion that exists between the charter for-hire and the 29 
recreational sector is huge.  When somebody comes to this 30 
council meeting and listens to the recreational sector and then 31 
they hear the charterboat people get up and say we’re part of 32 
the recreational sector and we want a sixteen-inch size limit, 33 
even though we’re going to be culling through fish the whole 34 
time we’re catching and looking for that sixteen-inch fish, 35 
that’s killing fish. 36 
 37 
This council I believe recognizes that and I believe that we 38 
know that size limits are -- We’ve got to do something about 39 
that and we’ve got to come up with something that says the first 40 
five fish, three fish, come up with a system where we quit 41 
throwing fish overboard that are not going to survive. 42 
 43 
I think the commercial sector is moving forward at a very 44 
positive rate with the IFQs.  It is our salvation.  It’s going 45 
to allow us to track the fish that we, the commercial sector, 46 
harvest with a hard TAC.   47 
 48 
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Enforcement has done a wonderful job in the past two months.  I 1 
applaud Dave McKinney and his efforts in Texas.  None of us want 2 
to see people harvesting fish illegally.  It doesn’t benefit 3 
either sector or any of the three sectors.  That’s all that I 4 
have right now, other than I would like to see the charter for-5 
hire and the commercial sector work together, more so than they 6 
have. 7 
 8 
I think that this perceived conflict shouldn’t be there.  We 9 
both have quotas and we both need to figure out how to manage 10 
them best and make this fishery move forward.  Thank you. 11 
 12 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Thank you, Mr. Krebs.  Are there any 13 

questions?  Thank you.  Bob Zales is next with Mr. Mark Twinam 14 
on deck. 15 
 16 
MR. BOB ZALES, II:  Bob Zales, II.  Robin allowed me to do a 17 

little presentation.   18 
 19 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Bob wanted to add this to the front of his 20 

testimony and we will allow it.  I would recommend we not plan 21 
on everyone doing this though. 22 
 23 
MR. ZALES:  While they’re getting it up, I would like to say 24 

that I agree with Dr. Nelson on what he was saying and the 25 
others about the NRC and most everybody knows my feelings on 26 
this whole recreational survey thing, but I want everybody to 27 
know, because I’ve already expressed these opinions at the last 28 
SEDAR that I was at, but this whole thing with the NRC and the 29 
recreational data -- 30 
 31 
This data can go any direction, up or down, and I haven’t called 32 
for my association or myself personally to do anything until we 33 
see how this washes out, but the key thing to remember from our 34 
experience in the Gulf, from what we’ve done with the charter 35 
survey, I think what you will see is what that survey did is it 36 
showed reality. 37 
 38 
It showed the further you go offshore the less effort you had on 39 
fisheries and I think that makes common sense and I think that 40 
eventually that whatever works out of this NRC thing will 41 
hopefully show that whole thing, that it will show the common 42 
sense of how people fish and how the activity actually is 43 
prosecuted. 44 
 45 
To continue on red snapper, I want everybody here to understand 46 
I’m not going to be picking on any particular person or any 47 
particular agency, but we have a problem in the fact that since 48 
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1996 the recreational fishery in red snapper has been under a 1 
mandated quota. 2 
 3 
In 1997, 1998, and 1999, we saw closures, unpredicted closures.  4 
It wasn’t just bad for us as a business, but it was bad for 5 
tackle shops, it was bad for hotels, it was bad for local 6 
communities and it was bad for everybody, because you couldn’t 7 
predict what was happening.  There’s the presentation and I 8 
guess whenever they get it started?  No?  Anyway, what we -- We 9 
don’t have any sound. 10 
 11 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  It’s obviously not working very well for 12 

you, Bob.  Go ahead and finish your testimony. 13 
 14 
MR. ZALES:  What we have seen and we’ve gone through a SEDAR 15 

process which I think is a much better process than we’ve had in 16 
the past, but the one thing that we learned in the closures of 17 
1997, 1998, and 1999 is that you needed to have measures in 18 
place so that people could plan what they were going to do.  19 
 20 
The discussion yesterday, it appeared to me that this council 21 
and the Fisheries Service are kind of at a loss as to when 22 
they’re going to have this information out so that people can 23 
make these plans. 24 
 25 
I can tell you that people that fish with me and people that 26 
fish with others are already making reservations for these same 27 
dates next year, assuming something that’s going to be similar 28 
to what we have. 29 
 30 
The further we get into the season and the closer we get to next 31 
year, the more these people are going to be calling to make 32 
reservations and the more tackle shops are going to be looking 33 
at inventories to see what they can have and so forth, 34 
communities. 35 
 36 
If we don’t have something in place and when I say you’re 37 
looking at January and you tell somebody in January you could 38 
have this or you could have that, you would just as soon not 39 
give anything because nobody is going to make any plans.  40 
They’re going to make plans to do something else and it’s going 41 
to be too late to do anything and everybody is going to suffer.  42 
You need to get that. 43 
 44 
I did an informal email yesterday to people on my list and laid 45 
out the seven million pound scenario and basically four options 46 
and I got a few of them back.  The consensus that I saw with 47 
this is they’re interested primarily in nothing less than three 48 
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fish.  Fifteen to sixteen inches they would be happy with. 1 
 2 
The seasons varied anywhere from April to an August or September 3 
season or from a May/June to the end of October season.  4 
Basically about five months was the minimum of any one of those 5 
scenarios that came up.  That’s what you’re faced with and I 6 
also let them know that in all likelihood that probably wasn’t 7 
going to happen. 8 
 9 
Dr. Shipp came up with an idea that I think is very acceptable 10 
to most everybody and I really believe that it’s a reasonable 11 
scenario when we’re talking about effort.  It’s clear that 12 
effort is a whole lot less this year than it was in years past.  13 
Obviously last year effort was tremendously down because of 14 
Mother Nature and that could happen again.  My time is up and if 15 
anybody has got any questions, I’ll be glad to try to answer 16 
them. 17 
 18 
MS. MORRIS:  Bob, why do you and your email compatriots prefer 19 

the larger fifteen or sixteen inches? 20 
 21 
MR. ZALES:  The scenario that most everybody -- Common sense and 22 

talking on the radio and talking to fishermen that I’ve talked 23 
to for a long time, because I’ve been in this business for quite 24 
a while and especially with fishery management, is common sense 25 
tells you that if you let us catch the first two, five, ten, 26 
whatever you would let us catch and go about our business would 27 
be the best way to do it. 28 
 29 
Obviously when it comes to fishery management and you’re looking 30 
at numbers of fish versus poundage, it’s not going to work.  31 
You’re going to take too many animals out of the resource.  32 
We’ve kind of stayed away from that. 33 
 34 
They’re used to the fifteen to sixteen-inch size limit.  The 35 
people that I know on the water, private recreational people, 36 
commercial people, the charter people, do their best to kill as 37 
few fish as they can in the process of trying to catch their bag 38 
limits of whatever species it is and so there was really no 39 
reason.   40 
 41 
I just assume that the reason is what we’ve been faced with all 42 
along.  It seems to have worked for the past five years and even 43 
though you see a lot of fish that are let go, some of them are 44 
going to die and some of them are not.  You have a problem with 45 
porpoises that’s finally out in the public now that needs to be 46 
addressed and that’s where it is.  They don’t want to go to a 47 
smaller size limit to end up with a shorter season. 48 
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 1 
DR. CRABTREE:  Bob, as I understand it, folks would be willing 2 

to give up or would prefer to give up a month or a month-and-a-3 
half of the season rather than go from three to two fish and so 4 
that three fish bag limit is more important than maximizing the 5 
season? 6 
 7 
MR. ZALES:  I got back -- I sent out probably about fifty emails 8 

and I think I got back about fifteen that was across the Gulf, 9 
pretty much.  That was from around here in Tampa all the way to 10 
Texas and that seemed to be the best consensus of what I could 11 
come up with. 12 
 13 
DR. CRABTREE:  Bob, you brought up the council discussion 14 

yesterday and I guess Dr. Shipp’s motion about working on the 15 
assumption that effort will be down 25 percent and what if we 16 
proceeded on that and then regulations are put in place in 2007 17 
and then we get the 2006 catch numbers, which would probably get 18 
in March or April, and they’re not down that much and in fact 19 
they’re down relatively little and where would that leave us at 20 
that point? 21 
 22 
MR. ZALES:  You asked me a similar question in Mobile and if we 23 

did something like that if we would be willing to, if we 24 
exceeded one year, to take the overage out for the following 25 
year and my answer then was pretty much the same as it is now, 26 
because I’ve talked to some people about this and they kind of 27 
liked this concept and we didn’t know Dr. Shipp was going to 28 
bring something up like this. 29 
 30 
If you could do something similar to what we’ve been doing, like 31 
on a three-year basis -- Obviously the current data that we have 32 
in the recreational fishery you’re not able to do anything year-33 
to-year like that, but if you could work it out with an average, 34 
I think that it would be highly acceptable to do something on a 35 
three-year average and gamble with that and see where we are. 36 
 37 
When you look at the last nine years of data, just in the MRFSS, 38 
you see -- I just calculated it a little while ago.  On MRFSS, 39 
which doesn’t include headboats or Texas, we harvested on 40 
average 3.9 million pounds of fish for those years.  We were 41 
under for that part of it. 42 
 43 
I suspect when you add headboats in Texas we would be under 44 
overall for that average and so I would think that for this year 45 
-- I think this year for sure certainly you’re going to see 46 
reductions in effort of 25 percent or more.  Next year, as 47 
things improve, you may see some more. 48 
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 1 
I can tell you that there are a lot of us in the charter 2 
business that have everything up for sale and I’m one of them.  3 
There’s quite a few in Destin and there’s quite a few in Panama 4 
City and there’s some in Orange Beach and there’s some 5 
throughout the coast.  People are wanting out of this business. 6 
 7 
Between God and the government, it’s tough making it, because 8 
it’s not just you all.  We’ve got Coast Guard that’s coming down 9 
with stuff.  As Coast Guard licensed individuals, we are in the 10 
process of fixing to have security checks probably more 11 
stringent than the President has and this came out last week.  12 
It’s a cost thing and it’s a burden thing and it’s tough. 13 
 14 
MR. DAUGHDRILL:  Bob, thank you.  If your captains had a two or 15 

three fish red snapper limit, would they pull off of that fish 16 
and target another fish to keep the day going? 17 
 18 
MR. ZALES:  My feeling is that 99 percent of them would do that.  19 

You’ve had this argument about culling and my feeling is that if 20 
someone is going to cull in a situation like that, they’re 21 
culling under a sixteen-inch size limit. 22 
 23 
You’ve got guys out there catching four sixteen-inch fish.  If 24 
he’s going to cull and he catches a twenty-pound fish, he’s 25 
chunked it.  I don’t know you account for that statistically, 26 
but I would argue that it’s happening now, it will happen then 27 
and that’s kind of a wash.  That’s already in the system and 28 
it’s not going to increase under that scenario. 29 
 30 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Are there any other questions or comments?  31 

Thank you, Mr. Zales and we’re sorry that your technology -- Mr. 32 
Twinam is next and then Mr. William Ward is on deck. 33 
 34 
MR. MARK TWINAM:  My name is Mark Twinam and I’m a thirty-year 35 

commercial fisherman and a twenty-five-year longliner.  I just 36 
want to talk briefly on the bycatch and on the allocation.  The 37 
commercial industry in Florida has a weak voice compared to the 38 
sportfishing industry, the sportfishing media, the talk radio, 39 
the sports section of the newspaper, and the sportfishing 40 
magazines. 41 
 42 
When you get enough media, it creates a conventional wisdom and 43 
on the bycatch issue, there’s been created a conventional wisdom 44 
of a lot of death and destruction from longlines and the truth 45 
of it is it’s not quite that bad. 46 
 47 
We took a reporter from the St. Pete Times out here a month or 48 
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so ago and put him on a longliner and not a sports reporter.  1 
The St. Pete Times in the last year has given the sports 2 
reporter the front page and the front page of the City/State 3 
Section, which usually isn’t a good thing for the commercial 4 
fisherman.  We had a reporter, a feature writer, come out and we 5 
put him on a longliner and he watched two sets. 6 
 7 
The captain intentionally set on small fish and the first set -- 8 
Both sets were similar.  The first set he had nineteen keepers 9 
and ninety throwbacks and out of the ninety throwbacks, it was 10 
two or three fish that didn’t go back down because they fell off 11 
the hook before they could be vented. 12 
 13 
He set on the smaller fish to show him that the bycatch 14 
mortality isn’t what conventional wisdom said it is.  The other 15 
thing I would like to comment on is the allocation issue and 16 
there again, the sport fishermen have a strong voice in Florida 17 
with the media. 18 
 19 
The FWC estimates if they were to put a grouper stamp, which I 20 
think is a good idea, on a saltwater fishing license that they 21 
would sell 300,000 of those in Florida and if half of those 22 
people were fishing in the Gulf of Mexico for red grouper, that 23 
would be less than 1 percent of the people in Florida fishing 24 
for red grouper. 25 
 26 
Right now they’re getting 19 percent of the federal quota and I 27 
hear numbers they want anywhere from 25 to 50 percent to flipped 28 
around to 80 percent.  That would give 1 percent of the people 29 
in Florida 25 or 50 or 80 percent of a federal resource and I 30 
know the consumer doesn’t have a strong voice, but as commercial 31 
fishermen, of course we’re in the middle and we want to bring it 32 
to the consumer, because we make money at it. 33 
 34 
I think a lot of thought ought to be given to the consumer’s end 35 
of this and think about how much the sports media can influence 36 
it.  I know they can put a lot of pressure on you, but how many 37 
people are actually really fishing for red grouper 38 
recreationally?  I appreciate it and thanks. 39 
 40 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Thank you, Mr. Twinam.  We have a question. 41 

 42 
MR. PERRET:  You said you brought out the reporter out and made 43 

two sets and on the first one you had about nineteen or so and 44 
what about the second line you checked when he was out there 45 
with you? 46 
 47 
MR. TWINAM:  It was very similar and I don’t remember exactly. 48 
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 1 
MR. PERRET:  Did the reporter ever publish anything and if so, 2 

what page was the article on of the paper? 3 
 4 
MR. TWINAM:  He actually hasn’t done it yet, because I think he 5 

was expecting to find a little more dirt so far than he has 6 
found and he hasn’t had a good reason to publish yet. 7 
 8 
MR. DAUGHDRILL:  Thanks, Mark.  With a thirteen-inch snapper 9 

limit, if the market wants a fourteen-inch fish, what are you 10 
going to do with that thirteen-inch fish that you catch? 11 
 12 
MR. TWINAM:  I’m mostly into grouper and not too much about 13 

snapper, although we have some over here and we would like to 14 
have a little more when it’s all said and done, but I would say 15 
sell it. 16 
 17 
MS. WALKER:  Thank you for coming, Mr. Twinam.  You said 18 

something interesting.  You said that the person who took the 19 
reporter out purposely set on small fish so that he could show 20 
the release mortality, what it actually was.  Can you do that? 21 
 22 
Apparently I guess this fisherman could decide it’s wherever he 23 
sets and he knows where the small fish are as opposed to the 24 
large? 25 
 26 
MR. TWINAM:  It’s not an exact science, but a lot of times when 27 

you hit a large piece of bottom if you set across the top of it 28 
you hit smaller fish.  I don’t know if you’ve ever done any 29 
diving or anything, but when you dive if you get along the edge, 30 
where the sand and the rock is, the bigger fish are there.  You 31 
get on the top of the reef a lot of times and there’s smaller 32 
fish and it’s kind of the same thing.  It’s not exact, of 33 
course. 34 
 35 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any other questions?  Thank you.  With that, 36 

we will go to Mr. Will Ward and Mr. Jim Smarr will be on deck. 37 
 38 
MR. WILLIAM WARD:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  My name is William 39 

Ward and I’m here on behalf of the Gulf Fisherman’s Association.  40 
A few points.  I first want to start out with thanking the 41 
outgoing members for their service.   42 
 43 
They know who they are and I guess Kay has left for now, but 44 
Myron and Karen and I guess Walter is not here at this meeting, 45 
but thank you for your service, but most of all, thank you for 46 
making yourself available and listening to me and our 47 
association, whether you agree with us or not.  I appreciate 48 
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just that, that you gave us your time and made us available and 1 
were willing to listen to our issues. 2 
 3 
The second thing I want to address with Nancy and maybe the 4 
agency is that I’m glad to see that our association as a 5 
commercial association echoes the sentiments of Dennis O’Hern 6 
and Dr. Nelson regarding the MRFSS data. 7 
 8 
It’s kind of a different perspective, but we’re joined at the 9 
hips in a number of fisheries, a myriad of fisheries, with a 10 
recreational fishery and before we can cast dispersions upon the 11 
fight of user conflict and all those things that go with it, we 12 
want to make sure that the confidence of the data is paramount. 13 
 14 
If the data has a certain degree of confidence that’s at least 15 
equal to that of the commercial industry, I think a lot of the 16 
infighting would stop.  I know for years half of what this 17 
council does is separating the fight of commercial and 18 
recreational.  It’s the constant classic battle between each 19 
other. 20 
 21 
Once this comes about that we have data that’s supported by the 22 
industry, both commercial and recreational, which does affect 23 
us.  Indirectly it does, it really does, the amberjack 24 
assessment the other day with the spikes in the data, on the 25 
MRFSS data, versus the commercial trends. 26 
 27 
Along the way we can stop a lot of these battles and it’s very 28 
important.  I hope you might want to engage our association and 29 
other folks, even though we’re not in the recreational sector.  30 
We would like to stay on top of this and make sure that we can 31 
be a positive factor in that. 32 
 33 
My final two topics were the amberjack and triggerfish issue 34 
that were presented to you yesterday.  I and Dr. Shipp had 35 
talked about this and I know it’s supposed to not have any 36 
effect on the overall runs, but if I’m to believe as a 37 
commercial fisherman for almost thirty years now that a 20 38 
percent release mortality is realistic in the amberjack fishery, 39 
I’ve got some swampland to sell. 40 
 41 
It’s not even close to that.  Predation is not the issue with 42 
amberjack like it is with dolphin.  I don’t know how many 43 
dolphins are going to be eating thirty-inch amberjack, to be 44 
honest with you.  Having said that, another thing is that 45 
they’re a very hardy fish.   46 
 47 
It’s not a swim bladder issue and so I really wish that the 48 
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Center would maybe go back and reevaluate that.  I would also 1 
like to get a look at what the sectors effects are on that 2 
regarding what gear types effects are on that and the different 3 
sectors. 4 
 5 
Finally, regarding triggerfish, triggerfish in our fishery is 6 
basically a bycatch fishery.  It’s not a high-dollar fish.  We 7 
catch them both in the vertical line sector and very, very small 8 
amounts in the longline sector, but maybe since it’s mostly a 9 
recreational fishery and a non-directed fishery, you could look 10 
at some issues regarding size limits, because they are a hardy 11 
fish and their issues of swim bladders are not as paramount as 12 
they are with let’s say red snapper or red grouper would be. 13 
 14 
Maybe when you look at management measures in particular on that 15 
particular fish, size limits in this case could be a benefit, an 16 
increase in size limits.  Again, thank you for all your service 17 
again, the people that are outgoing.  You’re going to be very 18 
hard to replace.  I’m finished, Mr. Chairman. 19 
 20 
MS. MORRIS:  Will, it’s not clear whether you think the 21 

amberjack release mortality that we use in our calculations is 22 
too high or too low and could you clarify that, please? 23 
 24 
MR. WARD:  Julie, I’ve fished for amberjack for a number of 25 

years and I know a lot of guys and I sell them.  My company 26 
sells them.  I have never been on a single place that I’ve 27 
stopped on that had that high of a release mortality rate on 28 
amberjack, maybe less than 5 percent. 29 
 30 
They’re a very hardy fish.  If they don’t go in the box -- 31 
They’re full of piss and vinegar and excuse my language, but 32 
they really are a nasty fish and when you get them to the top, 33 
they’re excited at the top.  You’re going to have to either kill 34 
them and put them in a box or release them or they’re going to 35 
beat you to death on a boat. 36 
 37 
They’re a very hardy fish, a very durable fish.  They don’t have 38 
the swim bladder issues and concerns and so I think 20 percent 39 
far, far overestimates amberjack. 40 
 41 
DR. CRABTREE:  I appreciate your comments.  I think, and maybe 42 

Nancy can confirm, that in the greater amberjack assessment 43 
process that they did sensitivity runs using different release 44 
mortality rates to evaluate the impact of those if the 45 
assumption was wrong. 46 
 47 
I also believe when I reading through some of the gray 48 
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triggerfish documents that I did see something in there that 1 
commented on the fact that the release mortality rate is very 2 
low and so you could well be right that a size limit is there.  3 
Nancy, do you know if the greater amberjack have already done 4 
those sensitivity runs? 5 
 6 
DR. THOMPSON:  Guillermo actually addressed that yesterday and 7 

they used zero percent, 20 percent, and 40 percent and the 8 
outcome was that it had no impact on the outcome of the 9 
assessment because the numbers of discards are so low 10 
proportionally to the numbers of fish that are kept. 11 
 12 
MR. WARD:  I can appreciate that, but, again, it’s the 13 

perception of the public.  Nancy, when you go out and you speak 14 
to people that have years of experience and you say that there’s 15 
an associated release mortality rate for the purposes of the 16 
exercise to be X and then you go out and you tell them this is 17 
what you assigned to that, it creates a resentment, if you will, 18 
just so you know. 19 
 20 
They want to do right by the resource, but they also want 21 
reality in fisheries management and that’s all we’re saying and 22 
it’s just a suggestion, for whatever it’s worth. 23 
 24 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Thank you, Will.  We appreciate your 25 

comments and, again, we appreciate you all hosting us the other 26 
night.  Next is Mr. Smarr and on deck will be Bob Spaeth. 27 
 28 
MR. JIM SMARR:  I’m Jim Smarr with the Texas Recreational 29 

Fishing Alliance and I come here today with a really heavy 30 
heart.  I was up until 4:30 this morning writing a statement and 31 
I’m quite frankly too tired to read it.  I would like to admit 32 
this statement to the record.  I’ve got copies for all the 33 
council members. 34 
 35 
Texas’s contempt for National Marine Fisheries Service and this 36 
council as far as forwarding the IFQs to the Secretary of 37 
Commerce is maxed out.  We feel there’s a huge illegal 38 
commercial fishery going on and we feel that that commercial 39 
fishery and the illegal part has jeopardized the recreational 40 
anglers and their TAC. 41 
 42 
We’ve heard that Dr. Crabtree is coming in with a suggestion for 43 
a 5.2 million pound TAC.  I went to a meeting in Texas and we 44 
talked about what if we could get a seven and quite frankly, 45 
Texas cannot afford a three-month fishery in the red snapper 46 
fishery.  We won’t accept it. 47 
 48 
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We won’t accept the IFQ and so what Texas RFA has done is 1 
contacted our national office and we’re going to bring about 2 
five or six points to judicial review.  There are reports that 3 
there were more zero to two snapper around the Gulf oil rigs 4 
than the National Marine Fisheries Service has allowed for the 5 
entire Gulf of Mexico and those numbers have been ignored. 6 
 7 
When the longliners were moved to the fifty-fathom curve, the 8 
juvenile fish spiked.  We saw a nice incline in juvenile fish.  9 
That was two years before the shrimpers had BRDs put on them.  10 
This council has chosen to spend $2 million on further BRD 11 
studies. 12 
 13 
We think the real problem is the commercial illegal fishing and 14 
it’s basically based out of Texas by a few outlaws.  Law 15 
enforcement has been working diligently with us to try to 16 
correct this, but we don’t want to see the IFQ go forward and we 17 
certainly don’t want to see a TAC cut. 18 
 19 
We would like to see Texas with a separate fishing zone.  We 20 
have a deepwater fishery.  This council, which is another one of 21 
the points, instituted -- Not these members, but other members, 22 
instituted an eighteen-inch fish and we had to live with that to 23 
appease the east Gulf and that caused more damage to the 24 
breeding stock of this fishery than anything else I can imagine. 25 
 26 
Texas is fed up with the shell games being played with numbers, 27 
with changing the parameters of the models that control the 28 
livelihoods of the commercial fisheries, the recreational 29 
fisheries, and we can’t live with any further. 30 
 31 
Our national office has agreed for us to take these points to 32 
immediate judicial review if Texas cannot come up with a fair 33 
and equitable plan for our share of the fisheries and we intend 34 
to do it immediately and I have, very briefly, gone over my 35 
statement.  I have a statement for the record and I would like 36 
to enter it into the record and I would like to have this placed 37 
in front of each council member before they leave. 38 
 39 
I came here knowing that I was going to have a grandchild born, 40 
my first one.  I missed that.  There was an emergency c-section 41 
yesterday, but I felt this was important enough to Texas and the 42 
Texas fishermen for me to be here. 43 
 44 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Thank you, Mr. Smarr. 45 

 46 
MR. PERRET:  Thank you, Mr. Smarr.  Congratulations on your 47 

grandchild.  I too am expecting my first and unfortunately, I 48 
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heard yesterday there may be some medical complications and so 1 
I’m on pins and needles waiting to hear what’s going on.   2 
 3 
You mentioned at least twice illegal activity.  Do you provide 4 
more input in your written statement or would you care to talk a 5 
little bit about that illegal activity? 6 
 7 
MR. SMARR:  At the Mobile council meeting, a commercial 8 

fisherman stood up and made the point if you want to illegally 9 
fish than Texas is the place to go and I’m paraphrasing there.  10 
We have accounts of -- Louisiana and Texas, we have accounts of 11 
there being ports utilized in the middle of the night and large 12 
quantities of red snapper being shipped out. 13 
 14 
This would circumvent the IFQ program, because the people that 15 
are going to have IFQs and the vessel monitoring system, most of 16 
those people aren’t the ones doing this.  It’s the few bad 17 
apples in the crowd that are causing the problem and I have 18 
elaborated to the tenth degree to the appropriate state and 19 
federal law enforcement folks and given them all the inside 20 
information we have.  I look forward to seeing some people’s 21 
picture on the cover of the Rolling Stone soon for violations. 22 
 23 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any other questions?  Thank you, Mr. Smarr.  24 

Next is Mr. Spaeth and then Ms. Elizabeth Walrod is next. 25 
 26 
MR. BOB SPAETH:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman and council members.  27 

Bob Spaeth, Southern Offshore Fishing Association.  We feel 28 
really good about the way that the Science Center has been going 29 
and Dr. Crabtree and Dr. Thompson have really improved the 30 
science since their tenure, in our opinion. 31 
 32 
The one thing that concerns the Southern Offshore Fishing 33 
Association is economic impacts of cumulative regulations and 34 
I’m starting to get phone calls over the VMS and not that they 35 
are against the VMS, but it’s just that the small operators, and 36 
it’s been mostly from vertical lines, that they can’t afford to 37 
buy the VMS with the life rafts and da, da, da, da. I won’t take 38 
up a lot of time. 39 
 40 
We will be sending a letter around with some of our concerns on 41 
that, but I just wanted to bring it to the council’s attention 42 
that we’re having a -- Between trip limits and high fuel prices 43 
and I know the charterboat people are probably in the same shape 44 
and we’ve got to have turtle devices for $600 and $2,000 VMS and 45 
da, da, da.  We’re very concerned about that and I wanted to 46 
kind of give you a little insight to where we’re going to be 47 
going.  Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 48 
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 1 
DR. CRABTREE:  I have just one point, Bob, with respect to the 2 

VMS.  At least in this budget year that we’re in now, Congress 3 
put money in our budget for VMS and a portion of that money is 4 
being used for reimbursements for VMS expenses.   5 
 6 
If approved by the Secretary, the VMS requirement in the reef 7 
fish fishery would come online next fiscal year and I don’t know 8 
whether Congress will provide funds or not, but at least in some 9 
years and subject to funding, there are potential for some 10 
reimbursements down the road. 11 
 12 
MR. SPAETH:  I think that’s great, but if we have to buy them 13 

initially, where do we get the funding to come out first?  I 14 
think we’ve got a lot of concerns and we can do that another 15 
time. 16 
 17 
DR. CRABTREE:  In this year for some of the VMS programs that 18 

are going online, the money is going to the Pacific Fisheries 19 
Management Commission, Larry’s counterpart on the west coast, I 20 
believe Randy, and then I believe that the fishermen can submit 21 
their receipts and proof of payment for the devices and get a 22 
reimbursement.  Again, I don’t know whether that funding will be 23 
there in the future or not. 24 
 25 
MR. SPAETH:  One last comment would be that if somebody is 26 

getting the emails with my name and Hot Mail, don’t believe it.  27 
Somebody has registered and been sending around disparaging 28 
remarks on some of the forums and it isn’t me.  Thank you. 29 
 30 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Thank you, Mr. Spaeth.  Next is Ms. 31 

Elizabeth Walrod. 32 
 33 
MS. ELIZABETH WALROD:  As you said, my name is Elizabeth Walrod.  34 

I am currently a graduate student and a field technician for 35 
Southwest Florida Water Management, but most importantly, I’m 36 
just a concerned citizen here today. 37 
 38 
Thank you for having me and I’m just going to briefly mention my 39 
concern about the environmental implications of the depletion of 40 
the red snapper population.  Every creature in the Gulf’s 41 
ecosystem plays an intricate role in the balance of that 42 
ecosystem and depleting the populations of any of these 43 
creatures, either by direct fishing or as a result of bycatch, 44 
can cause serious problems in the marine ecosystem. 45 
 46 
The red snapper population depletion has been a known issue for 47 
many years and for these reasons, I believe that there should be 48 
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guidelines and powerful implementations of these guidelines to 1 
reduce the destructive levels of overfishing immediately.  There 2 
needs to be a move towards more sustainable catch levels to 3 
protect the Gulf’s ecology for the future and thank you very 4 
much.  5 
 6 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Thank you.  Are there any questions?  Thank 7 

you very much for your comments.  Lastly, we have Mr. David 8 
Dickson. 9 
 10 
MR. DAVID DICKSON:  Mr. Chairman and members of the council and 11 

staff, I just want to take a few seconds -- I’m with the Ocean 12 
Conservancy and I do a lot of public outreach and I want to 13 
compliment you on the new website that’s been put up.  It 14 
provides a lot of guidance and support for public information 15 
and public input and it’s a real good tool and thank you. 16 
 17 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Thank you, Mr. Dickson.  We don’t get many 18 

compliments and thanks really go to Charlene and staff for 19 
getting that into a more usable and friendly format.  Thank you, 20 
David, for your comments.  That should be all of our comments, 21 
unless we’ve missed anyone’s card.  Hearing none, what I would 22 
propose we do is take a ten-minute recess and then we’ll come 23 
back. 24 
 25 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 26 
 27 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  If we could, I would like to resume to 28 

order.  Next on our agenda we have an Update on the Coastal 29 
Ocean Observing System.  I believe Dr. Ann Jochens will be 30 
giving us that presentation. 31 
 32 

COASTAL OCEAN OBSERVING SYSTEM 33 

 34 
DR. ANN JOCHENS:  I want to thank Mr. Chairman and council and I 35 

want to thank you all for the opportunity to give you a 36 
presentation on the Gulf of Mexico Coastal Ocean Observing 37 
System, also known as GCOOS.  When I say GCOOS, that’s what it 38 
refers to. 39 
 40 
I am a scientist at Texas A&M University, but I am also the 41 
regional coordinator for the GCOOS Regional Association and my 42 
colleague, Dr. Worth Nowlin, is also in the audience and he is a 43 
professor at A&M and he’s also a board member of GCOOS RA and he 44 
also has been one of the major players in the development of 45 
ocean observing systems throughout the world. 46 
 47 
I’m going to talk today about our observing system and I’ll give 48 
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you some background and then one of the main things I’m here for 1 
is to try to understand and try to have you help us better 2 
engage the fishery sector in our activities. 3 
 4 
This is an outline of my talk.  I’m going to talk a little bit 5 
about observing systems in general.  It’s an international 6 
effort and a national effort as well.  I’m going to talk about 7 
the GCOOS program and how it’s developing and give you some 8 
information on how we try to obtain input from the various 9 
stakeholder groups and then talk a little bit about some of the 10 
benefits of the GCOOS and the Regional Association. 11 
 12 
First, I’m going to talk about global ocean observing systems.  13 
GOOS, Global Ocean Observing System.  This is an international 14 
effort.  There’s over a hundred nations involved.  Dr. Nowlin 15 
has been very instrumental in helping to move this forward and 16 
what an ocean observing system is is it’s an end-to-end system 17 
where we have data collection, data management, quality control, 18 
and then use of those data for products, for services, for 19 
making management decisions, for making science advancements, 20 
and a variety of products and services. 21 
 22 
The GOOS is part of the Global Earth Observing System.  As we 23 
all know, the world is getting smaller and we’re trying to 24 
understand more how the world works and our place in that.  A 25 
series of these programs are in development and GOOS is one of 26 
them. 27 
 28 
GOOS has two components.  The first component is the global 29 
module and this is more large scale, long time frames, trying to 30 
understand such things as climate variability and climate 31 
change.  The coastal module is smaller scales and it’s designed 32 
to look at the health of the ecosystems in the coast and to look 33 
at the various human activities and endeavors in the coastal 34 
area and the U.S. contribution to this international effort is 35 
called the Integrated Ocean Observing System, or IOOS.  That’s 36 
the U.S. component of the GOOS. 37 
 38 
Very briefly, the global module.  This is truly an international 39 
effort.  There are a wide variety of measurement types, such as 40 
sea level, such as surface currents, such as currents at depth, 41 
and there are many, many components. 42 
 43 
What the aspect of the global module is is that we try to 44 
integrate all of these datasets to understand how the Earth’s 45 
ocean works.  We have both satellite data programs and we have 46 
in situ sensing, such as the sea level that I mentioned.  As of 47 
March of this year, this international effort was about 56 48 
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percent complete and in the briefing materials, I think there 1 
are some links, some websites, to some of these programs if 2 
you’re interested in further information. 3 
 4 
I’m going to jump here to the coastal module.  As I mentioned, 5 
we have the global ocean and that’s more low resolution and 6 
embedded in that is the coastal component and the coastal 7 
component in the United States consists of two pieces. 8 
 9 
One is a national backbone and this is the federal government’s 10 
standard monitoring that they do, such as the National Weather 11 
Service has buoys out there monitoring the atmosphere and the 12 
ocean currents and so that’s the national backbone and a lot of 13 
the sea level measurements are there, too. 14 
 15 
Then we have a series of eleven regional observing systems 16 
throughout the nation and the Gulf of Mexico Coastal Ocean 17 
Observing System, GCOOS, is one of these and I’m going to focus 18 
in on what we do. 19 
 20 
A little more about this, the national backbone is operated by 21 
the federal agencies and it encompasses the entire coastal part 22 
of the United States down in the Caribbean and also in the 23 
Pacific Islands.  It’s going to look at some core variables, 24 
many of which are geophysical, how the water moves around and 25 
how it’s related to what the atmosphere is doing. 26 
 27 
Then there are other biophysical -- We want to begin to 28 
incorporate measurements that look at the benthic habitats, 29 
chemical measurements, such as contaminants, and then we want to 30 
involve a lot of the biological components.   The ocean 31 
observing system is not limited to the physical aspects.  It’s 32 
trying to look at the ecosystem of the coastal ocean and, of 33 
course, fisheries is part of that ecosystem. 34 
 35 
Now looking at GCOOS itself, this is a regional association, one 36 
of the eleven, that’s been developing.  Our region encompasses 37 
everything from the estuaries out to the boundary of the 38 
exclusive economic zone.  This overlaps the interests of the 39 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council. 40 
 41 
We all know that the Gulf has got a lot of strategic values 42 
associated with it for our nation and this is a list of some of 43 
them and you all are most familiar with all of the fishery 44 
aspects.  Fisheries, commercial and recreational fishing and so 45 
on, are very important to our national needs. 46 
 47 
We have a lot of environmental challenges in the Gulf.  This 48 
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last summer showed us that Mother Nature provides many of these 1 
challenges, but we also have pollution issues and threats to the 2 
ecosystem and all of these challenges dictate that we ought to 3 
have some sort of a sustained observing system that can be used 4 
by managers, by scientists, by the private sector, to meet the 5 
needs for information and for developing new products and new 6 
services. 7 
 8 
What we’re trying to do is to build an integrated, sustained 9 
observing system for the Gulf of Mexico and it needs to be 10 
sustained and it’s not going to be on massive agency that runs 11 
this.  This is an integrated system and so we have state 12 
contributions, we have federal government contributions, we have 13 
contributions from the private sector. 14 
 15 
These all would be a sharing of data and information to allow 16 
the development of products needed to better manage our 17 
resources and these are the seven societal goals that we have 18 
for GCOOS and one of them is preserving and restoring healthy 19 
marine ecosystems and then managing resources.  These are parts 20 
of the vision of what the GCOOS would do. 21 
 22 
This whole process started around the year 2000 with a series of 23 
workshops to get people’s information on some of their needs.  24 
It resulted in the development of a resolution and mission 25 
statement in January of 2003 and then further development 26 
resulted in a memorandum of agreement which established our 27 
regional association and that was in January of 2005. 28 
 29 
Anybody can be a signatory and in the briefing materials I think 30 
I included the memorandum of agreement.  Anybody here who wishes 31 
to sign for yourself or on behalf of your group, you’re welcome 32 
to. 33 
 34 
We are a member of what’s called the National Federation of 35 
Regional Associations and this is the eleven areas and we all 36 
work together because we have to integrate ourselves into what 37 
the rest of the nation is doing and then integrate with the 38 
Global Ocean Observing System. 39 
 40 
I’m going to show a little bit -- The next slide will be our 41 
organizational structure.  Just very briefly, we have a board of 42 
directors and we have twelve members.  We have members 43 
representing every state along the Gulf coast.  They represent 44 
federal and state governments, they represent education and 45 
outreach personnel, academics, and the private sector. 46 
 47 
MR. SIMPSON:  Could you give us some names? 48 
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 1 
DR. JOCHENS:  Dr. Nowlin is one of them, one of the board of 2 

directors and we have Ray Toll with Science Applications 3 
International  Corporation is the chairman of the board and then 4 
all of the other twelve are listed on our website, which is 5 
here.  You can easily see all the people listed. 6 
 7 
DR. WORTH NOWLIN:  I think the board members include a represent 8 

a representative from Chevron, a representative from Fugro GEOS, 9 
a representative from MMS, a representative from Science 10 
Applications, Inc, a representative from the Tampa Bay Ports, 11 
myself, a representative from the Texas General Land Office, a 12 
representative from Florida Sea Grant, and a representative from 13 
Mississippi Education, the Scott Aquarium.  I believe that’s 14 
probably the group. 15 
 16 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Thank you for that clarification. 17 

 18 
DR. JOCHENS:  The other aspects of our organization, we have an 19 

education and outreach council and a stakeholder council and our 20 
stakeholder council actually has some people on it, or at least 21 
one individual, or two actually, who have some familiarity with 22 
the fisheries. 23 
 24 
We have a data committee, an observing system committee, a 25 
products and services committee and all of these committees and 26 
councils have representatives from each of the states and then 27 
from the private sector, the governmental sector, and the 28 
academic sector and so we’re trying to maintain a very balanced 29 
group to get input. 30 
 31 
Now looking at where we are right now, there are existing 32 
capabilities in the Gulf and we try to integrate these and we 33 
have both in situ observations, we have satellite observations 34 
and products, and modeling products and the goal is to take 35 
these many subsystems that we have already in existence and 36 
integrate them, because they’re going to be more useful if we 37 
can have them all integrated. 38 
 39 
They’re very useful to answering additional new problems that 40 
each individual subsystem itself may not be able to address.  41 
For example, if the State of Texas has some buoys and the 42 
federal government has some buoys measuring surface currents, 43 
when you put those together and the State of Louisiana has some 44 
and Florida and so on and you put them altogether and we begin 45 
to have a nice dataset that lets us know how the coastal oceans 46 
are moving. 47 
 48 
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These can be used for models, to be input for models to 1 
determine various things.  This is a quick view of some of the 2 
existing in situ observations that we have.  In the region, in 3 
the north/central Gulf, we also have some forty-some current 4 
measurement locations that are on oil and gas platforms and 5 
that’s a contribution by the private industry. 6 
 7 
We integrate those with a variety of satellite products that we 8 
have available for the Gulf, including sea surface temperature, 9 
sea surface height, and ocean color and ocean color is a good 10 
measure of biological productivity and then these can all be -- 11 
We also have model products that are available and our website 12 
links to all the things that are available, but the goal here is 13 
to begin to integrate these and move us forward into an era 14 
where can integrate all these different measurements, much like 15 
the Weather Service does in collecting many different weather 16 
data from different sources and integrating them into products 17 
for the benefit of all. 18 
 19 
Looking at development of our regional association, we’re just 20 
at the very beginning of this and I’ll talk a little bit about 21 
integration of existing subsystems, but the point we’re at right 22 
now is trying to identify what are the needs and the priorities 23 
of the various stakeholders and stakeholders are just any group 24 
that uses the Gulf waters. 25 
 26 
To date, what we have is on our website we have an inventory of 27 
the existing subsystems that are available.  Many of these data 28 
we’ve arranged with the National Data Buoy Center.  They are 29 
taking in real-time datasets and they’re doing some quick 30 
quality control and they’re putting them back out available for 31 
anybody so wee have a single place where you can get data. 32 
 33 
We’re trying to work to bring in new datasets and a lot of the 34 
biological datasets we’re -- We have many physical datasets, but 35 
we’re trying to begin to develop the biological datasets as 36 
well. 37 
 38 
This is just an example of the data management activity.  We 39 
have data that comes in.  The person that collects the data may 40 
have a webpage, but the data also go in real time to NDBC, which 41 
then does its quality control and makes the data available to 42 
the public and so we have a -- This is all the real-time data 43 
that are publicly available from any source are available 44 
through this mechanism. 45 
 46 
What we’re doing is trying to identify stakeholder requirements 47 
and we’re going sector by sector.  We’ve had a couple of sector 48 
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workshops.  One is a group of harmful algal bloom scientists and 1 
we’ve also had a workshop specifically for the oil and gas 2 
related industry and we want to try to begin to -- We’ve got 3 
from those some information, which I’ll show you in a minute. 4 
 5 
Our workshops, we’re trying to find out what their priorities 6 
are for observations and products that they may need, get an 7 
economic benefit of those needs, prioritize the needs, maybe 8 
come up with some pilot projects that will advance the meeting 9 
of the observations and products and we’ve been doing it 10 
basically through workshops, as well as business plan, which is 11 
available on our website and anybody can comment on it. 12 
 13 
Looking at our workshops, we’ve had eight workshops since the 14 
year 2000.  A wide variety of groups have been represented at 15 
these meetings.  We have as our objectives identifying what are 16 
the specific needs of that stakeholder group for observations in 17 
the ocean, for products and services. 18 
 19 
Also, identifying which products should be produced in a public 20 
manner, like for example perhaps by the federal government or a 21 
state government versus which products really belong to the 22 
private sector. 23 
 24 
There’s some trying to identifying that, but there is a database 25 
that could be common to both and we want to try to enhance 26 
those.  We also are looking for some priority pilot projects for 27 
the individual sectors and also to look at what the economic 28 
benefits might be. 29 
 30 
Here’s an example.  We had a workshop in November, the oil and 31 
gas related industry.  After the deliberations from that 32 
workshop, those people, that stakeholder group, came up with 33 
this list of high priority needs, both in terms of products that 34 
they think that they would need and in terms of measurements 35 
that they would like to see. 36 
 37 
Additionally, they came up with pilot projects.  They identified 38 
five pilot projects that were of most interest and you might be 39 
interested to see here that included from the oil and gas 40 
industry was producing maps of marine mammals and endangered 41 
turtles and so the stakeholders’ interests can begin to overlap. 42 
 43 
This is the list from that workshop.  We have little subgroups 44 
that are working on each of these to try to come up with a 45 
prospectus and an estimate of the cost and then we’re going to 46 
try to find the funding to make some of those possible. 47 
 48 
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We’re looking in terms of additional stakeholder workshops and 1 
we have emergency responders to storm surge and flooding and 2 
that’s a very timely and topical one and a marine transportation 3 
and recreational boating, but the purpose for my visit here is 4 
the fisheries workshops. 5 
 6 
We had first thought of having fisheries workshops and we have a 7 
little steering committee and they advised me that fisheries 8 
workshops may or may not be the right way to go with the 9 
fisheries sector, because there’s such a diversity of interests.  10 
I’m here, in part, to try to get your help in identifying how we 11 
might best reach out to the fisheries sector and get priorities. 12 
 13 
The fisheries sector is so diverse that there may be priorities 14 
for the commercial shrimpers that are different from those from 15 
recreational red snapper fishermen and that’s fine, but this 16 
process is going to try to work through identifying what those 17 
are. 18 
 19 
What are some of the benefits of the GCOOS?  Basically, we are 20 
aggregating real-time data and this will be easily accessible to 21 
anybody.  We have already proven, through events with Hurricane 22 
Katrina, that having these various integration of these various 23 
groups collecting data actually provides a back-up mechanism in 24 
time of disaster. 25 
 26 
We want to try to help implement requirements that various 27 
sectors may have, perhaps by having a pilot project and helping 28 
to identify ways in which some observations might be funded and 29 
we want to have this be a continuing mechanism for the 30 
identification of priorities and priorities and observations and 31 
measurements and products and this will change as we evolve and 32 
as society evolves and as we are faced with new management 33 
issues. 34 
 35 
This is just a slide that there have been some economic analyses 36 
done on ocean observing systems and there is a perceived 37 
economic benefit to the nation in the various sectors if we do 38 
have this integrated sustained ocean observing system.   39 
 40 
Potential benefits to the fisheries sector, I can imagine lots 41 
of benefits.  If we have better understanding of what the real-42 
time currents are doing and a fisherman falls overboard, which I 43 
have actually participated in a search and rescue, that’s a 44 
valuable thing to know, how the currents are moving and how 45 
they’ve moved over the past eight to ten hours, for example, and 46 
that may help find somebody like that. 47 
 48 
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Other benefits can be that we may develop some new 1 
instrumentation that would help with identifying say successive 2 
larval populations in a certain environment and that’s another 3 
possibility.   4 
 5 
There are many things that I can imagine that might be 6 
beneficial, but I’m not in the fisheries sector and we are 7 
trying to go to the fisheries sector itself to find out what are 8 
the needs today and then also we have the mechanism to find out 9 
what needs and priorities might be for the future as well.  10 
That’s why we’re here, is really to try to have you help us 11 
begin to engage the fisheries sector into this process so that 12 
they will benefit from this integrated system as well. 13 
 14 
This is our website, again, and I thank you for your time and 15 
now what I think what we would really like to have is your ideas 16 
and comments.  Worth, did you have any last remarks?  Okay. 17 
 18 
MR. PERRET:  I have some questions and comments.  Thank you, 19 

Ann.  You’re asking for input from the fisheries sector.  I’m a 20 
little surprised.  I had a biologist early on involved with your 21 
group, primarily involved with instrumentation, and my agency is 22 
the only fishery agency that’s a signatory.   23 
 24 
My first advice is to get the five Gulf state fisheries agencies 25 
as signatories.  I assume you would like to have the Gulf 26 
Council on and Larry Simpson with Gulf States and I don’t know 27 
what efforts have or have not been made, but I can’t believe I’m 28 
the only agency that’s signed on in the Gulf and so that’s my 29 
first advice, get the fishery people involved that know the 30 
constituency groups and know the people involved. 31 
 32 
We were involved with an issue this morning relative to 33 
recreational data and the need to have a regional approach for 34 
recreational data in the Gulf.  It’s a large area and we’ve got 35 
varied fisheries and so on and probably one area of the Gulf 36 
fishery is different from others.   37 
 38 
It is indeed a large group, but I think you should certainly 39 
make more effort to get the five Gulf states as signatories on 40 
this thing and I’m glad to see that Mississippi is one. 41 
 42 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  I’m not certain there was a question in 43 

there, but we think that Mississippi is a leader in this as well 44 
and we appreciate that. 45 
 46 
MS. WALKER:  How far along are you on identifying the hazardous 47 

algae blooms?  Can you predict them weeks in advance and just 48 
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where are you on that? 1 
 2 
DR. JOCHENS:  There has been a workshop a couple of years ago to 3 

develop a plan and that was done in conjunction with the EPA and 4 
a plan was developed and you can access that plan on the website 5 
and I think that the people that are involved in that particular 6 
question are moving forward with some of their ideas. 7 
 8 
There is, I believe, going to be some workshops in Mexico 9 
actually that look at that, but as far as actually being able to 10 
predict it at this moment in time, I don’t believe it has gotten 11 
that far.  However, I think Dr. Nowlin may be able to address 12 
that question. 13 
 14 
DR. NOWLIN:  I can try to answer that maybe a little more 15 

specifically.  The workshop that was held involved people from 16 
the entire Gulf of Mexico, including various states in Mexico.  17 
It identified, as is usually the case, three kinds of problems. 18 
 19 
One is prediction, the other is detection, and third is tracking 20 
or forecasting where they go.  The prediction problem is still 21 
clearly in the research game, not in the observation systems 22 
game.  Detection, there are a number of different types of HABs 23 
detection units under technical development at this point and 24 
being tested at places in Florida and in Texas and probably in 25 
between. 26 
 27 
In the long run, what that group actually recommended with 28 
regard to detection was to set out a series of buoys around the 29 
Gulf of Mexico, both near shore and at the shelf edge.  That 30 
plan you can look at on our website if you wish. 31 
 32 
It has got cost estimates and so on.  This last year, the Gulf 33 
of Mexico EPA Program did get a million or so dollars and is 34 
beginning to implement that, starting off Veracruz.  Veracruz is 35 
the state in Mexico which seems to have the lead in harmful 36 
algal bloom research and detection and that’s probably of most 37 
interest to the people in Texas rather than Florida, since in 38 
the summertime our coastal currents come north and most of the 39 
water we get off near shore off Texas is actually from offshore 40 
Mexico. 41 
 42 
That’s probably the best answer I can give you right now.  There 43 
is, on the other hand, for the third problem -- NOAA has set up 44 
a website which allows you to go in and make a selection of 45 
several different kinds of models and actually do multiple runs 46 
on predicting where harmful algal blooms would move after you’ve 47 
already detected them.  NOAA has taken the lead in that out of 48 



  47 

Silver Spring and that’s the website you can use and managers 1 
could use that. 2 
 3 
MS. MORRIS:  Thank you for your presentation, Ann.  Are you 4 

doing any acoustic monitoring or have you thought about that?  5 
That’s the technique of listening for fish sounds from anchored 6 
buoys and it seems like it’s been a very rich source of 7 
information about coastal fishery populations in southwest 8 
Florida and is that something that you’ve been talking about? 9 
 10 
DR. JOCHENS:  We have not talked about that specifically and 11 

that’s one of the reasons we’re here, is to find out ideas like 12 
that that could be helpful and maybe we can integrate those 13 
datasets as well and maybe enhance them. 14 
 15 
MS. MORRIS:  I would recommend that you look into that and I can 16 

give you some contact names if you are interested in learning 17 
more about it.  Are you able to map bottom habitat conditions 18 
with your observing systems and what about land use changes on 19 
the coast, particularly loss of estuarine wetlands and 20 
conversion of undeveloped forest land to other uses that have 21 
more nutrient pollution associated with them?  Are you 22 
envisioning that as being part of your Gulf of Mexico observing 23 
system? 24 
 25 
DR. JOCHENS:  I think that if these things are important for 26 

various sectors of the stakeholders then we want to try to begin 27 
to incorporate them into what we’re doing.  What we are doing is 28 
we are taking existing systems and we want to try to link them 29 
together in ways that will enhance how those datasets can be 30 
used together. 31 
 32 
The easiest part of that is essentially moved forward and that’s 33 
the physical data.  The hardest part is some of the biological 34 
data, particularly things like bottom habitat, land use changes, 35 
and these are things that we have not started to address yet, 36 
but we are trying to get from our users, from the people that 37 
use the Gulf, those very kind of issues that may be a priority 38 
that should be brought forward and then we would try to find 39 
ways to either integrate existing systems, perhaps help find 40 
funding to enhance those systems, and so on.  Those are two or 41 
three very good ideas that we have not developed very far. 42 
 43 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any other questions?  We want to thank you 44 

all again for coming and updating us.  Thank you, Dr. Nowlin and 45 
thank you, Dr. Jochens. 46 
 47 
DR. NOWLIN:  Let me make one comment.  We are seeking a process 48 
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by which we could get some prioritization on the kinds of 1 
observations that were just mentioned.  We know how to do that 2 
with the tanker industry, offshore construction, pipeline, oil 3 
and gas, et cetera, and have done it. 4 
 5 
What we need is some guidance on how to do this with fisheries.  6 
We don’t anticipate doing any of these things or trying to do 7 
any of them unless we have a community of potential stakeholders 8 
that tell us they really want to do these things and can provide 9 
some kind of prioritization. 10 
 11 
I’m kind of lost on how to do this, because as you well know, 12 
you don’t speak with one voice in fisheries.  You just heard ten 13 
people comment that show you that.  It’s clear to me, I think, 14 
that we will follow this survey improvement that is being led by 15 
Nancy Thompson and company and I think we will gain some 16 
insights into the kind of information that’s needed there. 17 
 18 
I think also if the council feels it is appropriate, we would 19 
like to explore what your SSC thinks are reasonable kinds of 20 
measurements or products that might be added that you’re not now 21 
doing. 22 
 23 
Beyond that, I don’t know how to consolidate things like these 24 
three comments that were just made.  I don’t know whether those 25 
are broadly needed kinds of information or whether they’re just 26 
one person’s thoughts and so if you can give us any kind of help 27 
on what kind of process we could use, we would appreciate it. 28 
 29 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  I’ll try to help just a little bit.  30 

Certainly posing some of these questions to the SSC is one route 31 
we can go and then it can work through our Data Management 32 
Committee if we would like to set some prioritizations for that, 33 
but I think working with Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission 34 
and Larry is at the end of the table and working with our 35 
Science Center certainly will identify the types of datasets we 36 
currently have and would allow you to get a hold of those, I 37 
believe, to integrate into your system. 38 
 39 
The things that Julie pointed out are the questions we’re asking 40 
in Texas as well and as Corky said, going to each of the state 41 
agencies with those various issues and one of my members of my 42 
staff is working with you, Dave Buzan, and I certainly am aware 43 
of his work on HABs with you. 44 
 45 
I think that is a good place to start and then the list will 46 
have to be a prioritization list and I don’t know where those 47 
priorities will exactly be, but I think that would be a good 48 
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place and we can certainly maybe form some time for you to just 1 
sit down and instead of necessarily presenting to us have a 2 
dialogue in our Data Management Committee possibly to help you 3 
with some of those priorities and I think that’s probably a good 4 
place for us to start. 5 
 6 
DR. NOWLIN:  We would certainly appreciate that.  One other 7 

follow-up on the question about HABs, there will be a Gulf of 8 
Mexico Ecosystem Symposium in Villahermosa the last week in June 9 
and it will involve people from the U.S., Mexico, and Central 10 
America. 11 
 12 
DR. JOCHENS:  I have a question.  Are the council members the 13 

appropriate people that we might contact to help us identify who 14 
in the various states we should -- Are you the ones we should 15 
contact about involvement or what?  Is this a good resource for 16 
getting contacts? 17 
 18 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Certainly.  You can contact each of us 19 

individually and each of us would have different organizations 20 
and/or state agencies that we could link you up with.  Yes, that 21 
would be a good place to start.  With that, again, we would like 22 
to thank you all for coming and presenting to us.  Now we’re 23 
going to proceed with our agenda and move on to the 24 
Administrative Policy Committee. 25 
 26 

ADMINISTRATIVE POLICY COMMITTEE REPORT 27 

 28 
MS. MORRIS:  If council members would turn to Tab F, Number 3 29 

and look at the committee report, which should say “Tab F” in 30 
the upper right-hand corner and it actually says “Tab E” but 31 
we’re looking for Tab F, Administrative Policy Committee Report. 32 
 33 
The committee adopted the agenda and minutes without change and 34 
then we went into discussing the SSC Operations section of the 35 
SOPPs, which is what is at Tab F, Number 3.  Dr. Keithly had 36 
compiled the SSC members’ comments on the SSC operations of 37 
SOPPs and he incorporated them into a handout suggesting changes 38 
in the SOPPs. 39 
 40 
In the introductory paragraph of the SSC Operations section, he 41 
proposed adding the following sentence: The Standing SSC and one 42 
or more special SSCs may meet as a single body to deliberate and 43 
advise on appropriate fishery management units.  There was no 44 
objection to this editorial change. 45 
 46 
Under the first paragraph of the section, Review of FMPs and 47 
Amendments, Dr. Keithly pointed out the need to define benchmark 48 
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and update assessments.  These are definitions that they wanted 1 
to make the following paragraph on revised stock assessments 2 
more understandable.  Staff was assigned this task. 3 
 4 
Dr. Keithly indicated that a number of the SSC members felt that 5 
the SSC should have final peer review of all SEDAR and other 6 
stock assessments.  Mr. Roy Williams indicated that although he 7 
previously supported that the SEDAR Review Panel assessment be 8 
done by personnel from the Center for Independent Experts rather 9 
than the SSC.   10 
 11 
However, he had been present when Dr. Carmichael stated the SSC 12 
should be the final peer review under SEDAR and therefore he had 13 
changed his mind on this issue and moved to remove the following 14 
sentence from this paragraph. 15 
 16 
If you are on the second page of Tab F, Number 3, it’s that 17 
paragraph that we’re removing the final sentence in this motion.  18 
Remove the following sentence from this paragraph: The Standing 19 
SSC will be excluded from reviewing the benchmark SEDAR 20 
assessments reviewed by the CIE unless requested to do so by 21 
either the council or the council chair and appropriate 22 
committee chair.”  This motion passed without objection and on 23 
behalf of the committee, I so move. 24 
 25 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a committee motion.  Is there any 26 

discussion regarding the committee motion? 27 
 28 
MS. WALKER:  I think Dr. Thompson is here.  Before I vote on 29 

this, I would like to get Dr. Thompson’s opinion on if she feels 30 
it is duplicative to have the SSC review the review, the peer 31 
review part of the SEDAR process by the IE participants.  As 32 
chairman of the SEDAR process, do you feel that it is 33 
duplicative for us to have the SSC go in and review the review? 34 
 35 
DR. THOMPSON:  Yes, I do.  My view is that the SEDAR is set up 36 

so that the ultimate peer review is provided by the review 37 
panel, which is now composed of three CIE members and a chair 38 
from a different center who functions as a facilitator. 39 
 40 
At some point, there has to be an endpoint as far as the reviews 41 
are concerned and it’s my view that under SEDAR, because it is 42 
an inclusive process that starts with an evaluation of the data, 43 
that the final review panel is the final review. 44 
 45 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We at least received some testimony in 46 

committee about some conflicting points of view from Dr. 47 
Carmichael. 48 
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 1 
MS. MORRIS:  I’m not sure exactly what you want me to say and so 2 

if I don’t cover it, Robin, jump back in.  Just as background, 3 
you’ll recall at our last council meeting we met jointly with 4 
the SSC and we discussed this issue with them and we came up 5 
with this language that is at the top of the second page of Tab 6 
F, Number 3 in which the decision of the council at that time 7 
was that when we had a benchmark assessment that was reviewed by 8 
the Council of Independent Experts that we would not 9 
automatically forward that for our SSC review. 10 
 11 
It would be something that we would do if either the council 12 
chair or the chairman of the appropriate committee thought it 13 
was important to have SSC review. 14 
 15 
Since then, the SSC has had a lot of email exchange about it and 16 
the majority response from the SSC members was that they wanted 17 
to continue to be involved in even the benchmark assessments and 18 
evidently Dr. Carmichael lent some support to that at one of the 19 
gag SEDAR meetings where some of the SSC members were 20 
supportive. 21 
 22 
They have come back to us and asked us to go back and revise the 23 
action we took in March by eliminating this last sentence that 24 
is the subject of the motion.  Dr. Thompson, do you want to 25 
comment on Dr. Carmichael’s advice? 26 
 27 
DR. THOMPSON:  My view, again, is, and I do chair the SEDAR 28 

Steering Committee, is that the final review by the CIE review 29 
panel is the final review, period.  I think that the SSC does 30 
have a role relative to evaluating, for example, the process to 31 
make sure that the SEDAR process was appropriately followed. 32 
 33 
There have been some questions, for example, about who 34 
participated and who was not able to participate.  I also think 35 
it’s appropriate for the SSC to take the science advice to 36 
provide the information that has been requested by the council 37 
under a variety of management scenarios or different benchmark 38 
scenarios to evaluate and develop ABCs and TACs. 39 
 40 
As far as the final review is concerned, it’s my view and I will 41 
continue to have that view and I will continue to advise the 42 
councils that the SEDAR Review Panel is the final review. 43 
 44 
MS. WALKER:  I just want to speak against the motion on the 45 

floor, based on what Dr. Thompson has told us.  All we’re going 46 
to do is just extend the timelines for getting stock assessments 47 
back to the council by having a review of a review and I think 48 
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we’re all under a time crunch right now and we don’t need to add 1 
to it. 2 
 3 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any further discussion regarding the motion?  4 
Hearing none, all those in favor of the motion say aye; all 5 
those opposed to the motion same sign.  The motion passes. 6 
 7 
MS. MORRIS:  In discussion of the section of SEDAR process and 8 

panel pool, it was the consensus that NGO representatives should 9 
be part of the pool.  The committee suggests the SEDAR pool 10 
consist of council members and designees of the state fishery 11 
directors, all the council advisory panel members, SSC members, 12 
stock assessment panel members, and socioeconomic panel members 13 
and in addition to that, NGO representatives, all state 14 
personnel involved in Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation 15 
Management Act management. 16 
 17 
The committee discussed various ways to establish such a pool of 18 
NGO representatives, but did not settle on a particular 19 
strategy.  That was the end of that issue and I don’t know if 20 
anybody on the council wants to follow up with a recommendation 21 
that perhaps staff come back to us with a mechanism to do that 22 
if you think it’s a good idea, but we didn’t have a committee 23 
recommendation on that item. 24 
 25 
MR. PERRET:  Julie, I just have a question on that Number 7.  26 

All, what does that mean?  I can see state personnel, but when 27 
you say all state personnel, what are we talking about there? 28 
 29 
MS. MORRIS:  This is in the existing language.  This isn’t new.  30 

This is state personnel involved in Magnuson management would be 31 
potentially part of the pool.  There’s a lot of state personnel, 32 
as you know, who have data or specific familiarity with a 33 
particular stock that we’re trying to assess and so even if 34 
they’re not part of our AP or our SSC, we draw on those people 35 
to send to the assessment and data workshops. 36 
 37 
The question for the council is even though we don’t have a 38 
committee recommendation, the committee generally -- I think the 39 
committee supported the idea of an NGO pool for us to draw 40 
representatives to SEDAR data and assessment workshops, but we 41 
just didn’t settle on a strategy for how to accomplish or 42 
establish a pool. 43 
 44 
If you feel comfortable about that, we could have a motion 45 
requesting that staff suggest a method to establish an NGO pool 46 
for SEDAR purposes and I would offer that motion just personally 47 
and not from the committee.  The motion would be to request that 48 
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staff recommend a strategy to develop an NGO pool for SEDAR 1 
purposes. 2 
 3 
MR. PERRET:  I’ll second it. 4 

 5 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a motion on the board.  It’s been 6 

moved and seconded by Ms. Morris and Mr. Perret.   7 
 8 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  There would be an easy way to do 9 

that.  It’s just for the council to create an NGO advisory panel 10 
and the advisory panels are excluded from FACA under the 11 
Magnuson-Stevens Act and that might simplify the problem. 12 
 13 
MS. WILLIAMS:  Don’t we have NGOs sitting on most all of our APs 14 

now, which is part of the SEDAR process? 15 
 16 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We do, Ms. Williams.  What brought this up 17 

though was that at times we may want to obtain an NGO 18 
representative who isn’t on one of our current advisory panels 19 
and the way the SOPPs is written -- Actually, in talking with 20 
Mike, there are two ways we could do this. 21 
 22 
We can do it each individual time, pick that person and then we 23 
just kind of basically add to our selection at that moment in 24 
time.  The other option is to actually create a list and create 25 
the representatives from the different organizations on a list 26 
that would be available to us anytime we select a SEDAR panel.  27 
There are several options here and ways to go about it if we 28 
choose to.  Is there any other discussion?  Hearing no further 29 
discussion, all those in favor of the motion say aye; all those 30 
opposed like sign.  The motion passes. 31 
 32 
MS. MORRIS:  If you would turn then to the Other Duties Section 33 
of the Tab F-3, in the Other Duties the committee recommends the 34 
last sentence in the second paragraph be modified to read the 35 
SSC should attend and meet with the council at least twice a 36 
year and I so move. 37 
 38 
MR. PERRET:  Wayne, I assume the budget can handle that? 39 

 40 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  Yes.  It’s not that we would have 41 

any more SSC meetings.  It’s just that some of them would be 42 
done jointly with the council. 43 
 44 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Within committee, we even talked that 45 

sometimes they may meet, but not necessarily meet with us like 46 
they did last time, but just meet in the same location and then 47 
have interaction when they can report back to us. 48 
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 1 
MS. MORRIS:  This was one of the recommendations we developed at 2 

our last council meeting when we met with the SSC. 3 
 4 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing no 5 
further discussion, all those in favor say aye; all those 6 
opposed same sign.  The motion passes. 7 
 8 
MS. MORRIS:  Dr. Leard pointed out that under Other Scientific 9 
Groups or Panels, which is the next section of the SOPPs in the 10 
briefing book, the Shrimp Stock Assessment Panel should actually 11 
be the Crustacean SAP because lobster and stone crab should be 12 
added to the stocks that are monitored in this list.  On behalf 13 
of the committee, I so move. 14 
 15 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a committee motion.  Is there any 16 
discussion about the committee motion?  Hearing no discussion, 17 
is there any objection to the committee motion?  Hearing none, 18 
the motion passes. 19 
 20 
MS. MORRIS:  That finishes the SOPPs and SSC section of the 21 

committee recommendations and next we’re moving on to the 22 
proposed council operating agreement between National Marine 23 
Fisheries and the council. 24 
 25 
Dr. Hogarth in his letter distributing the operational 26 
guidelines for the regulatory streamlining process asked the 27 
councils and regional administrators to develop operating 28 
agreements for this process similar to a draft that appears 29 
under Tab F, Number 4. 30 
 31 
The council’s technical staff each reviewed the draft and made 32 
independent recommendations and they appear in Tab F, Number 5.  33 
Staff comments ranged from suggesting that the operational 34 
agreements are not necessary or should be simple and short to 35 
requesting minor editing. 36 
 37 
Mike McLemore indicated he would not sign the agreement because 38 
he had inadequate personnel currently to comply with the 39 
agreement provision.  The committee recommended, and I so move, 40 
that the proposed operating agreement be set aside until a 41 
future time to be determined. 42 
 43 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a committee motion.  Is there any 44 
discussion regarding the committee motion?  Hearing no 45 
discussion, are there any objections to the committee motion?  46 
Hearing none, the motion passes. 47 
 48 
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MS. MORRIS:  Next is the communications plan, which is Tab F-6 1 

and Ms. Ponce presented a draft communications plan for the Gulf 2 
Council.  The plan includes a list of strategies and tactics 3 
that are expected to increase awareness of and improve attitudes 4 
towards the Gulf Council, as well as increase participation in 5 
the council process. 6 
 7 
The effectiveness of the plan will be evaluated periodically and 8 
updated where necessary.  The committee briefly commented on the 9 
plan and expressed support for Ms. Ponce’s draft plan and that’s 10 
the conclusion of the Administrative Policy Committee report. 11 
 12 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Thank you, Ms. Morris.  Is there anything 13 

else to come up under this part of our business?  Hearing none, 14 
we will move on to Sustainable Fisheries.  We will move on to 15 
that and we may not make it.  We may break before lunch and we 16 
may recess during that report if we reach a good stopping point. 17 
 18 

SUSTAINABLE FISHERIES/ECOSYSTEM COMMITTEE REPORT 19 
 20 

MS. MORRIS:  This is Tab G, either in your electronic or paper 21 

files, and it’s the Sustainable Fisheries/Ecosystem Committee 22 
and we did have agenda items that dealt both with sustainable 23 
fisheries and ecosystem issues. 24 
 25 
We’re going to take up the sustainable fisheries portion of the 26 
committee recommendations first and this is a bit complicated 27 
and difficult to follow and so please bear with us, because we 28 
have many different sources of information to consult if you 29 
have any questions about our recommendations. 30 
 31 
The briefing book contains current versions of Senate Bill 2012, 32 
that’s Tab G, Number 4, and House Bill H.R. 5018, Tab G, Number 33 
6, as well as printouts from the two PowerPoint presentations 34 
highlighting the provisions of each bill. 35 
 36 
Committee members were also given a handout for their review and 37 
comment containing the recommendations of the council chairs for 38 
reauthorization of the Magnuson-Stevens Act.  A joint letter 39 
from the council chairs to appropriate Congressional staff 40 
containing the recommendations is expected to be sent this week.   41 
 42 
Bobbi Walker asked whether it was appropriate for the council to 43 
provide its own comments to Congress, since it had not been 44 
asked to so.  Mike McLemore responded that the Council could 45 
send its comments to the NOAA Office of Legislative Affairs. 46 
 47 
Wayne Swingle reviewed the recommendations of the joint council 48 
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chairs, using the handout and PowerPoint presentation slides as 1 
references to specific issues.  Chairperson Julie Morris 2 
announced that if there were no committee comments opposed to 3 
the Council Chairs recommendations that would be interpreted as 4 
support for the positions. 5 
 6 
We started out with the first item had to do with Section 6, 7 
Ecosystem-Based Fishery Management Development and Ecosystem-8 
Based Plans, and if you want to follow along, you can either 9 
look at the PowerPoint slides based on the House bill -- The 10 
council chairs preferred the House bill version to the Senate 11 
bill.  There was no objection from the Committee.  Therefore, 12 
the committee recommends that the Council support the H.R. 5018 13 
language for developing ecosystem-based plans. 14 

 15 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a committee motion.  Has everyone 16 

kind of caught up?  It looks like it.  Is there any discussion 17 
regarding the committee motion?  All those in favor of the 18 
committee motion say aye; all those opposed same sign.  The 19 
motion passes. 20 
 21 
MS. MORRIS:  Now we’re on to Observer Funding.  Committee 22 

members questioned the meaning of the phrase in the PowerPoint 23 
slide “owners and operators shall not be liable for any sanction 24 
by the observer”.   25 
 26 
This was cleared up when it was pointed out that the slide 27 
should have read “on the observer”.  Kay Williams could not 28 
support the council chairs position without knowing the cost to 29 
the fishermen.   30 
 31 
She felt that data collection was the responsibility of NOAA 32 
Fisheries, not the fishermen.  However, Bobbi Walker felt that 33 
those who catch should be responsible for the costs, not the 34 
taxpayer.   35 
 36 
Robin Riechers noted that both the House and Senate bills 37 
allowed the costs to be recovered, but the House bill provided 38 
more flexibility.  After hearing Robin Riechers’s explanation, 39 
the committee had no objection to supporting the chairs’ 40 
position.  The Committee recommends that the Council support the 41 
H.R. 5018 language for observer funding. 42 
 43 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a committee motion.  Is there any 44 
discussion regarding the committee motion?  All those in favor 45 
say aye; all those opposed same sign.  The motion passes. 46 

 47 
MS. MORRIS:  A handout in Item 4 having to do with the 48 
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Environmental Review Process, Julie Morris felt that the current 1 
process was working well and that adding processes to the 2 
Magnuson-Stevens Act would slow down council actions.   3 
 4 
Robin Riechers also felt that this item was not necessary, but 5 
that it allows the Secretary to say that Magnuson-Stevens Act 6 
provisions are NEPA equivalent.  Wayne Swingle noted that the 7 
council has opposed this change in the past.  There is no 8 
committee recommendation on this issue since there were 9 
differing views expressed. 10 
 11 
Other Issues, Payback Provisions for Harvest Overages, the 12 
committee recommends that the council support the council chairs 13 
position that the payback provisions suggested in both House and 14 
Senate bills (i.e., adjustments to deduct the overages in the 15 
immediate subsequent year) are not necessary. 16 
 17 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a committee motion.  Is there any 18 
discussion regarding the committee motion?  Hearing no 19 
discussion, all those in favor say aye; all those opposed same 20 
sign.  The motion passes. 21 
 22 
MS. MORRIS:  Next we looked at the House bill section that deals 23 

with mechanisms for specifying TAC.  Robin Riechers noted that 24 
the council chairs linked this issue with the recommendation on 25 
page 13 of the table we were using to endorse the Pombo bill 26 
wording for setting of annual catch limits. 27 
 28 
The committee recommends that the council support the council 29 
chairs’ recommendation for the Pombo bill 5018 language to 30 
provide a mechanism for specifying TAC, which is on page 6 of 31 
handout table, and the Pombo bill H.R. 5018 language for setting 32 
annual catch limits, page 13 of handout table. 33 
 34 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a committee motion.  Is there any 35 
discussion regarding the committee motion?  Hearing no 36 
discussion, all those in favor of the committee motion say aye; 37 
all those opposed like sign.  The motion passes. 38 
 39 
MS. MORRIS:  Moving on to Guidelines for Determining Best 40 

Available Scientific Information, Mike McLemore noted that there 41 
are already National Standard guidelines for determining best 42 
available scientific information. 43 
 44 
The committee recommends that the council support the council 45 
chairs’ recommendation opposing the establishment of guidelines 46 
for determining the best available scientific information and 47 
supporting the Senate bill, S. 2012 language, to not require the 48 
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establishment of such guidelines, page 6 of handout table. 1 
 2 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a committee motion.  Is there any 3 
discussion regarding the committee motion?  Hearing no 4 
discussion, all those in favor of the committee motion say aye; 5 
all those opposed same sign.  The motion passes. 6 

 7 
MS. MORRIS:  Next is the topic of establishing a peer review 8 

process.  Julie Morris noted that the language in the Senate 9 
bill that is recommended by the council chairs reinforces the 10 
council’s current process for peer review. 11 
 12 
The committee recommends that the council support the council 13 
chairs’ recommendation supporting the Senate bill S. 2012 14 
language for establishing a peer review process for scientific 15 
information that would be deemed to satisfy the requirements of 16 
the Data Quality Act, page 7 of handout table. 17 
 18 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a committee motion.  Is there any 19 
discussion regarding the committee motion?  Hearing none, all 20 
those in favor of the committee motion say aye; all those 21 
opposed same sign.  The motion passes. 22 
 23 
MS. MORRIS:  Next we’re moving to the Pombo’s bill discussion of 24 
the transparency of the peer review process. The committee 25 
recommends that the council support the council chairs’ 26 
recommendation supporting the Pombo bill language for ensuring 27 
that the peer review process will not delay the process of 28 
providing current information and will be as transparent as 29 
possible so that the regulated community can provide input 30 
during the review process, which is on page 8 of handout table. 31 
 32 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a committee motion.  Is there any 33 
discussion regarding the committee motion?  Hearing no 34 
discussion, all those in favor of the committee motion say aye; 35 
all those opposed same sign.  The motion passes. 36 
 37 
MS. MORRIS:  The next issue has to do with the payment of 38 

stipends to SSC members.  Robin Riechers explained that the 39 
council chairs had recommended striking language from the Senate 40 
bill that would allow stipends to be paid to AP as well as SSC 41 
members, because they felt that while stipends to university 42 
faculty may be appropriate and would help attract their 43 
participation in SSCs, stipends to AP members who represent 44 
groups with certain positions regarding the councils might be 45 
problematic.   46 
 47 
However, Kay Williams felt that AP members needed to take time 48 
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off from their jobs to attend meetings and are just as important 1 
to the regulatory process as SSC members. 2 
 3 
The committee recommends that the council support the council 4 
chairs’ recommendation supporting the Senate bill 2012 language 5 
stating SSC members may receive payment if they are not federal 6 
or state marine agency employees, page 8 of the handout table. 7 
 8 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a committee motion.  Is there any 9 

discussion regarding this motion? 10 
 11 
MR. FISCHER:  I don’t know if we should define the federal or -- 12 

I understand what we mean by federal or state marine agency 13 
employees, but if someone is involved in a university or other 14 
academia where he’s still on the payroll and attending the 15 
meeting does not deprive him of his payroll, is that something 16 
we should consider? 17 
 18 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any other discussion?   19 

 20 
MR. PERRET:  First off, I was unsuccessful at the council chairs 21 

meeting.  I think APs probably need to be paid if we’re going to 22 
pay anybody, because they’re fishermen or they’re in the 23 
industry and they’ve got to take the day off from fishing or 24 
from work, but I wasn’t successful. 25 
 26 
The current recommendation “may receive payment if they are not 27 
federal or state marine agency employees,” I think that was the 28 
way it was first brought up at the council chairs meeting and we 29 
deleted “marine” because there are some states that send agency 30 
personnel that are not in the marine fishery agency.  I suggest 31 
if that’s indeed the motion that “marine” be deleted.  We can 32 
amend it to take “marine” out. 33 
 34 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Are you making that as an amendment to the 35 

motion? 36 
 37 
MR. PERRET:  Yes.  In other words, it would be “not federal or 38 
state agency employees” and I think that’s better for 39 
consistency. 40 

 41 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Understand we were working off of our 42 

previous notes and we haven’t seen the full letter sent by the 43 
council chairs meeting yet and so it may be in there, Corky, but 44 
that’s a good point of clarification. 45 
 46 
MS. WILLIAMS:  My question would be we looked at the document 47 

and we were choosing between the various bills and/or language.  48 
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Can we as a council, since all we’re doing is making 1 
recommendations, actually change these such as to add AP as well 2 
as SSC or do we just have to pick from what is in front of us? 3 
 4 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  What we’re in effect doing is writing a 5 

letter or giving them our belief of which would work best.  If 6 
we want to suggest a change, we can suggest that. 7 
 8 
MS. WILLIAMS:  Then I would like to make a substitute motion 9 
that we add to this language “AP members.”  That way we’re 10 

saying that they may pay AP as well as SSC members. 11 
 12 
MS. WALKER:  I’ll second. 13 

 14 
MS. WILLIAMS:  Or an amendment, however it works best. 15 

 16 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Let me just make a suggestion, that when you 17 

make your new substitute motion you go ahead and incorporate his 18 
amendment if you would like to. 19 
 20 
MS. WILLIAMS:  I can’t say that I’m supporting the council 21 

chairs’ recommendation, because that wasn’t their 22 
recommendation.  I’m just making -- You’re talking about 23 
“marine?” 24 
 25 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Yes, if you would incorporate Mr. Perret’s -26 

- He’s not going to be able to end yours.  I think we have too 27 
much on the board now. 28 
 29 
MS. WILLIAMS:  I’ll incorporate the “marine.” 30 

 31 
MS. MORRIS:  Let me point out that under Tab 4, page 144, which 32 

is the actual proposed Senate bill language, the section that 33 
this committee recommendation addresses, it starts on line 7 on 34 
page 144. 35 
 36 
MR. ADAMS:  First of all, I don’t think the council has ever 37 

heard any discussion from Wayne or staff what amount we would 38 
estimate we would need in our budget to pay SSC members and if 39 
this substitute motion passed, what we would also have to pay AP 40 
members. 41 
 42 
Speaking towards the provision to pay AP members, I’m afraid I 43 
would not support that, given that AP members volunteer to serve 44 
on the AP and I’m afraid if we start paying them it may lead to 45 
some people trying to come on the AP for the money rather than 46 
the input. 47 
 48 
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MS. WILLIAMS:  To that point, SSC members apply just like the 1 

members from the public for the AP.  If the SSC were serving 2 
before just by applying and not being paid, there’s really no 3 
difference between the two.   4 
 5 
The only difference in my mind that I do see is most of the SSC 6 
members are receiving a salary from the people or the 7 
universities that they’re working from, whereas the fishermen 8 
are receiving nothing because they’ve had to take time off from 9 
the water to come and advise us and it says may.  It doesn’t say 10 
the council will.  It says may. 11 
 12 
MR. HORN:  I’m kind of in the middle of all this thinking and I 13 

really think that Degraaf has a very good point of view.  I 14 
think Corky and Kay’s point of views are very good, but if we’re 15 
going to start paying people to participate in the process, we 16 
have a substantial number of advisory panels and in any given 17 
year we could have an advisory panel meeting virtually two or 18 
three times a month. 19 
 20 
I know we don’t, but it could happen that way.  We could get 21 
ourselves into a situation where it’s going to be a problem and 22 
I really don’t support paying any of them.  I think when you do 23 
start paying these folks you’re going to have a problem. 24 
 25 
To get on a panel for the money, it probably wouldn’t be enough 26 
to be worth it, but still, I just kind of -- In order to keep 27 
from creating a web and a maze that we may not want to be in 28 
later on, I speak against the entire idea and thought of paying 29 
SSC or AP members. 30 
 31 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  It sounds like we all have our conclusion 32 
about how we’re going to vote on this one.  All those in favor 33 
of the substitute motion say aye; all those opposed like sign.  34 
The substitute motion fails. 35 
 36 

That will take us back to the amendment of the original motion, 37 
which the amendment is to remove “marine.”  The clarification, 38 
as Corky believes, is a clarification of the council chairs’ 39 
position. 40 
 41 
MR. WILLIAMS:  In the proposed bill itself, it says state marine 42 

fisheries agency and I think what you’re doing there, Corky, 43 
would have a -- Anybody who works for say LSU or the University 44 
of Florida is now -- If you take “marine” out of there, they’re 45 
a state agency, aren’t they?  They’re certainly a state 46 
employee.  The governor signs their paychecks. 47 
 48 
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MR. PERRET:  You’ve got a point there, but the discussion didn’t 1 

exclude academia, though I certainly think they should be 2 
treated as state or federal employees, but be that as it may.  3 
Some natural resource agencies have persons that represent 4 
fisheries interests and they’re not necessarily a state marine 5 
agency and that’s my only point.  I think the council chairs did 6 
make that clarification. 7 
 8 
MR. ADAMS:  We’ve moving along on this committee report and so I 9 

don’t want to further confuse it or delay it, but it would seem 10 
to me that if the council chairs have taken a position that we 11 
agree with or don’t want to amend, there’s no need for us to 12 
move on it. 13 
 14 
Instead of restating their entire position, I would like to know 15 
what deviates in this motion from what the council chairs have 16 
already stated. 17 
 18 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  I don’t think anything deviates.  We’re just 19 

expressing that our letter or our support will be the same as 20 
the council chairs.  The only point of clarification is that 21 
Corky believes that we removed “marine” at the council chairs 22 
meeting and we may or may not have.  Like I said, we haven’t 23 
seen their report yet to see how it comes out.  I didn’t have it 24 
in my notes and Wayne missed it, but that doesn’t mean -- 25 
 26 
MR. ADAMS:  We’re certainly not addressing each and every item 27 

and agreeing with the council chairs.  We just seem to be cherry 28 
picking items, but continue. 29 
 30 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  With that, it looks like we’re ready to vote 31 
on the amendment.  All those in favor of the amendment to remove 32 
“marine” say aye; all those opposed same sign.  The motion 33 
passes. 34 
 35 

That takes us back to the amended motion, I believe.  It looks 36 
like we’ve all discussed this one.  All those in favor of the 37 
current amended motion, which basically removes “marine” say 38 
aye; all those opposed same sign.  The motion fails. 39 
 40 
MS. MORRIS:  Next we’re moving on to Modification of Notice 41 

Requirements for Council Meetings.  Committee members agreed 42 
that allowing notice by any method would allow the flexibility 43 
to use the best method. 44 
 45 
The committee recommends that the council support the council 46 
chairs’ recommendation supporting Senate bill 2012 language for 47 
modifying notice requirements for Council meetings. 48 
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 1 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any discussion regarding the committee 2 
motion?  All those in favor of the committee motion say aye; all 3 
those opposed same sign.  The motion passes. 4 
 5 
MS. MORRIS:  Next is the language in the Senate bill that 6 

authorizes the Council Coordination Committee.  This is the 7 
council chairs and executive directors committee being able to 8 
formally give advice to Congress and the agency.  The committee 9 
recommends that the council support the council chairs’ 10 
recommendation supporting the Senate bill 2012 language to 11 
authorize council coordination committees. 12 
 13 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a committee motion.  Is there any 14 
discussion regarding the committee motion?  Hearing no 15 
discussion, all those in favor say aye; all those opposed same 16 
sign.  The motion passes. 17 
 18 
MS. MORRIS:  Next has to do with the modification of financial 19 

disclosure rules and reports to Congress on conflicts of 20 
interest.  The committee recommends that the council support the 21 
council chairs’ recommendation supporting the Senate bill 22 
language to modify financial disclosure rules and to require, 23 
beginning in 2008, that the Secretary submit a report to Senate 24 
and House on disclosure of financial interests and recusal.  25 
 26 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a committee motion.  Is there any 27 
discussion regarding the committee motion?  All those in favor 28 
say aye; all those opposed same sign.  The motion passes. 29 

 30 
MS. MORRIS:  The committee recommends that the council support 31 
the council chairs’ recommendation supporting the Senate bill 32 
2012 language that the Secretary, councils and Sea Grant develop 33 
a training course for new Council members. 34 

 35 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a committee motion.  Is there any 36 
discussion regarding the committee motion?  All those in favor 37 
of the committee motion say aye; all those opposed same sign.  38 
The motion passes. 39 
 40 
MS. MORRIS:  This has to do with representation on councils.  41 

There’s a special exception in the Senate bill for Gulf Council 42 
membership.  Robin Riechers explained that the council chairs 43 
did not want to take a position on an issue affecting just one 44 
council, the Gulf Council.   45 
 46 
Julie Morris opposed mandating a 5/5/1 ratio for 47 
commercial/recreational/other representation on the Gulf 48 
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Council.  Kay Williams stated that if there was an allocation, 1 
she would lean more toward a 4/4/3 allocation.  Degraaf Adams 2 
spoke in favor of status quo, i.e., no mandatory allocations. 3 
 4 
The committee recommends that the council recommend status quo, 5 
i.e., no specified allocation for Gulf Council representation 6 
for commercial, recreational, and other categories. 7 
 8 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a committee motion.  Do we have any 9 
discussion regarding the committee motion?  Hearing no 10 
discussion regarding the committee motion, all those in favor of 11 
the committee motion say aye; all those opposed same sign.  The 12 
motion passes. 13 

 14 
MS. MORRIS:  Next has to do with the Secretary’s authority to 15 

directly solicit names for council nominees, a special exception 16 
for the Gulf Council.  Roy Crabtree explained that since 17 
Governors nominations are usually received in March, if an 18 
inadequate list was submitted that there would be little time 19 
for the Secretary to publish a Federal Register notice and 20 
solicit names.   21 
 22 
Degraaf Adams again spoke in favor of status quo and the 23 
existing Governors process for submitting nominations.  It was 24 
noted that without a mandatory allocation of representation this 25 
would be less of an issue. 26 
 27 
The committee recommends that the council recommend status quo, 28 
i.e., no direct solicitation by the Secretary for names of 29 
nominees to the Gulf Council. 30 
 31 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a committee motion.  Is there any 32 
discussion regarding the committee motion?  All those in favor 33 
of the committee motion say aye; all those opposed same sign.  34 
The motion passes. 35 
 36 
MS. MORRIS:  The committee did not review the council chairs 37 

recommendation on page 13 of the handout table for the Senate 38 
bill language concerning the taking into consideration of 39 
economic impacts when reducing harvests due to rebuilding plans. 40 
 41 
The council chairs recommendation on page 13 of the handout 42 
table for the Pombo bill language concerning catch limits be 43 
based on best available scientific information was previously 44 
discussed as being linked to the handout page 6 Pombo bill 45 
language for the mechanism for specifying TAC. 46 
 47 
Next the committee took up the Melancon bill, the Regional 48 
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Coastal Disaster Assistance, Transition, and Recovery Program.  1 
Wayne Swingle summarized the handout containing the Melancon 2 
amendment to H.R. 5016 to provide for disaster relief.   3 
 4 
Bobbi Walker noted that there was no reference to rebuilding of 5 
artificial reefs, unless that fell under the phrase “other 6 
fisheries rehabilitation” on page 2, line 17. Robin Riechers 7 
noted that the council chairs had recommended removing, on the 8 
last page, lines 6-7, the phrase “or regulatory closure to 9 
protect human health or the marine environment”.   10 
 11 
The chairs were concerned that this phrase would broaden the 12 
bill and include closures other than those caused by natural 13 
disaster.  However, Karen Foote disagreed with that reasoning 14 
and argued that actions such as closing an oyster reef after a 15 
storm to protect human health could be a disaster situation.   16 
 17 
Robin Riechers felt that that scenario would still qualify as a 18 
natural disaster.  Karen Foote made a motion to recommend that 19 
the language on regulatory closures be left in.  By a voice 20 
vote, the committee recommends, and I so move, that the council 21 
support the Melancon Amendment as written, including the 22 
language on the last page to include “regulatory closure to 23 
protect human health or the marine environment”. 24 

 25 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a committee motion. 26 

 27 
MS. WALKER:  Mr. Chairman, I’m going to try it here at the full 28 
council and that is to amend the motion to include “public 29 
artificial reefs.” 30 

 31 
DR. SHIPP:  Second. 32 

 33 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  It’s been moved and seconded.  Let me 34 

understand that, that basically you’re adding that to the list.  35 
I think you’re adding that in a different location in the bill, 36 
but what you’re saying is that we suggest that they include 37 
artificial reefs as one of the items to rebuild.  Is that 38 
correct?  I just want to make sure I understand that and 39 
everyone understands what you’re adding here, Ms. Walker. 40 
 41 
MS. WALKER:  Just the public artificial reefs to allow 42 

assistance in rebuilding. 43 
 44 
MR. ADAMS:  Are you specifying public artificial reef as one 45 

that was not originally placed there by private enterprise?  46 
Artificial reef in public water, is that a public artificial 47 
reef or just ones that were originally paid by public funds? 48 
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 1 
MS. WALKER:  All artificial reefs are public.  No one owns them, 2 

even though an individual or an organization may finance the 3 
deployment of an artificial reef.  Once it’s deployed, it 4 
becomes public. 5 
 6 
I would remind the council that in this amendment they have 7 
called for assistance on oyster beds, both public, I think, and 8 
private, and shrimp habitat grounds, I think. 9 
 10 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any other questions or discussion regarding 11 

the motion? 12 
 13 
MS. FOOTE:  Ms. Walker, can you give an example of what has been 14 

destroyed that needs repair in a public reef? 15 
 16 
MS. WALKER:  I know off the state of Alabama, and I’m sure off 17 

the other states, in Mississippi especially too, the artificial 18 
reefs that have been built by individuals or associations or 19 
states sometimes get covered up completely and then that 20 
artificial reef no longer operates as habitat. 21 
 22 
What I would like is for them to be able to get assistance, 23 
either through low interest loans or something, to be able to go 24 
out and add additional approved material to those artificial 25 
reef sites so that we can continue with the habitat.   26 
 27 
SBA doesn’t allow you to borrow money through an SBA loan after 28 
a storm to build artificial reefs and the reason they don’t is 29 
that they become public.  You don’t own it.  It’s owned by 30 
everyone who uses it and so SBA right now doesn’t allow you to 31 
borrow money to rebuild them. 32 
 33 
MR. HORN:  I don’t think I would have a problem with this if 34 

this were a reef that everybody in the public paid for to have 35 
put down, such as the ship that was just sunk off of Pensacola 36 
lately, but off of Alabama where there are some 5,000 or 6,000 37 
artificial reefs and all of those got waxed by Ivan and if 3,000 38 
of those folks came and requested money at one time through a 39 
program like this, it would be a nightmare, first off, to 40 
determine how bad is your reef destroyed. 41 
 42 
They are very small, so many of them, but a large public reef 43 
that’s been deployed for the purpose of the entire public, I can 44 
understand.  For me to put one out there for myself, even though 45 
it’s a public reef once I do it, to go and request funds to 46 
repair it, I just don’t think that’s going to work and so I 47 
speak in opposition. 48 
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 1 
MS. WILLIAMS:  I was just going to say I don’t know how you 2 

would handle that.  Every time you have something that comes out 3 
with rough weather or bad weather, things move.  First, you 4 
would have to know what condition they were in before and then 5 
you would have to pay for the mapping to go out to see exactly 6 
what happened to them. 7 
 8 
If they did move into some of the fishing grounds, such as where 9 
the shrimpers trawl, you’ve got to have them removed and so I’m 10 
kind of like Philip.  There’s so many of them out there that I 11 
just don’t know how you would handle something like that every 12 
time not necessarily even a hurricane -- 13 
 14 
We have disasters declared.  A storm can come up and do a lot of 15 
damage in a matter of fifteen minutes and so I’m kind of like 16 
Philip.  I believe you would have an awful lot of people, 17 
perhaps thousands, applying at one particular time and so that’s 18 
why I couldn’t support it. 19 
 20 
MR. ADAMS:  I would also argue that any loss of public 21 

artificial reef during a storm is going to be offset by other 22 
debris and rubble caused by the storm.  MMS is telling us right 23 
now from Katrina and Rita there were 417 lost oil platforms and 24 
that’s a hell of a lot of new reef. 25 
 26 
MS. WALKER:  To Ms. Williams’s and Mr. Horn’s comments, off 27 

Alabama we have both commercial and recreational fishermen and 28 
the state who built artificial reefs and I guess I would ask 29 
you, you do not support them having the opportunity to go for a 30 
loan to rebuild these reefs? 31 
 32 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  I have Mr. Heath and then let’s remember 33 

we’re just commenting on legislation. 34 
 35 
MR. HEATH:  I would speak in favor of Bobbi’s suggestion.  The 36 

artificial reef habitat is another form of habitat.  Off 37 
Alabama, it happens that all the reefs, whether created by 38 
private individuals or the state, become public as soon as 39 
they’re on the bottom. 40 
 41 
If this bill is going to support rehabilitation of private and 42 
public oyster habitat, I think it should apply as well to 43 
artificial reef.  You don’t have to go out and cite all of the 44 
damages.  There are ways to survey that damage and support a 45 
rehabilitation or a creation of additional habitat to try to 46 
bring that type of habitat back up to status quo pre storm. 47 
 48 
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MR. HORN:  I have just one comment.  I know where all the public 1 

reefs are that the government has put out there, but I don’t 2 
know where the private reefs are.  If they want to give me all 3 
that information, then I might support them, but when John Doe 4 
puts it out there for himself and doesn’t want anybody to have 5 
it, he considers that his until someone finds it and then he 6 
gets chapped about that.  If they want to give me all their 7 
readings, I’ll be happy to support it. 8 
 9 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Let’s vote the amendment to the committee 10 

motion up or down.  The amendment is to include “public 11 
artificial reefs” as one of the items on the rebuilding list of 12 
items that the money could be used for.  All those in favor of 13 
the motion say aye; all those opposed same sign.  The motion 14 
fails. 15 
 16 

We’re back to the committee motion now.  I think we’ve all 17 
talked about the issues surrounding the Melancon amendment for a 18 
while now here.  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, 19 
all those in favor of the committee motion say aye; all those 20 
opposed same sign.  The committee motion passes. 21 

 22 
With that, I think we’re at a good stopping point and we can -- 23 
Charlene has asked that we get together for our annual picture.  24 
She’s going to lead us somewhere to do that and so I would ask 25 
the council members to hang tight here and let’s go do that and 26 
then we will recess until 1:00. 27 
 28 
(Whereupon, the meeting recessed at 11:45 o’clock p.m., June 7, 29 
2006.) 30 
 31 

- - - 32 
 33 

WEDNESDAY AFTERNOON SESSION 34 
 35 

- - - 36 
 37 
The Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council reconvened in the 38 
Royal Palm Ballroom of the Quorum Hotel, Tampa, Florida, 39 
Wednesday afternoon, June 7, 2006, and was called to order at 40 
1:00 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Robin Riechers. 41 
 42 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  If we could, we would resume our report on 43 

the Sustainable Fisheries/Ecosystem Committee.  Ms. Morris was 44 
leading us through that and as a reminder, it’s Tab G. 45 
 46 
MS. MORRIS:  It’s Tab G and we are moving into a series of 47 

changes that have to do with limited access programs and the 48 
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first one is on page 6 of the committee report at the top of the 1 
page and it corresponds to language in the Senate bill on page 2 
156 through page 159. 3 
 4 
Committee members felt that the limited access provisions 5 
described in this section of the Senate bill complemented those 6 
adopted in the red snapper IFQ program.  The committee 7 
recommends that the council support the limited access program 8 
provisions of Senate bill 2012: page 156, lines 5 through 25; 9 
pages 157 and 158 and page 159, lines 1 through 13.  10 
 11 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a committee motion.  Is there any 12 
discussion regarding the committee motion?  Hearing no 13 
discussion, all those in favor of the committee motion say aye; 14 
all those opposed same sign.  The motion passes. 15 
 16 
MS. MORRIS:  The committee members felt that the next section 17 

primarily affected fisheries off Alaska that may land or process 18 
their catch outside of the U.S. and that it was not a very 19 
relevant issue to the Gulf of Mexico. 20 
 21 
Moving on to the LAP Programs Gulf Referendum, Senate 2012, page 22 
167, 168, and 169, committee members questioned what was meant 23 
by “multispecies permits” and by “substantially fished”.  24 
Examples of multispecies permits were reef fish and shrimp, but 25 
there was no clear definition of “substantially fished”.  Roy 26 
Crabtree questioned why the Gulf Council was being singled out 27 
and being subjected to less flexibility that the other councils. 28 
 29 
By a vote of 3 to 2, the committee recommends, and I so move, 30 
that the council oppose the language regarding “substantially 31 
fished” in regards to initial of LAP programs on page 167 and 32 
166 of Senate 2012. 33 
 34 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a committee motion.  Is there any 35 

discussion regarding the committee motion? 36 
 37 
MS. WILLIAMS:  I speak in opposition. 38 

 39 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any other discussion?  Hearing none, all 40 
those in favor of the committee motion say aye; all those 41 
opposed same sign.  The motion passes. 42 

 43 
MS. MORRIS:  There were no committee comments on the next 44 

section of the LAP program language dealing with initiation and 45 
on the section dealing with auction and cost recovery, one 46 
committee member commented that this section not result in any 47 
changes to the 3 percent cap on share ownership. 48 
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Then an additional section talked about LAP assisted purchase 1 
programs.  Kay Williams expressed concern that this section 2 
might result in giving more shares to some people in the 3 
beginning, and that the provisions of the next section, existing 4 
shares and programs, were also needed.  Wayne Swingle responded 5 
that this section and the previous section on auction and cost 6 
recovery were complementary.  That was the completion of our 7 
discussion of limited access programs. 8 
 9 
 10 
Next, we took up the subject of federal fishing registrations.  11 
Degraaf Adams asked if the council chairs had discussed a 12 
federal recreational fishing permit.  It was noted that all four 13 
reauthorization bills contained provisions for a recreational 14 
registry system.   15 
 16 
A federal registration would be required of all recreational 17 
vessels fishing in the EEZ unless there was a state marine 18 
recreational license.  Since all of the Gulf states require 19 
saltwater licenses, there would be no federal registry 20 
requirement in the Gulf.   21 
 22 
Kay Williams felt that everyone who fishes in the EEZ should 23 
have a federal license since not all state license holders fish 24 
in the EEZ.  Roy Crabtree explained that issuing recreational 25 
licenses to all recreational EEZ fishermen would cost NOAA 26 
Fisheries a lot of money that they could not recover, since any 27 
moneys collected for a license would go into the general 28 
treasury. 29 
 30 
By voice vote, the committee recommends, and I so move, that the 31 
council support the proposed language to implement a federal 32 
marine recreational registry for those states that do not have a 33 
state saltwater recreational fishing license requirement. 34 
 35 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a committee motion. 36 

 37 
MR. HORN:  I’m kind of like Kay.  I think if you’re going to 38 

fish in federal waters that you need to have some sort of a 39 
registration so that would you know.  Our fisheries are 40 
extremely valuable to everyone and knowing who the universe is I 41 
think is extremely important to the management process that 42 
we’re trying to accomplish. 43 
 44 
I understand Dr. Crabtree’s concern about the finances and I 45 
know how difficult it would be, but there could be some sort of 46 
a low cost, even if it’s in just the Gulf, a fishing stamp, just 47 
like a duck stamp.  I duck hunt in Mississippi and I’m required 48 
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to buy a Mississippi license, a Mississippi stamp, and a federal 1 
duck stamp if I’m going to shoot migratory birds like that. 2 
 3 
We could set up some sort of a fishing stamp so that when you 4 
bought it you put your name and address down as one who is going 5 
to go into the EEZ, because there are a lot of fishermen who 6 
just don’t go anywhere further than they can walk home and 7 
that’s just the way it is. 8 
 9 
I’m not necessarily opposed to this particular deal, but I just 10 
think we’ve got to look at it a little harder to try to get a 11 
little better handle on who is out there prosecuting our 12 
fisheries. 13 
 14 
MR. PERRET:  Mr. Horn, Ms. Williams and I have had this 15 

discussion and they’ve got every right to be wrong, but, Mr. 16 
Horn, are you saying that to recreationally fish in the EEZ the 17 
person would first have to have a state license of some sort, be 18 
it from Texas or Maine, and then a federal fisheries stamp like 19 
a waterfowl stamp?  Is that what you’re saying? 20 
 21 
MR. HORN:  I said that’s the way it could be done, since in the 22 

Gulf I think we all require a fishing license in the Gulf by 23 
each state and so those states could sell the stamp at the state 24 
level or they could buy it off the computer like they want 25 
everybody to do everything else that they have. 26 
 27 
MR. PERRET:  What about the person coming from Maine?  Would 28 

they have to have some sort of resident license from one of 29 
those Gulf states if they’re going to fish in the EEZ and the 30 
stamp also? 31 
 32 
MR. HORN:  If he’s going to go through the state and possess 33 

fish, he’s going to have to have something. 34 
 35 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any other discussion regarding this?  Let’s 36 
vote on the committee motion.  All those in favor of the 37 
committee motion say aye; all those opposed same sign.  The 38 
motion passes. 39 

 40 
MS. MORRIS:  Then we got to the ecosystem part of the committee 41 

agenda under Other Business.  The Ecosystem SSC has requested 42 
additional funds for the modeling workshop that they’re planning 43 
in the fall. 44 
 45 
Steven Atran reviewed the Ecosystem SSC’s activities since the 46 
council authorized $50,000 for them to conduct an ecosystem 47 
modeling workshop.  In planning the work, the Ecosystem SSC has 48 
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expanded the number of issues they intend to address from two to 1 
three.   2 
 3 
In order to assure that they have enough funds to compete the 4 
expanded task, the SSC requested an additional $30,000.  The 5 
money would be spent primarily on consulting fees to outside 6 
experts to develop Ecosim, which is a model, to address the 7 
various issues.   8 
 9 
There is currently over $140,000 in the ecosystem budget that’s 10 
uncommitted and the council staff is in the process of 11 
requesting an additional one-year extension on unused funds, 12 
since final reports on the fall ecosystem workshop will not be 13 
completed until after the end of the year. 14 
 15 
By voice vote, the committee recommends, and I so move, that the 16 
council authorize an additional $30,000 for the ecosystem 17 
modeling workshop to be conducted this fall. 18 

 19 
MR. PERRET:  What if we didn’t have the $140,000?  I guess my 20 

biggest concern is we budgeted $50,000 and they need $30,000 21 
more.  Was their budget estimate that much off or are we -- 22 
Obviously they need more money, but, Julie, that’s a substantial 23 
amount more. 24 
 25 
I’m not against giving them the $30,000.  I just hope that all 26 
of our estimates are a lot closer, if you will.  Again, if we 27 
didn’t have the $140,000, I don’t guess the committee could be 28 
recommending we do the $30,000, but I don’t know. 29 
 30 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  If you could, do you want to try to respond, 31 

Ms. Morris or Mr. Atran?  Someone help us with that.   32 
 33 
MS. MORRIS:  I’ve sat in on two recent conference calls of the 34 

group, Mr. Perret, and what they’re doing is they’re using a 35 
model called Ecosim and they’re adding in Gulf of Mexico data on 36 
lots of different species, many of which are not targeted by us 37 
but have food web and life history links to the species that we 38 
manage. 39 
 40 
As they start building this model and calibrating it, they’re 41 
loading in stock assessments for managed species to the Ecosim 42 
model and seeing whether it predicts the things that actually 43 
happened and so they’re generating a lot of rich insight into 44 
these ecosystem relationships that affect the fish that we 45 
manage. 46 
 47 
Because the results they’re getting are so interested and 48 
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unexpected or shed light on things we haven’t been considering 1 
in our management process, they would like to develop more and 2 
better information to put in the model prior to the workshop and 3 
that’s where the request for additional funds is related to. 4 
 5 
MS. WILLIAMS:  I just wanted to comment.  I’m not in opposition 6 

of letting them have the other $30,000 if in fact that’s what 7 
they need to complete their modeling.   8 
 9 
However, I was at the first meeting and heard all of the 10 
discussion and they found out we had -- They said they could do 11 
it for $20,000 and they found out we had $50,000 and then the 12 
council approved $50,000 and now I assume they found out we have 13 
more money and so I just hope that’s not the reason they’re 14 
asking for the additional $30,000 and that if this council 15 
approves that $30,000 that they don’t come back and ask for 16 
another $30,000 or $40,000, just because they know we have the 17 
money and it would be a nice thing to put into the model. 18 
 19 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Mr. Atran, do you want to try to clarify 20 

here? 21 
 22 
MR. ATRAN:  Now that we’re getting into the nuts and bolts of 23 

planning what the ecosystem modeling workshop is going to do, 24 
the SSC is getting a better idea of how many people are going to 25 
be needed, how much of these people’s time is going to be 26 
needed, and they’re getting a better idea of how much money 27 
they’ll need. 28 
 29 
They did expand the project a little bit from trying to address 30 
two issues to trying to address three.  They also said that they 31 
may not need all of the money and they may not need any of the 32 
money, but they felt like with the $50,000 ceiling they would be 33 
coming right up against that limit and they wanted to have a 34 
little bit of extra flexibility. 35 
 36 
With $50,000, they may still be able to do what they want to do, 37 
but they may be limited, in some cases, and have to cut back on 38 
some of their plans.  It sounded to me like the full $30,000 39 
might not be used, but it would give them the flexibility, in 40 
case they ran up against the $50,000 ceiling. 41 
 42 
MR. HENDRIX:  Maybe Steve can answer this.  What is the money 43 

actually going to be spent on, Steve, if you would, please? 44 
 45 
MR. ATRAN:  Mainly fees to the experts who are capable of 46 

developing these models.  The first step is that Carl Walters, 47 
who is a member of the SSC, has been working on developing the 48 
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Ecosim models as they apply to the Gulf of Mexico. 1 
 2 
He’s made some progress to a certain point and I guess he wants 3 
to develop it a little bit more and then he’ll publish or give 4 
us what his results are to that point and he expects to get a 5 
certain stipend for doing that amount of work. 6 
 7 
Then we would put out a request for proposals for people to 8 
address the three specific issues that the SSC is interested in 9 
and those three investigators would carry Carl’s work onward to 10 
modify Ecosim further to address those particular issues.  The 11 
amounts that I recall seeing them talk about were probably each 12 
individual would need between $5,000 and $11,000.  I don’t 13 
remember if that’s per unit time or for their total time. 14 
 15 
MR. HENDRIX:  The council is going to pay for them to develop 16 

this product and then sell it afterwards and publish it? 17 
 18 
MR. ATRAN:  No, it’s not a salable project.  It would become a 19 

public project.  The purpose is to demonstrate to the council 20 
the feasibility of using ecosystem modeling approaches to 21 
solving fishery-related issues. 22 
 23 
MR. PERRET:  I see a lot of similarities and I see a lot of 24 

differences in this and I guess Dr. Gallaway is going to now go 25 
back and tell that shrimp effort scientific panel that hey, this 26 
other bunch is getting all this money and we’re not. 27 
 28 
I understand Mr. Cole, Dr. Griffin, and all of them are involved 29 
with modeling on effort.  I’m going to vote for this, but in the 30 
future I’m going to be a little more careful on -- This says 31 
“Consulting Fees for Outside Experts.”  Why didn’t we make these 32 
outside experts members of this committee to start with so that 33 
we wouldn’t have to pay them all this money? 34 
 35 
We’re not paying that shrimp effort group and we’re not paying 36 
other scientific groups, but this is a substantial amount of 37 
money and I think we need to be a little more cautious on this 38 
in the future. 39 
 40 
MS. WALKER:  Mr. Chairman, I think it would have been helpful 41 

had the council had the budget and what was the $50,000 going 42 
for.  I understand it’s a three-day meeting and I would just ask 43 
either Julie or Steve -- I’m sure that both of you have looked 44 
at the budget for $50,000 and with the additional for $30,000 45 
and is it in line with what we normally pay for these kind of 46 
services? 47 
 48 
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CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any other discussion?  Would you like to try 1 

to respond, Ms. Morris? 2 
 3 
MS. MORRIS:  I haven’t seen a budget for the basic $50,000 4 

workshop or if I have, I can’t remember what was in it.  It’s 5 
something that we saw prior to our November or January meeting, 6 
I think. 7 
 8 
I listened in on the conversation about why additional funds 9 
were needed and I tried to outline in my earlier remarks the 10 
rationale for that, but I haven’t seen an actual line item 11 
budget of how those things will be expended. 12 
 13 
We can generate that for the August meeting and you all can see 14 
exactly what the proposed line item budget for the workshop will 15 
be and the work leading up to the workshop.  My understanding is 16 
that this additional money is for the number crunching and 17 
getting data together and ready to plug in and playing around 18 
with this Ecosim model prior to the workshop so that the 19 
greatest step forward can be made with the model at the actual 20 
workshop, doing preparatory work with data and equations and 21 
stuff prior to that. 22 
 23 
MS. WALKER:  If I may, Mr. Chairman and Julie, I certainly don’t 24 

oppose it at all, but I think for us to be responsible we need 25 
to look at the $50,000 budget and the $30,000 budget before we 26 
make a decision to approve money and we don’t even know what the 27 
$50,000 is going for and that would be my recommendation, that 28 
we wait until the next meeting and have the budget presented. 29 
 30 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  I do want to help Julie out here, because I 31 

may have been working with that committee at that time and that 32 
group.  When they first approached us, they asked for an amount 33 
and they didn’t attach a budget.  We asked them to go back and 34 
actually create that budget and they did bring us that first 35 
budget. 36 
 37 
I don’t remember exactly the details of the budget as well, but 38 
I can tell you there was one developed for that side, because we 39 
first didn’t move it through this council until we saw that and 40 
so with that, I’ll go to Dr. Shipp and then Mr. Horn. 41 
 42 
DR. SHIPP:  I would like to follow up on Corky’s comments.  I 43 

totally agree.  I think this is setting a precedent that we 44 
don’t need to set and I recall about a year-and-a-half ago there 45 
was an ecosystem workshop in the Keys for a week and NMFS 46 
sponsored it and I don’t believe anybody that went to that was 47 
paid any stipend and I’m really hesitant and in fact, I’m going 48 
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to vote against it. 1 
 2 
MR. HORN:  I move we table this motion until such time as the 3 
full council is presented the budget from previous $50,000 and 4 
what the $30,000 that they’re asking for now would be used for. 5 
 6 
MS. WALKER:  I’ll second that. 7 

 8 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  I have a motion to table and a second for 9 
that motion.  It’s not debatable.  All those in favor of the 10 
motion to table say aye; all those opposed same sign.  The 11 
motion to table passes. 12 
 13 
MS. MORRIS:  Mr. Chairman, that concludes my report and I think 14 

Mr. Williams might have something related to my report that he 15 
needs to talk about. 16 
 17 
MR. WILLIAMS:  I’m going to change the subject.  I don’t know if 18 

Steve is following up on the same thing you were working on or 19 
not. 20 
 21 
MR. ATRAN:  Does this table also refer to the original $50,000 22 

or just the $30,000 extension? 23 
 24 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  The way I understand the motion, it only 25 

would have affected the $30,000 extension, because the original 26 
motion has already passed through this council. 27 
 28 
MR. ATRAN:  I just asked because there are some activities 29 

planned between now and August. 30 
 31 
MR. WILLIAMS:  Going back to the discussion of Senate Bill 2012 32 

on the Magnuson Act reauthorization, there is a provision there 33 
on page 168 that was kind of passed over, but it’s special 34 
provisions for the New England and Gulf Council regarding IFQs 35 
and I always cringe whenever we get singled out. 36 
 37 
I don’t know why we get singled out so often to have special 38 
provisions and I don’t like it and I think it’s unnecessary and 39 
I think we ought to oppose it.  In this particular case, it 40 
specifies that in the case of New England that any IFQ program 41 
must be approved by a two-thirds majority of the participants 42 
who have substantially fished.  That’s language in the Gulf. 43 
 44 
In New England, it’s two-thirds of the eligible permit holders 45 
and in the Gulf, it’s 50 percent of those participants who have 46 
substantially fished the species.  I just don’t think we should 47 
be treated any different than the rest of the councils and I 48 
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think we ought to oppose this language. 1 
 2 
I’m going to offer a motion that we oppose the language on page 3 
168 of S. 2012, which specifies that IFQ programs in the Gulf 4 
must be approved by a referendum of permit holders and with 5 
respect to IFQs that the Gulf Council ask to be treated like the 6 
rest of the fishery management councils. 7 
 8 
MS. WALKER:  Second. 9 

 10 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  It’s been moved and seconded.   11 

 12 
MR. WILLIAMS:  If I may, Mr. Chairman, I just don’t see this 13 

continuing need to single the Gulf Council out for this.  If 14 
it’s good enough for the other councils -- If they want to treat 15 
all the councils this way, then I’ll probably remove my 16 
objection, but if they’re not going to make the South Atlantic 17 
and if they’re not going to make the Mid-Atlantic and if they’re 18 
not going to make the North Pacific or the Caribbean or the 19 
South Sea Council act this way, I don’t see why they should 20 
treat us this way. 21 
 22 
MS. WILLIAMS:  Earlier, we voted on a motion which has to do 23 

with PowerPoint Slide 18, Page 167, Page 168, Page 169, Page 24 
170, where you just voted to move that the council oppose the 25 
language and I thought this council was opposing all of that 26 
already.  Is this different from that, Roy? 27 
 28 
MR. WILLIAMS:  I thought you were only opposing certain language 29 

in it, like the term “substantially fished” and so on.  I didn’t 30 
get that drift.  Maybe I misinterpreted what was done, but I 31 
certainly think we should oppose the whole thing that singles us 32 
and New England out for different treatment than the rest of the 33 
councils.  I think we ought to be real clear about it.  I think 34 
what this previous language did was simply to modify things 35 
within that.  I want to oppose the whole thing. 36 
 37 
MS. WILLIAMS:  The fishermen support a referendum and you do 38 

not.  That’s what you’re saying by putting that language there, 39 
is that correct? 40 
 41 
MR. WILLIAMS:  I don’t know if the fishermen support a 42 

referendum or not.  I want to be treated like every other 43 
council, with the exception of New England.  I just want to be 44 
treated the same as all the rest of the federal fishery 45 
management councils. 46 
 47 
I don’t like seeing this language that’s always treating the 48 
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Gulf Council differently and that starts with red snapper back 1 
in 1996 and it ought to be across the board.  It ought to be the 2 
same for all of us. 3 
 4 
MS. WILLIAMS:  If I may, to that point, that’s what I was asking 5 

the other day.  We looked at two or three bills here that were 6 
brought before us.  I don’t even know what other bills are out 7 
there and what they say.  This is what they brought before us 8 
and they wanted us to comment and choose because the council 9 
chairs looked at this.  Whether there are any other bills out 10 
there that treats everybody the same, I don’t know. 11 
 12 
MR. PERRET:  In an ideal world, everybody would be created the 13 

same, Roy, but ever since any reauthorizations of Magnuson, 14 
there’s been exceptions for various councils.  I may or may not 15 
agree on them, but it’s a real life situation and that’s 16 
politics. 17 
 18 
We’re singled out in some.  I suspect if you look at the author 19 
of that particular language, it probably comes from one of the 20 
Gulf states.  If you look at other councils that are singled 21 
out, it’s coming from someone in their area, because of a strong 22 
enough constituency that saw a need for a change. 23 
 24 
We heard this morning from Nancy Thompson and Larry about this 25 
new recreational data thing and the need for regionalization.  26 
There are specifics that require regionalization in Magnuson as 27 
well as in other acts and it’s going to happen.  We may or may 28 
not support it, but that’s just the way it’s going to be. 29 
 30 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  Just for Kay’s benefit, what would 31 

happen if we had to comply with the same thing as the other 32 
councils would be the petition for the referendum would be based 33 
on at least 50 percent of the permit holders or those holding 34 
more than 50 percent of the allocation and it wouldn’t have the 35 
other language related to participating in the fishery. 36 
 37 
As far as the other bills, this language was also in one of the 38 
House bills, but was excluded when they adopted -- You can look 39 
at page 43 of H.R. 5018 and 44 and they only address the New 40 
England group and don’t address the Gulf Council in their 41 
version, but it was originally in one of the other House bills. 42 
 43 
MS. KAREN BELL:  Roy, I didn’t see it as being singled out 44 

either, kind of what Corky was seeing.  I see it more as giving 45 
us flexibility to do what’s more appropriate for this region, 46 
since it is a new program, and the fishermen seem to support 47 
what we had in there originally and I would like to stick with 48 
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that. 1 
 2 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  I think everyone knows how they’re going to 3 
vote on this issue.  Any further comments though?  Hearing none, 4 
all those in favor of the motion on the board say aye; all those 5 
opposed same sign.  The motion passes.  Is there any other 6 

business to come in this section of our meeting?  With that, we 7 
will then move on to -- 8 
 9 
MR. FISCHER:  Just for the sake of correctness, I consulted at 10 

lunchtime with my wife, who is head of our public affairs at the 11 
local high school, and the correct pronunciation is not 12 
Melancon, as originally stated, but it’s Melancon, for our 13 
congressman. 14 
 15 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We appreciate that and I’m sorry that as a 16 

Texan I didn’t even come close. 17 
 18 
MR. FISCHER:  If you’re south of the intercoastal, it’s 19 

Melancon. 20 
 21 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  With that, let’s move on to Joint Reef 22 

Fish/Shrimp Management Committee.  Who is going to give the 23 
report here? 24 
 25 

JOINT REEF FISH/SHRIMP MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT 26 
 27 

MR. PERRET:  It’s Tab C and I’ve got a report somewhere.   The 28 

minutes should be in front of you, Tab C, the Summary of the 29 
Joint Reef Fish/Shrimp Management Committee.  We had one addition 30 
and that was a presentation by Dr. Rick Hart of the Galveston 31 
NMFS lab relative to the Ad Hoc Shrimp  Effort Management 32 
Advisory Panel.  The minutes of the Mobile, Alabama meeting were 33 
approved as written. 34 
 35 
A Report on the Decline in Recreational Fishing Effort, Mr. 36 
Donaldson with Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission reported 37 
that the 2005 hurricanes had major effects to recreational 38 
fishing and there was a need to quantify those effects.   39 
 40 
He also stated that other factors, including weather, time of 41 
year, and cost of fuel, could have impacted recreational fishing 42 
effort.  He presented data from Waves 5 and 6 of 2005 and Wave 1 43 
of 2006 and noted that these results were preliminary.   44 
 45 
Mr. Donaldson noted that most trips during this period are 46 
inshore, whereas more offshore trips occur during Waves 2, 3, 47 
and 4.  Consequently, in addition to being preliminary, they did 48 
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not measure offshore, EEZ, effort changes very well and they 1 
were highly variable.   2 
 3 
He reported that some decreases occurred in all states and 4 
offshore trips decreased in Florida and Alabama between 10 and 5 
75 percent.  He concluded that it was premature to make 6 
judgments as to the overall level of effort reduction at this 7 
time.  Are there any questions on Mr. Donaldson’s report?  8 
 9 
For the April 27th and 28th of 2006, the Ad Hoc Shrimp Effort 10 
Workgroup meeting that was at the Galveston facility -- I don’t 11 
know if it’s in here, but we had 100 percent attendance of the 12 
appointed members. 13 
 14 
Dr. Nance explained the charge of the workgroup, namely to 15 
develop alternatives for determining the appropriate levels of 16 
effort, that is what is the minimum level of effort that will 17 
achieve OY and what is the minimum level of effort in the EEZ 18 
that will provide maximum benefits.   19 
 20 
He described the approach that the workgroup is taking and noted 21 
that changes in data collection, management measures, and the 22 
operation of the fishery over time that may impact the 23 
workgroup’s charge.   24 
 25 
In initiating their work, Dr. Nance stated that the workgroup 26 
assumed that MSY equals OY.  They decided to use the standard 27 
production models to estimate these benchmarks for all species.  28 
That’s for penaeid shrimp.  Right, Dr. Nance?  Yes, penaeids. 29 
 30 
In further examining the data, he noted that effort was 31 
collected by depths, so the workgroup had to extrapolate depth 32 
to approximate effort from the EEZ.  In addressing maximizing 33 
benefits, Dr. Nance stated that the workgroup examined economic 34 
benefits, namely analyzing Maximum Economic Yield, MEY, and the 35 
level of effort that maximizes profits.   36 
 37 
He noted that these were static measurements, not long-term, and 38 
that there was interdependency between state and offshore 39 
fisheries.  He stated that the workgroup calculated that effort 40 
equals landings divided by CPUE.   41 
 42 
He then described how CPUE is estimated and noted that effort is 43 
in nominal days fished.  He noted that the level of effort in 44 
2005 was approximately 40 percent below the 2001 to 2003 45 
average.   46 
 47 
He explained the modeling approaches and analyses that the 48 
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workgroup intended to use and summarized key issues.  He also 1 
stated that there may be biases, such as in reporting of catch, 2 
misassignment of catch locations, sampling bias, and estimation 3 
of mean CPUE.  Finally, he reviewed the timeline for future 4 
activities of the workgroup and what they expected to do at the 5 
next meeting.  If I’m not mistaken, that next meeting of this 6 
group is scheduled for June 28th and 29th at the Galveston 7 
facility.  Are there any questions? 8 
 9 
MR. ADAMS:  I just wanted to point out that you’re stating that 10 

the estimated effort between 2001, 2003, and 2005 was 40 percent 11 
reduced, but I also wanted to point out that he stated that in 12 
that same time period the catch was only reduced by 10 percent. 13 
 14 
MR. PERRET:  Thank you, Mr. Adams.  Any other comments?  15 

Relationship of Bycatch Derived Red Snapper Fishing Mortality to 16 
Effort, Catch, and Red Snapper Bycatch, and Finfish Bycatch, Dr. 17 
Rick Hart presented a table of shrimping effort compared with 18 
red snapper bycatch F and noted a good correlation of offshore 19 
effort with F.  Namely, as effort decreased red snapper F 20 
decreased linearly.   21 
 22 
He stated that the same comparison of red snapper F to brown 23 
shrimp catch showed a poor relationship and a worse relationship 24 
of F to red snapper catch and total finfish catch.  He stated 25 
that there was a need to increase observed catches in order to 26 
increase the precision of estimates of mean number of snapper 27 
caught.  Finally, he stated that the workgroup will attempt to 28 
establish effort components to achieve MSY and MEY.  Any 29 
questions or comments on that section? 30 
 31 
MR. ADAMS:  I’m just curious, because in our earlier Shrimp 32 

Committee meetings have we ever established MSY or a specific 33 
MSY or MEY for shrimp?  Isn’t it just whatever the catch is and 34 
that it’s been stated that there really is no danger of 35 
exceeding? 36 
 37 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  I think Dr. Crabtree can answer that for 38 

you. 39 
 40 
DR. CRABTREE:  I think in Amendment 13 we established MSY based 41 

on average catch over some period of years and I can’t remember 42 
what the period of years was, but it was average catch. 43 
 44 
MR. PERRET:  Dr. Leard, do you want to offer any -- 45 

 46 
DR. LEARD:  I think it was the 1990 through 2003 or 2004 level, 47 

but it basically encompasses the range of probably the highest 48 
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and the lowest catches of white, brown, and pink shrimp for 1 
pretty much throughout the history of management. 2 
 3 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have shrimp management later on if your 4 

question -- Does it apply to this, Degraaf, or can we hold it 5 
until shrimp management?  Let’s go ahead and move through this 6 
report if we can, or at least get to the first motion. 7 
 8 
MR. ADAMS:  What we’re trying to do is not really establish MSY 9 

or MEY, but the Effort AP is trying to establish what effort is 10 
needed to achieve those amounts and is that right? 11 
 12 
DR. CRABTREE:  Yes.  Maybe Jim needs to comment, but I take it 13 

that they’re looking at some alternative ways to estimate MSY.  14 
They may come in as saying this is really a better estimate of 15 
MSY, because that’s central to their task and so I guess they’re 16 
re-looking at that.  17 
 18 
MR. PERRET:  Discussion of an Ad Hoc Shrimp Effort Management 19 

Advisory Panel, the committee noted that some actions being 20 
considered, particularly in Shrimp Amendment 15, would basically 21 
constitute a dedicated access program and with red snapper and 22 
grouper the council has established special advisory panels to 23 
advise the Council on how to structure such programs.   24 
 25 
Following discussion, the Committee recommends, and I so move, 26 
that the council establish an Ad Hoc Shrimp Effort Management 27 
Advisory Panel, solicit applicants until July 31st, and then the 28 
council will appoint the AP at the August Council meeting. 29 
 30 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a committee motion.  Is there any 31 

discussion regarding the committee motion? 32 
 33 
MR. SIMPSON:  I suggest that you put a number on it and I would 34 

suggest that this particular committee could be done by 35 
conference call prior to the August meeting. 36 
 37 
MR. PERRET:  We did have some discussion on number on that 38 

committee and I think one number was offered by Ms. Morris and 39 
it was around twelve, if I’m not mistaken.  I don’t think we 40 
agreed on any number, but we kicked that number around. 41 
 42 
DR. CRABTREE:  I envision this as largely a shrimp industry kind 43 

of panel, but probably before we put a number on it we might 44 
want to have some discussion as to is it largely going to be an 45 
industry panel. 46 
 47 
I think on the grouper panels, what I’m looking at as an 48 
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example, I think that’s industry folks who are voting members 1 
and then there are some additional people like Dave McKinney and 2 
I think Pam Baker who are non-voting members.  Roy, you’ve been 3 
at those and is that correct? 4 
 5 
MR. WILLIAMS:  They’re non-voting.  I think there’s four.  Ken 6 

Roberts is a non-voting member and a fellow from Montana is a 7 
non-voting member. 8 
 9 
DR. CRABTREE:  Has that worked well, in your estimation, that 10 

kind of structure? 11 
 12 
MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes. 13 

 14 
DR. CRABTREE:  How many members are on that particular AP? 15 

 16 
MR. WILLIAMS:  It’s bigger than that. 17 

 18 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Let’s not guess.  Let Stu or one of the 19 

staff members gather the -- 20 
 21 
MR. STU KENNEDY:  There are thirteen voting members and four 22 

non-voting members. 23 
 24 
MR. PERRET:  I would just say -- I don’t have any number in 25 

mind, but we are dealing with three species of penaeid shrimp, 26 
which the pinks for the most part are a Florida fishery and the 27 
white and the brown are, of course, more geographically 28 
widespread. 29 
 30 
Let’s keep that in mind and let’s see what staff and the council 31 
members come up with insofar as people interested in serving and 32 
I guess at the August meeting we can make that determination.  I 33 
guess it was Roy that brought it up, one of the Roy’s, the non-34 
voting members, if it’s working well on others, we probably 35 
should consider it on this panel also. 36 
 37 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any other discussion regarding the motion?  38 

Hearing no further discussion then, we’ll vote this motion up or 39 
down. 40 
 41 
MR. WILLIAMS:  Hold on.  Are you going to specify that there’s 42 

both industry and NGOs?  Don’t we need to reconcile that now? 43 
 44 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  It would seem to me it would help us, but 45 

that’s what I said in committee as well. 46 
 47 
MR. WILLIAMS:  I don’t feel strongly about it either way, to 48 
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tell you the truth, but we had better know before we advertise 1 
it whether we’re soliciting NGOs or not. 2 
 3 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  I will say that the process of the other 4 

advisory panels and their selection worked well when we actually 5 
had slots we were trying to fill.  It doesn’t lock us into that.  6 
We can always change that, but we basically used it as a target 7 
as we were trying to devise the panel. 8 
 9 
MS. WILLIAMS:  I just thought that when we advertised, unless we 10 

specifically say we want four vertical, four longline, in those 11 
areas, for all of our APs it’s just basically you send in you’re 12 
interested and the council will decide what the makeup is. 13 
 14 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  With that, hearing no numbers or categories 15 

or any of those kinds of things, we will vote on the motion.  16 
The motion, again, is to establish an Ad Hoc Shrimp Effort 17 
Management Advisory Panel, solicit applicants until July 31st, 18 
and then appoint the AP at the August council meeting.  All 19 
those in favor of the motion say aye; all those opposed same 20 
sign.  The motion passes. 21 
 22 
MR. SIMPSON:  I would suggest that the initial selection from 23 

the solicitations be done by conference call so we could get 24 
that pretty clean for you and then bring it to the full council 25 
in August to make any little modifications. 26 
 27 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  I think we can probably arrange that, yes. 28 

 29 
MR. PERRET:  Review of Partial Public Hearing Draft of Joint 30 

Reef Fish Amendment 27/Shrimp Amendment 14, Dr. Leard reviewed 31 
the current status of the joint amendment.  He described the 32 
problems with completing the document as a public hearing draft 33 
that primarily centered on the need to make decisions on 34 
alternatives for further analyses under Action 1, but also with 35 
regard to Action 2 and Action 4.   36 
 37 
He then reviewed the document, starting with Action 1, noting 38 
that under Tab C, Number 4a he and the IPT had developed a list 39 
of minimum size limit options and bag limits for both a seven 40 
million pound and five million pound TAC.   41 
 42 
He noted that he had highlighted selected options based on an 43 
assumption that the committee would want to continue the longest 44 
season possible with no less than a three and possibly three 45 
fish bag limit.       46 
 47 
Following discussion, the committee recommends, and I so move, 48 
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that under the options for a seven million pound TAC the council 1 
include for analyses the following options: three fish bag 2 
limit, sixteen-inch minimum size limit, May 15 to October 15, 3 
153 days; three fish bag limit, fifteen-inch minimum size limit, 4 
June 1 to October 15, 137 days; two fish bag limit, fifteen-inch 5 
minimum size limit, May 15 to October 15, 153 days; two fish bag 6 
limit, fourteen-inch minimum size limit, May 15 to September 30, 7 
138 days; two fish bag limit, thirteen-inch minimum size limit, 8 
May 15 to September 15, 123 days; and a one fish bag limit, 9 
thirteen-inch minimum size limit, May 15 to October 31, 169 10 
days. 11 

 12 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a committee motion.  Do we have 13 

discussion? 14 
 15 
MS. MORRIS:  I had a talk with Dr. Leard over the lunch break 16 

and he was encouraging us to reduce this list to four options 17 
and in the spirit of that request, I’m going to propose an 18 
amendment to delete from this motion the second one in the list, 19 
three fish at fifteen inches, and the next-to-the-last in the 20 
list, two fish at thirteen inches. 21 
 22 
That will leave us with a bag of three at sixteen inches, a bag 23 
of two at fifteen inches, another bag of two at fourteen inches, 24 
and a bag of one at thirteen inches, which seems like a 25 
reasonable range of alternatives. 26 
 27 
DR. CRABTREE:  I was thinking along the same lines as Julie, 28 

that there’s still an awful lot of stuff there.  I guess what I 29 
was wondering -- Right now, we’ve got thirteen, fourteen, 30 
fifteen, and sixteen inches in there. 31 
 32 
I’m wondering if maybe we could eliminate say fourteen inches.  33 
I’ve heard people in testimony mention fifteen or sixteen, but I 34 
haven’t heard very many people go below that and when they do, 35 
they generally want to go the rest of the way below that, to 36 
thirteen. 37 
 38 
My thought is maybe we could just look at thirteen, fifteen, and 39 
sixteen.  Then I’ve also heard in testimony people talk about 40 
two fish bag limits and three fish, but I haven’t heard much of 41 
anybody who wanted to go down to one and I was wondering if it 42 
really is a need for us to consider a one fish bag limit, since 43 
there are other combinations that can get us there and most 44 
people seem to not want to go below two.  I agree with the 45 
spirit of what Julie is trying to do here.  I just think a 46 
little discussion as to what realistically you think we would 47 
do. 48 
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 1 
MR. PERRET:  I too agree with what Julie is trying to do, but 2 

talking about realistic, I think it’s totally unrealistic to 3 
even consider a one fish bag limit.  We heard testimony this 4 
morning and I think it was Mr. Zales that had contacted a number 5 
of people and, Bob, if I’m recalling what you said, I think most 6 
of your respondents were don’t go under three. 7 
 8 
One to me is totally unrealistic and I think if we’re going to 9 
try and pare some of these down, I would also want to probably 10 
recommend the one fish as one that would go. 11 
 12 
MR. FISCHER:  I know you assured me that status quo would be 13 

included in the analyses.  However, I would really like to see 14 
it in the list to make certain it doesn’t fall between the 15 
cracks.  Let’s not forget about our current regulations of four 16 
fish at sixteen inches, which would yield 138 days. 17 
 18 
The reason I say this is incorporating what Dr. Shipp stated 19 
yesterday, this 138 days may actually grow to the neighborhood 20 
of the other days, around 150.  Let us not forget what we have 21 
today. 22 
 23 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Mr. Fischer, I would recommend that when we 24 

dispense of the motion on the board that you might want to add 25 
that, because the way they are bundled, after looking at that 26 
closer, I think you may be correct that it would not be there 27 
anymore.  With that, we have a motion on the board and quite 28 
frankly, we’ve had a discussion about it with no second.   29 
 30 
MR. WILLIAMS:  I’ll second that. 31 

 32 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Mr. Williams seconds and I will allow 33 

further discussion, if need be, at this point. 34 
 35 
MS. MORRIS:  I think Mr. Williams and I would recognize as a 36 
friendly amendment the idea of deleting the one fish, thirteen-37 
inch minimum size from the list. 38 

 39 
DR. CRABTREE:  Would you consider eliminating the two fish at 40 

fourteen inches and then that leaves us three at sixteen, three 41 
at fifteen, two at fifteen, and two at thirteen?  I just haven’t 42 
heard anybody talk about fourteen.  I’ve heard fifteen and 43 
sixteen and I’ve heard people say go all the way on down. 44 
 45 
MS. MORRIS:  Yes, that would be fine. 46 
 47 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Let me ask this to Mike to make sure I’m 48 
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understanding as well.  Obviously anything within the range is 1 
still available to us after we go to public hearing and those 2 
types of things.  Let everybody understand that as well.  Do we 3 
have the motion? 4 
 5 
MS. MORRIS:  What we left with then?  Can we review that?  We 6 

need something for thirteen. 7 
 8 
DR. CRABTREE:  Can I offer a substitute? 9 

 10 
MS. MORRIS:  I think we need to leave the two fish at thirteen 11 

back in the list and so we would remove that from the amendment.   12 
 13 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Dr. Crabtree, I think she has it now, unless 14 

it’s going to be clearer and you think you can make a motion and 15 
she can get it typed faster than she can clean this one up. 16 
 17 
DR. CRABTREE:  It would be a little bit different.  I will offer 18 
a substitute motion that we eliminate the two fish bag limit at 19 
fourteen-inch minimum size limit and the one fish bag limit at 20 
thirteen-inch minimum size limit and then that leaves us with 21 
the other four alternatives.   The difference in the motion is 22 

I’m leaving the three fish at fifteen inches in, which I think 23 
you were eliminating. 24 
 25 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Mr. Horn seconded the motion.  We’ve had 26 

some discussion before we really truly had a motion.  Is there 27 
any other further discussion of Dr. Crabtree’s substitute 28 
motion?    29 
 30 
MS. WILLIAMS:  Roy, why wouldn’t you want to give the industry 31 

the benefit of a fourteen inch?  I know you said you haven’t 32 
heard anybody say anything about fourteen inches, but we really 33 
haven’t taken this out for them to testify. 34 
 35 
DR. CRABTREE:  Kay, if the public says we want to look at 36 

fourteen inches, it falls right in there and we’ve got it and we 37 
can put it right back in there.  I’m just trying to narrow the 38 
document around, but if the public comes in saying we want 39 
fourteen inches or we want a one fish bag limit, then we would 40 
respond to that and put it back in. 41 
 42 
MS. WILLIAMS:  Will we have the analysis?  That’s not what I’m 43 

concerned about, if we can put it back.  I keep hearing about 44 
timelines. 45 
 46 
DR. CRABTREE:  If you’ve got fifteen and thirteen, the analysis 47 

for fourteen is going to be not substantively different and we 48 
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would do it.  That’s all I’m thinking. 1 
 2 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any further discussion regarding the 3 

substitute motion?  Hearing none and seeing no hands, we’ll vote 4 
on the substitute motion.  All those in favor of the substitute 5 
motion say aye; all those opposed like sign.  The substitute 6 
motion passes. 7 

 8 
MR. PERRET:  Following discussion, the committee recommends, and 9 
I so move, that the council accept a 25 percent reduction in 10 
recreational effort as a baseline to reanalyze the options under 11 
a 7.0 million pound TAC and a 5.0 million pound TAC. 12 
 13 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We’ve got a committee motion. 14 

 15 
MS. MORRIS:  I speak in opposition to the motion, as I did in 16 

the committee.  This is a guess.  It might be a pretty good 17 
guess, but it’s going to be a much more defensible number and we 18 
will have a much more defensible number to consider this 19 
recreational data once we have waves of the 2006 recreational 20 
season in and we can make the adjustments later on in the 21 
process of these deliberations this year and so I encourage the 22 
council to vote against this motion. 23 
 24 
DR. SHIPP:  I speak in favor of the motion.  I think what we 25 

just did was based on an assumption that we all know is wrong 26 
and the best thing we could do is make a conservative guess as 27 
to what the situation is going to be. 28 
 29 
We all know that there is an effort reduction.  We all know 30 
that.  What we just did in the previous motion assumes no effort 31 
reduction and so we just went ahead and did it anyway.  I think 32 
the realistic thing to do is to offer a conservative estimate of 33 
reduction in effort and if we have to fine tune it later on -- 34 
If it turns out to be 20 percent or 30 percent, we can do it 35 
then, but this gives the public, I think, a realistic view of 36 
where we’re going. 37 
 38 
DR. CRABTREE:  I understand what you’re saying, Bob. I just 39 

worry that it gives the public perhaps an unrealistic view that 40 
we’re going to be able to stand by that and here’s the 41 
difficulty that I have with it. 42 
 43 
Let’s say the council goes forward and sticks with this 44 
assumption and then this becomes the regulation and then we get 45 
into 2007 and long about April of 2007 we get the 2006 catch 46 
estimates and they’re not down 25 percent and in fact, they’re 47 
very close to the quota. 48 
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 1 
I think that puts the Fisheries Service in a very difficult 2 
position.  Remember, Section 407(d) of the Act says that when 3 
reached that we will establish quotas in the recreational and 4 
commercial fishery and that when reached result in a prohibition 5 
on the retention of fish caught by recreational fishing and 6 
commercial fishing respectively for the remainder of the year. 7 
 8 
My fear is that if we get into that situation in 2007 and the 9 
data we have indicates that this reduction in effort didn’t 10 
occur, I think the Secretary would then be in a position where 11 
you would have to issue a closure notice during the year 12 
somewhere and close the fishery down. 13 
 14 
I think as you go forward with this you need to remember that 15 
what we’re hearing from people is they want to have a longer 16 
fishing year, but if you move forward with a high bag limit and 17 
then these assumptions about effort aren’t realized, you may be 18 
putting in jeopardy perhaps the last couple of months of the 19 
season. 20 
 21 
I don’t see how we could stand by that assumption if all the 22 
evidence we got in from the previous year indicates it’s not 23 
coming through.  I worry that our going ahead now and saying 24 
it’s 25 percent is kind of sending a signal to the public that 25 
these reductions aren’t going to really take place. 26 
 27 
Then if we find out it’s not that high -- I would rather have us 28 
either just put a more general statement that we’re going to try 29 
to make some sort of adjustment of this as we get more 30 
information or even a range, but I’m really worried about where 31 
this gets us, because I don’t think any of us want to get back 32 
into a position where NMFS has to come in and do in-season 33 
closure notices, because no one was happy with that.  Bob Zales 34 
talked about it in public comment and we need to avoid going 35 
back into that sort of situation. 36 
 37 
MS. WALKER:  Dr. Crabtree, I’ve got a couple of points I want to 38 

make.  I believe you were the one that introduced the five-year 39 
plan where we had a set season with a bag and a size limit.  How 40 
would that differ from us doing this under a two-year plan where 41 
we would come back then through a regulatory amendment and make 42 
changes if we didn’t have the reduction of 25 percent?  That’s 43 
my first point, but I want to make another one. 44 
 45 
DR. CRABTREE:  Number one, I was a staffer for NMFS and so I 46 

give Dr. Hogarth the credit for the five-year plan.  I think the 47 
difference is that plan was based on the analysis that we had of 48 
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the existing effort patterns in the fishery. 1 
 2 
Over the course of that five years, there really wasn’t any 3 
major change.  There could have been a major change here and I’m 4 
not saying there hasn’t been one, but the difference is right 5 
now we don’t have any scientific basis or any analysis to tell 6 
us that effort is down 25 percent. 7 
 8 
If we make that assumption and the landings for 2006 come in and 9 
low and behold they’re down 25 percent and it turns out to be 10 
right, then it may not be a problem.  My concern is if it comes 11 
out to be some lesser number, then we’re going to have a problem 12 
on our hands. 13 
 14 
I worry about going out to the public and telling them we’re 15 
going to make this specific assumption, because I just don’t 16 
think we have much of a record right now to support a 25 percent 17 
reduction as opposed to some other number. 18 
 19 
MS. WALKER:  If I may, Mr. Chairman, my second point.  Mr. 20 

Donaldson told us yesterday that trips had decreased in Florida 21 
and Alabama between 10 and 75 percent.  Now, recreational data 22 
is driven by the census data and they’re redoing the census. 23 
 24 
Mr. Donaldson told us that they fully anticipated the census 25 
data to come back in and show less.  I think that the states, at 26 
least Karen and maybe Corky, would know -- It’s all households. 27 
It’s all on households.  Don’t we have some idea of how many 28 
homes were totally destroyed during the storm where these people 29 
may not be living any more and don’t you think that this new 30 
census data will give us that information, hopefully prior to us 31 
taking final action? 32 
 33 
DR. CRABTREE:  It very well might.  I’m not making an argument 34 

that effort is not going to be down.  I believe it probably is 35 
going to be down.  I’m just raising concerns about making a 36 
priority judgment that it’s 25 percent and then I’m trying to 37 
raise, if we make an erroneous decision based on that effort, 38 
some of the consequences that I could foresee we may have to 39 
deal with down the road. 40 
 41 
I would suggest we wait until we have that census data and that 42 
other information at the August meeting and then we discuss, on 43 
a more reasoned basis with more of a record, what kind of 44 
reasoned decision, supported by a record, we might make in terms 45 
of effort. 46 
 47 
Then the other thing is if we think effort is down 25 percent, I 48 
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guess this means for -- I don’t know if this means right now we 1 
think it’s down, if we think in 2007 it’s going to be down by 2 
25.  Then surely -- Do we believe it’s going to remain down 25 3 
percent in 2008? 4 
 5 
At some point, I would guess we’re going to believe that effort 6 
is going to start rising back up over time and I don’t think 7 
we’ve really discussed any of that and it will be an awkward 8 
position for us to put these cuts in place in 2007 and then come 9 
back in late 2007 and say effort is up some and so now we’re 10 
going to cut you again. 11 
 12 
MS. WALKER:  Based on what we know about MRFSS now, I don’t know 13 

that we could use that to come in and close the recreational 14 
fishery.  I understand everything you’re saying and I agree with 15 
you and I think that pleads more toward the argument of I feel 16 
like we’re right back in the red grouper fishery and we’re being 17 
forced to develop a rebuilding plan when we know that the data 18 
that we’re looking at is not right. 19 
 20 
This council voted and had very hard feelings among members to 21 
push the longline fleet out, based on what you told us and 22 
knowing that that stock assessment was going to be ready the 23 
next year. 24 
 25 
Would you support this council waiting until next year and 26 
staying at status quo before we take any action so that this 27 
information can be available to us so that when we do make a 28 
decision it’s based on information that we all have confidence 29 
in? 30 
 31 
DR. CRABTREE:  I don’t think we can wait until next year.  What 32 

I’m asking is that we wait until the August meeting or later 33 
this year when we have more information and return to this 34 
issue, but I don’t think we can wait until next year before we 35 
take any action on TAC. 36 
 37 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Mike, can you help out here? 38 

 39 
MR. MCLEMORE:  I don’t know about that.  Roy has touched on a 40 

lot of stuff I wanted to mention, but my concern is the 41 
underlying record for this new baseline.  I think that when Dr. 42 
Shipp made his motion during committee he expressed some 43 
rationale that seems reasonable to me, but I think you’re going 44 
to need to develop some kind of record to support why this makes 45 
sense. 46 
 47 
It seems reasonable to expect there’s been some current decrease 48 
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in effort, but how do you get the 25 percent versus some other 1 
figure?  How long does this baseline stay in effect?  Keep in 2 
mind you’re talking about TAC for a stock that still has twenty-3 
six years on its rebuilding plan and at some point, will this 4 
baseline still make sense and what are you going to do to 5 
monitor it?  When you go through the analysis and discussion of 6 
this in the document, I think those issues need to be touched 7 
on. 8 
 9 
DR. SHIPP:  There are lots of things I would like to comment on 10 

in response to Roy, but I will mention one thing.  He talks 11 
about having to take action.  You know the last three years of 12 
data we’ve had an underage of about a half-a-million pounds each 13 
year and so we’ve got a million-and-a-half-pound credit, if you 14 
will, built up in this rebuilding phase. 15 
 16 
In addition to that, we don’t know all of 2005 and 2006.  It may 17 
start -- The effort may start going up again, but we will have 18 
developed a certain amount of insurance against the draconian 19 
efforts that Roy predicts might happen.  I just don’t see it. 20 
 21 
MR. HORN:  I was kind of flip-flopping back and forth on this 22 

issue.  I guess what I would ask is if we did not take this 23 
motion under consideration and I guess this is for Dr. Crabtree 24 
and later on we find out that in fact effort in the recreational 25 
fishery has decreased substantially, 25 or 30 or some number 26 
greater than that, would you be in a position to extend a 27 
recreational season, just like you can close it sooner if you 28 
know the quota is going to be met?  If you can, I would like to 29 
ask another question.  30 
 31 
DR. CRABTREE:  The council could do a framework action and 32 

extend the season when you get there.  You can come back in at 33 
the August meeting and rehash this motion then.  Yes, I think if 34 
we got into the season and somehow it was apparent that all of 35 
this effort reduction or more effort reduction than we had 36 
anticipated had occurred, the council could do a framework 37 
action to extend the season, certainly. 38 
 39 
MR. HORN:  Would you also extend that same courtesy to the 40 

commercial industry when we are projected to not reach our quota 41 
again this year, to allow the commercial fishery to fish sooner 42 
than the entire month of December, if it was projected that we 43 
were not going to catch ours? 44 
 45 
Take into consideration that I do believe there’s a substantial 46 
effort.  I think 25 percent may be a low number in recreational.  47 
I think we have an extremely large reduction in effort in the 48 
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shrimp industry and there’s a lot of other things that have 1 
happened that aren’t taken into consideration yet, if you will.  2 
I wouldn’t be opposed to voting against this, knowing that you 3 
can extend it later. 4 
 5 
DR. CRABTREE:  In response to your question, if the council 6 

feels like later this year that the commercial fishery is not 7 
going to catch their quota, the council could submit a framework 8 
action to suspend the ten-day mini seasons, for example.  I just 9 
don’t have any authority under the existing framework to do 10 
those things myself. 11 
 12 
MR. PERRET:  I’m supportive of this motion.  I’m even more 13 

supportive of the motion with what Dr. Crabtree asked us to do.  14 
He asked us to wait until August to do this when we had a better 15 
number.  If we can wait until August, let’s do it now.  I think 16 
we’re going to have a better number in August. 17 
 18 
The 25 percent is going to probably go up to 30 or 35 or 40 19 
percent.  Mr. McLemore has asked for some administrative record.  20 
The people taking the recreational surveys in Mississippi tell 21 
me last week that recreational fishing pressure is down 60 22 
percent. 23 
 24 
Charterboat trips are down at least 80 percent.  Now, Crabtree 25 
is going to come back and say Mississippi only takes 3 percent 26 
of the snapper, but at least that’s the numbers for Mississippi.  27 
Additionally, saltwater angling licenses are down some 30,000 28 
individual licenses. 29 
 30 
I suspect that’s true in other states as well.  Let’s take 31 
action today and when we get better data in August, Roy, we’ll 32 
probably have to adjust that 25 percent to a higher figure. 33 
 34 
DR. CRABTREE:  I just want to point out -- This is going back 35 

more to Phil’s questions.  You could, in this amendment, modify 36 
the framework, but you could give the Regional Administrator 37 
authority to suspend the ten-day mini seasons during the last 38 
couple of months of the commercial season or so if he sees that 39 
the quota is not going to be caught and you could give the 40 
Regional Administrator authority to extend the recreational 41 
season or something along those lines if it appears that effort 42 
is lower than anticipated or something like that. 43 
 44 
You could change the way this works in this plan amendment to 45 
foresee these kinds of catastrophic actions and give us more 46 
flexibility on closing fisheries and things. 47 
 48 



  94 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I have a couple of questions.  In the analysis, 1 

can they have the analysis done both ways for the council to 2 
look at with the 25 percent reduction and without the 25 percent 3 
reduction at the next meeting, just so that when you have the 4 
numbers it doesn’t slow anything down and that’s the first 5 
question. 6 
 7 
DR. CRABTREE:  I think that’s sort of already done, because if 8 

you assume the 25 percent reduction, then at seven million 9 
pounds you would fish under the status quo season, because 10 
that’s about a 25 percent. 11 
 12 
If you went to 5.2 million pounds, then I think you would 13 
probably fish pretty close to the scenarios under the seven 14 
million pound, because it’s about that level of difference 15 
between them.  The answer is yes.  I don’t think the analyses 16 
are difficult at all. 17 
 18 
MS. WILLIAMS:  Then there are those out there -- That’s why I’m 19 

a little torn with this motion.  There are those out there that 20 
probably feel that we should go with a five million pound TAC, 21 
whereas if we went with a seven million pound TAC with the 22 
effort, even though we don’t have it documented on paper right 23 
now, I think would be part of the rationale for choosing the 24 
seven million pound TAC over the five million pound TAC later. 25 
 26 
If you say that there’s no problem as far as having the analysis 27 
-- I know that we come to the table very often and they’ll go we 28 
don’t have the analysis and we don’t have time to analyze and 29 
then I wouldn’t have a problem supporting this, because you say 30 
where’s your proof and where’s your documentation. 31 
 32 
All you’ve got to do is go pick up one of these Katrina books 33 
and there’s your proof right there.  It shows that the effort -- 34 
There’s no places there where the guys used to fish where they 35 
can go fishing.  I actually believe that the recreational 36 
fishing is down.  If Roy is saying that you can do both and it’s 37 
not going to slow anything down, then I’ll support this.  If we 38 
can’t have it, I’m going to vote against it. 39 
 40 
MS. WALKER:  I discussed this in the committee meeting, but 41 

because of what Mr. McLemore said, I think it’s important that 42 
we put it here.  Vernon had sent me the preliminary data on 2004 43 
and 2005 saltwater licenses for the state of Alabama and it was 44 
greater than 22 percent reduction between 2004 and 2005. 45 
 46 
As Dr. Shipp has said, 40 percent of the red snapper comes off 47 
the state of Alabama and so that is a significant reduction.  48 
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One of the things that we haven’t talked about is the fuel 1 
prices and there are recreational anglers that will not be 2 
fishing until something happens with the fuel prices and that 3 
certainly doesn’t look like it’s going to be anytime in the 4 
future. 5 
 6 
Then we have all the households that have been displaced and 7 
destroyed that we know are going to come in under the census 8 
data, as I said earlier, and we know that trips are down.  Thank 9 
you. 10 
 11 
DR. CRABTREE:  Rick has brought it to my attention that your 12 

current framework now says that the Regional Administrator is 13 
authorized to conduct the following activities and the last of 14 
the activities is to reopen a commercial or recreational season 15 
that had been prematurely closed, if needed, to assure that the 16 
allocation can be reached.  I guess it looks like that the RA 17 
does have the authority to reopen one of these fisheries if the 18 
quota hasn’t been caught. 19 
 20 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Dr. Crabtree, you have more power than you 21 

thought.  Any further discussion?  Hearing no further 22 
discussion, let’s vote this motion up or down.  All those in 23 
favor of the motion signify by saying aye; all those opposed 24 
same sign.  The motion passes. 25 

 26 
MR. FISCHER:  In conducting these analyses, I would also like to 27 
see under Alternative 2 Option A, which was to maintain a four 28 
fish bag limit and sixteen-inch minimum size limit on the 29 
recreational sector and that’s under a seven million pound TAC, 30 
which is what we’ve been discussing, a seven million pound TAC.  31 

It’s not status quo, because status quo would be a 9.12 million 32 
pound TAC.  This would be under a seven million pound TAC to do 33 
the analysis. 34 
 35 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Do I hear a second to Mr. Fischer’s motion? 36 

 37 
MR. ADAMS:  Second. 38 

 39 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Mr. Adams seconded. 40 

 41 
MR. FISCHER:  As far as discussion, on the spreadsheet it yields 42 

138 days open, 137 days if you choose different months.  It’s in 43 
the same time frame.  I think when the public was speaking of 44 
the thirteen-inch fish, they assume that if we go to a smaller 45 
fish we would be landing less pounds and the season would be 46 
open considerably longer. 47 
 48 
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They didn’t see the analysis and I think that’s where the public 1 
was getting these smaller fish from.  It’s not status quo, but 2 
show the present regulations and the fact that it’s not really 3 
that grave of a time difference. 4 
 5 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any other discussion regarding this motion?  6 
Hearing none, all those in favor of the motion say aye; all 7 
those opposed same sign.  Let’s do a show of hands.  All those 8 
in favor of the motion; all those opposed same sign.  The motion 9 
passes. 10 

 11 
MR. PERRET:  Following additional discussion, the committee 12 
recommends, and I so move, that under the options for a 5.0 13 
million pound TAC the council include for analyses the following 14 
options: two fish bag limit, sixteen-inch minimum size limit, 15 
June 1 to September 15, 107 days; a two fish bag limit, fifteen-16 
inch minimum size limit, May 15 to July 31, 77days; two fish bag 17 
limit, fourteen-inch minimum size limit, May 15 to July 31, 77 18 
days; two fish bag limit, fourteen-inch minimum size limit, June 19 
1 to August 15, 76 days; and a one fish bag limit, thirteen-inch 20 
minimum size limit, June 1 to August 31, 92 days. 21 
 22 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Thank you, Mr. Perret.  Are there any 23 

discussions regarding the committee motion? 24 
 25 
MS. MORRIS:  Again, Dr. Leard has requested that we reduce the 26 

number of options to be analyzed here and to be consistent with 27 
what we did for the seven million pound TAC, we should probably 28 
eliminate the one fish bag at thirteen inches and I’m open -- It 29 
seems like we should discuss which of the two fish bags at 30 
fourteen inches to leave or maybe we don’t want any two fish bag 31 
at fourteen inches. 32 
 33 
Based on the earlier discussion, we decided to drop the fourteen 34 
inches one, but I’m not going to make a motion until we talk 35 
about it. 36 
 37 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any discussion? 38 

 39 
MS. WILLIAMS:  I have a question for Dr. Leard.  We sat in 40 

committee and we reduced what we had there so that he wouldn’t 41 
have a lot of analysis to do and now he’s coming back and asking 42 
us to reduce it again without looking at -- I just don’t 43 
understand why we have to keep reducing.  Dr. Leard, can I ask 44 
why you need us to now reduce it down to four when we reduced it 45 
in committee and now you’re asking us to now reduce it again? 46 
 47 
DR. LEARD:  I think I originally set out in committee asking 48 
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that we get these down to three or four alternatives that seem 1 
to be reasonable for the analyses that we have to develop for 2 
the public hearing draft. 3 
 4 
As I said, those can be changed, but just so that we can get the 5 
analyses done in order to get the public hearing draft out to 6 
try to get those.  We’ve still got to deal with the captain and 7 
crew and if there’s other percentages or stuff like that.  Three 8 
or four options under each one of these amounts to quite a bit 9 
of biological, economic, and social impact analysis to get done 10 
and to get that done before the August meeting. 11 
 12 
MS. WILLIAMS:  To that point, one quick thing.  Mr. Zales 13 

reminded me we’ve already had the analysis done on captain and 14 
crew way back when and so you’ve already got that, back when 15 
Andy Kemmerer was here. 16 
 17 
Some of these analyses that it sounds like we’ve got to come up 18 
with we’ve already got and probably have already taken action 19 
on.  Have Bob to explain the captain and crew to you.  This 20 
council has actually already looked at it. 21 
 22 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  The numbers could have changed.  They may 23 

not have changed, but they would have to reanalyze it using the 24 
recreational data up to date to do that.  I think what he’s 25 
really referring to is the tables that were presented cover the 26 
range of options, but it’s just less of the actual text they 27 
have to write in regards to those various options, I believe. 28 
 29 
MR. PERRET:  To reduce the amount of analyses, I’ll offer a 30 
substitute motion to delete the last two options, the one fish 31 
at thirteen and the two fish at fourteen, June 1 to August 15. 32 

 33 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Do I hear a second? 34 

 35 
MS. MORRIS:  Second. 36 

 37 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any further discussion about the motion and 38 

what options are left?  Does everyone understand which options 39 
we have left?  It’s up on the board.  Seeing no further 40 
discussion, all those in favor of the substitute motion say aye; 41 
all those opposed same sign.  The motion passes.  At this 42 

moment, we’ve been back about an hour-and-a-half.  Let’s take a 43 
short recess and come back in about ten minutes. 44 
 45 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 46 
 47 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  If we could, could we resume order here.  48 
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We’re still in Joint Reef Fish/Shrimp Management. 1 
 2 
MR. PERRET:  The committee then discussed options for weekend 3 

openings under a 7.0 million TAC and outside of a core 4 
recreational red snapper fishing season of May 15 to August 31. 5 
Following discussion, the committee recommends, and I so move, 6 
that the council include for analyses the following options: May 7 
15 to August 31 core season, four fish bag limit, sixteen-inch 8 
minimum size limit, that would be eight weekends after core for 9 
124 days total; a May 15 to August 31 core season, two fish bag 10 
limit, fourteen-inch minimum size limit, eight weekends after 11 
core for 124 days total. 12 
 13 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Thank you, Mr. Perret. 14 

 15 
MS. MORRIS:  I think we deleted the fourteen-inch size limit 16 

option from one that we’re going to look at under the seven 17 
million pound TAC, didn’t we? 18 
 19 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  That was Dr. Crabtree’s motion. 20 

 21 
MS. MORRIS:  Can we go back to the motion on the recreational 22 

seven million pound options? 23 
 24 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  There it is. 25 

 26 
MS. MORRIS:  To be consistent with that, let’s look at Tab C-4b 27 

and we’re going to have to choose -- We don’t have a two fish at 28 
fifteen-inch option there. 29 
 30 
MR. PERRET:  For consistency, we should do away with the 31 

fourteen and make that fifteen, Julie, is that what you’re -- 32 
 33 
MS. MORRIS:  We would have to make that a two fish at fifteen 34 

inch.  Maybe you would consider that a friendly amendment. 35 
 36 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  It’s a committee motion. 37 

 38 
MS. MORRIS:  We need to make it an amendment? 39 

 40 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Yes. 41 

 42 
MS. MORRIS:  The amendment would be to switch fourteen inch to 43 
fifteen inch in the committee motion and then I have another 44 
issue to bring up as well. 45 
 46 
MR. PERRET:  I second that. 47 

 48 
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MS. MORRIS:  Should I bring up the other issue as well? 1 

 2 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  If you want to wrap it all into one 3 

amendment, you could. 4 
 5 
MS.  MORRIS:  Then the amendment would also request that under 6 

these two weekend only options there would be two sub-options, 7 
one Texas only and one for the whole Gulf.   8 
 9 
MR. PERRET:  I don’t want to second that one. 10 

 11 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  After we put it up, they’re different enough 12 

issues that we should have separate motions.  We’ll hold the 13 
second part of that.  I apologize that I steered you wrong. 14 
 15 
DR. LEARD:  Mr. Chairman, I was just going to -- Under 4b, if 16 

you go with a fifteen-inch minimum size limit, looking at the 17 
alternatives that will achieve the 23 percent reduction that 18 
you’re looking at, the one pretty much in the middle of the 19 
third column there, a May 15 to October 31st three fish at 20 
fifteen-inch minimum size limit, gets you 120 days and gets you 21 
six days or six weekends after the core season. 22 
 23 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Ms. Morris is -- Unless she’s willing to 24 

change her motion -- I appreciate you highlighting that for us, 25 
but Ms. Morris has made a motion and it’s been seconded.  Our 26 
amendment to the motion changes fourteen to fifteen and leaves 27 
us with -- What’s our days now? 28 
 29 
MS. MORRIS:  Dr. Leard is going to have to recalculate how many 30 

weekends and how many total days there are based on that.  What 31 
he’s saying now is if we are open to not really knowing how many 32 
weekends and how many days that would result in at this point, 33 
we can find that out when we see the analysis. 34 
 35 
If we wanted to look at something that he has already done the 36 
analysis on, then we should actually change it to three fish at 37 
fifteen inches, as he pointed out to in the table at C-4b.  I’m 38 
open to discussion about what direction we want to go. 39 
 40 
MS. WILLIAMS:  I know we’re sitting here and we’re trying to put 41 

options together of what we have in front of us.  What I do not 42 
understand is why no one wants to look at thirteen, fourteen, 43 
fifteen, and sixteen with all the public testimony that we’ve 44 
had out of Texas that, number one, says we don’t want to be at 45 
sixteen inches, because the average total number size of the 46 
fish that we catch we’re throwing back because they’re not 47 
sixteen inches. 48 
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 1 
We’re not giving them other options to look at by staying with 2 
the sixteen and the fifteen and not doing the fourteen and the 3 
thirteen.  Plus, we heard at the last meeting about a perceived 4 
conflict between commercial and recreational.  5 
 6 
We already know that you’re going to do something with the size 7 
limit on commercial and to try and not have compatible size 8 
limits across for both recreational and commercial is wrong.  I 9 
don’t care how many analyses it takes or what else they’ve got 10 
to do, but they’ve got to give the public something really to 11 
look at and like I said, it wasn’t just this year.   12 
 13 
We’ve been told for the last six years that Texas didn’t want 14 
these higher size limits, because their fish just aren’t that 15 
big there.  Yet we sit here and we keep going with these higher 16 
size limits and that’s wrong and we need to make some other 17 
options. 18 
 19 
MS. MORRIS:  The amendment that I’m moving would just say two 20 

fish at fifteen inches there, but then we have to leave the 21 
number of weekends after core and the total number of days to be 22 
determined by staff. 23 
 24 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any other discussion?  Ms. Williams, I do 25 

recognize, as well as you do, that most of our folks have not 26 
seen this out there in industry in these days and it is likely 27 
that we may come back with different options after we hear some 28 
of the public testimony that we would receive. 29 
 30 
I know that will also create extra work, but we are going to 31 
hear public testimony on these options and some of the ones we 32 
may not have chosen.  Any other comments?  Hearing none, let’s 33 
vote on the -- It was a committee motion.  We have to vote on 34 
the amendment and then the motion itself.  Let’s vote on the 35 
amendment to the motion, which is to change fourteen to fifteen 36 
and then the days may change.  All those in favor of the 37 
amendment say aye; all those opposed same sign.  The amendment 38 
passes.  Now let’s vote on the amended motion.  All those in 39 

favor -- 40 
 41 
MS. MORRIS:  The chairman asked me to offer some sub-options to 42 
the main motion and there it is.  Under these two weekend only 43 
options, have sub-options in which they would apply only to 44 
Texas or the alternative would be that they would apply to the 45 
entire Gulf. 46 

 47 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Is there a second for the motion? 48 
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 1 
MR. WILLIAMS:  Second. 2 

 3 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Mr. Williams seconds. 4 

 5 
MR. PERRET:  What is the rationale for segregating one state 6 

versus the other states?   7 
 8 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  I will try to answer that.  The reason why I 9 

asked Ms. Morris to make the motion or to help out here -- I 10 
would have passed the gavel and made the motion myself, but one 11 
of the things is we’ve heard over the course of the last five 12 
years, since we put the five-year rule into place, that in Texas 13 
we basically -- Our season over there, first of all, we have 14 
less species diversity compared to other parts of the eastern 15 
Gulf in options we have to fish on. 16 
 17 
Specifically, our charter fleet and party fleet had a winter 18 
Texan business that we basically had opportunities in the winter 19 
to get tourists down to those local economies and get them into 20 
hotels and get them into restaurants and optimizing our benefits 21 
from this fishery, this is one of the ways that we can look at 22 
this, by basically changing our season structure that will fit 23 
our fishery better than it might have fit some other places in 24 
the Gulf. 25 
 26 
We’re not asking for additional fish.  We’re just asking for a 27 
different seasonal option that might allow us to do some of 28 
those things and I understand it will create a line in the 29 
water. 30 
 31 
It’s going to create some enforcement issues where that occurs.  32 
Any time you do draw a boundary like that, there will be 33 
enforcement issues, but I still think it’s an option that we 34 
need to include. 35 
 36 
Like I said, over the course of the last several years we’ve 37 
heard a lot of public testimony in support of this kind of 38 
option and I think we at least ought to have it in the public 39 
hearing document. 40 
 41 
MR. FISCHER:  Do you think this boundary line ends at Galveston 42 

or High Island or do you think it maybe flows a little further 43 
east into Cameron or where are you going to draw the line?  Why 44 
is it Texas only and do you think some of the needs of Louisiana 45 
-- If you allowed them to comment on it, they might want to jump 46 
on the Texas bandwagon. 47 
 48 
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CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  There could easily be a second sub-option 1 

that did Texas and Louisiana and I certainly believe it may be 2 
reasonable that you all, because of the species diversity issues 3 
as well as some of your same economic issues, you may want to 4 
jump on that bandwagon. 5 
 6 
MR. PERRET:  Are there other questions or comments?  Mr. 7 

Fischer, are you finished or do you want to say something else? 8 
 9 
MR. FISCHER:  I was going to seek a substitute or if I want to 10 

modify the amendment, would a substitute motion or -- 11 
 12 
CHAIRMAN PERRET:  The maker of the motion said it could be 13 

friendly. 14 
 15 
MR. FISCHER:  It’s fixing to be a border war between states and 16 

I don’t know if it would be friendly, but I would like to see an 17 
option that flows toward the Mississippi River, because we have 18 
similar conditions.  I don’t know where to draw the line at this 19 
time and maybe that’s something we want the public to discuss, 20 
but I would like to see Louisiana -- We don’t have the species 21 
diversity of Florida. 22 
 23 
MS. MORRIS:  That would be viewed by the mover and the seconder 24 
as a friendly amendment, west of the Mississippi River. 25 

 26 
MR. PERRET:  Your friendly amendment, the Option 3 I guess, is 27 

west of the Mississippi River.  Do we want to be specific and 28 
say Main Pass, South Pass, Southeast Pass, Southwest Pass? 29 
 30 
MR. FISCHER:  I don’t know, but I think if we put entire Gulf we 31 

just defeated what it’s about of having a split and am I 32 
correct? 33 
 34 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  The entire Gulf is still an option on the 35 

table here, but this would just allow for -- I’m trying to be 36 
explicit about this, because there was some misunderstanding 37 
after the last meeting. 38 
 39 
That was my original intent when I made and discussed the other 40 
motion, but there was some belief that I wasn’t explicit about 41 
that enough and so, like I said, we’re bringing it up on top of 42 
the table to make sure that everybody understands that I’m 43 
talking about an option that could allow Texas to split off if 44 
the council deemed it was an appropriate management measure that 45 
would help optimize benefits. 46 
 47 
MR. PERRET:  The acting chair is going to ask this.  Could we 48 
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just maybe clarify it a little better and Number 1 would be 1 
entire Gulf; Number 2, Texas only; and Number 3, west of the 2 
Mississippi River and is that okay?  Okay. 3 
 4 
MS. WILLIAMS:  This would only include the sixteen and the 5 

fifteen-inch size limit, is that correct? 6 
 7 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Right now, we’ve eliminated some of the 8 

other options that we have in the spreadsheet.  I still consider 9 
the spreadsheet as part of this document, quite frankly, but in 10 
order to reduce the analysis, we took those with the maximum 11 
days.  That’s all we have now, yes. 12 
 13 
MR. PERRET:  Any other comments or any questions?  Do we know 14 

what weekends are?  Is that Saturday and Sunday, all day 15 
Saturday and Sunday?  For the record, what is the definition of 16 
a weekend, at least for this motion? 17 
 18 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  For the definition of this motion, it’s a 19 

Saturday and Sunday, 12:01 a.m. on Saturday until Sunday at 20 
11:59 or 12:00 p.m. 21 
 22 
MR. PERRET:  Does everyone understand the amendment?  Any other 23 

discussion?  The amendment is that under these two weekend only 24 
options have three sub-options: Number 1, Texas only; Number 2, 25 
entire Gulf; Number 3, west of the Mississippi River.  Does 26 
everyone understand the amendment?  Are you ready to vote?  All 27 
those in favor signify by saying aye; opposed like sign.  The 28 
ayes have it and the amendment carries. 29 
 30 

Now we go to the motion as amended.  Is there any other 31 
discussion on the motion as amended?  The motion as amended is 32 
to add to options under the 7.0 million pound TAC May 15 to 33 
August 31, four fish, sixteen inches, eight weekends after the 34 
core, 124 days; May 15 to August 31, two fish, fifteen inches, X 35 
weekends after the core; X number of days.  In other words, that 36 
will have to be determined by staff.  Under these two weekend 37 
only options, have three sub-options: Number 1, entire Gulf; 38 
Number 2, Texas only; and Number 3, west of the Mississippi 39 
River.  All those in favor signify by saying aye; opposed like 40 
sign.  The ayes have it.  The motion carries. 41 

 42 
DR. CRABTREE:  Our analyst, Andy Strelcheck, has a question 43 

about how we want him to analyze the Texas weekends versus the 44 
rest of the Gulf and can he pose his question and see if we can 45 
answer it? 46 
 47 
MR. ANDY STRELCHECK:  Hopefully I can explain it better to you 48 
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than I did Roy.  The issue will be if you want this analyzed for 1 
only Texas or only the western Gulf of Mexico, how are you going 2 
to want the eastern Gulf of Mexico handled for the rest of the 3 
analyses? 4 
 5 
Obviously if you assume no weekends in the eastern Gulf of 6 
Mexico, there could be different seasons, different size limits 7 
and bag limits.  There would have to be some type of difference 8 
in the regulations at that point. 9 
 10 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Unfortunately, though it may be clear to 11 

some others, I’m not totally clear what kind of question you’re 12 
asking.  Does anyone else understand the question and can help? 13 
 14 
MR. ADAMS:  I think what he’s asking is if you go to a weekend 15 

only for just a portion of the Gulf, and for argument’s sake, 16 
let’s say west of the Mississippi, and first of all, you’re 17 
going to have to split the TAC between the east and west Gulf 18 
and if the west Gulf has X amount of TAC, which would allow them 19 
to fish weekends only for X number of days to achieve that TAC, 20 
then you have the TAC for the eastern side, but we’re not 21 
directing staff on how to split that out. 22 
 23 
They would still be under an every day of the week scenario for 24 
a different number of days and that TAC under that scenario for 25 
the eastern Gulf may allow a bigger fish and a bigger size limit 26 
or a smaller fish or a smaller size limit. 27 
 28 
You’re not only splitting the Gulf and the weekends only, but 29 
you’re splitting it into separate TACs, which may generate 30 
different numbers and size. 31 
 32 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  I would approach it two ways and maybe this 33 

is discussion it’s good to have in open council, but maybe we 34 
could help Andy in another way, but we’ll at least try to help 35 
here a little bit so that every here is -- 36 
 37 
There’s actually two approaches.  One is we don’t actually have 38 
hard TACs where you’re having closures at this point.  You’re 39 
trying to manage by bag and size limits and so by taking each 40 
one and analyzing it, they both could be separate -- They’re 41 
separate analyses as far as days and how that affects the number 42 
of days. 43 
 44 
We may end up with less days or they may end up with more days 45 
or vice versa.  The other option is to actually go in and pull a 46 
certain amount or portion of the historical catch based on a 47 
historical time period of some sort and say we’re trying to give 48 
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you this amount of fish. 1 
 2 
Right now though, given the uncertainties in many of these 3 
datasets, I’m more inclined to do the first type of analysis and 4 
not necessarily go to the second, but that’s not really my call.  5 
That’s really you all’s call. 6 
 7 
DR. CRABTREE:  Andy, to analyze this, don’t you have to 8 

basically allocate some percentage of the quota to the western 9 
Gulf or Texas?  I don’t think you can analyze it without doing 10 
that, can you? 11 
 12 
MR. STRELCHECK:  You could do what Degraaf Adams was suggesting 13 

and separate the TAC out into eastern and western and I guess 14 
the simplest approach would be if you take the equal percent 15 
reductions eastern and western Gulf and then you would have to 16 
obviously meet those reductions with each of the sets of 17 
management regulations that are selected for the various regions 18 
that you’re analyzing. 19 
 20 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  You’ve actually already done it in the 21 

current analysis.  You’re just assuming that Texas will reduce -22 
- In any of the options that you’ve looked at, you’re saying we 23 
get this many days and we’re going to catch the same amount of 24 
fish, minus the percent reduction we needed, as we’ve done in 25 
the past. 26 
 27 
MR. STRELCHECK:  Correct.  The problem I was trying to point out 28 

is with the motion that you passed, what you’re implying is that 29 
the western Gulf could go to a core season with some weekends 30 
occurring before or after that core season. 31 
 32 
The eastern Gulf, if they didn’t have weekends, the core season 33 
may not be the same and so it’s unclear what you would want to 34 
be presented for the eastern Gulf of Mexico, just a fixed season 35 
at that point that would provide the longest season possible 36 
that would overlap or be very similar to what’s in the western 37 
Gulf? 38 
 39 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Currently, the fixed seasons that you have 40 

were in the previous motions before that and you had those days 41 
fixed and they’re based on the catch rates during those days and 42 
the different catch rates between weekend and weekday and the 43 
different months. 44 
 45 
As you said yesterday, if you pull them off at the front end, 46 
you end up, because the catch rates are higher, than if you try 47 
to extend the season and you push to like a June 1 opening and 48 
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you get a longer season.  It’s really already embedded in the 1 
current analysis, I believe.  Maybe this is not a debate we 2 
should be having at full council. 3 
 4 
I will say these options have been talked about for five years 5 
and so we, I would have hoped, been thinking about ways we might 6 
consider at least looking at some of those things.   7 
 8 
MR. HORN:  I just wanted to comment.  It could be broken out in 9 

just days fished.  That’s what we’re looking at anyway, how many 10 
days are you going to allow recreational to fish.  If one side 11 
of the Gulf wanted all theirs in one time consistently all the 12 
way through and then if Texas wanted theirs broken down to make 13 
their season last longer, then -- That’s basically what we’ve 14 
done in the commercial.  It’s just days fished, for the most 15 
part.  It’s not exactly, but it’s still similar. 16 
 17 
MR. PERRET:  The committee discussed the need for additional 18 

analyses that had been requested at the last meeting, but had 19 
not been completed, and the need for these analyses prior to 20 
making additional decisions, particularly regarding TAC for red 21 
snapper.  Following discussion, the committee recommends, and I 22 
so move, that the council direct staff to include the following 23 
analyses: Number 1, a discussion of each of the TAC alternatives 24 
in relation to ABC; Number 2, a discussion of how rapidly the 25 
stock would recover and in which year overfishing would end for 26 
each of the TAC alternatives; and Number 3, the estimated 27 
discard mortality associated with the recreational bag limits 28 
and seasons for each alternative. 29 
 30 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a committee motion. 31 

 32 
MR. ADAMS:  I don’t want to launch a bomb on this whole thing 33 

and vote it down, but I would like to suggest some additions.  34 
What we’re doing so far in these amendments is looking at 35 
different analyses of TAC and what bag and size and dates that 36 
TAC will allow us. 37 
 38 
Now, we’re asking for the staff to look at those TAC limits and 39 
tell us, depending on which option we choose, when the 40 
rebuilding will occur.  The problem with that is when we 41 
originally started discussing this Amendment 27, Dr. Porch came 42 
to us and gave us these isopleths that show us when overfishing 43 
will end and the progress of rebuilding. 44 
 45 
On each one of these isopleths, there’s two axes.  One is a 46 
directed fishery TAC and one is percentage in reduction in 47 
shrimp bycatch.  First of all, all of these isopleths and 48 
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rebuilding models are built upon certain percentage reductions 1 
in shrimp bycatch commencing or anticipated to commence in the 2 
year 2007. 3 
 4 
We’ve been told that these drastic reductions in shrimp bycatch 5 
as a result in the reduction in shrimp effort has actually 6 
started in 2005.  I’m suggesting that they can’t tell us when 7 
overfishing will end and the rebuilding progress, based on just 8 
TAC alternatives, which this motion only addresses.   9 
 10 
It also has to address the perception in bycatch reduction and 11 
since bycatch reduction is different since Dr. Porch originally 12 
gave it to us, estimated to be commencing in 2007, the bycatch 13 
reduction axis of these isopleths needs to be changed. 14 
 15 
I would also suggest that the TAC reduction amounts that are 16 
shown on the axis of each one of these isopleths needs to be 17 
changed to build in the estimated 500,000 pounds that hasn’t 18 
been caught for the last three years. 19 
 20 
If we want staff to look at rebuilding based upon reduction in 21 
the TAC options that we just got finished voting on, I would 22 
suggest an amendment that adds an Item 4 that the original 23 
rebuilding isopleths be reformulated based upon shrimp effort 24 
reductions commencing in 2005 and the TAC axis of each isopleth 25 
be reformulated to include underages for the last three years in 26 
the directed fishery. 27 
 28 
DR. SHIPP:  I think Degraaf is absolutely correct.  At the 29 

break, Corky showed me some numbers of the shrimp fleet off 30 
Louisiana -- Anyway, the numbers were half of where they 31 
normally are. 32 
 33 
I still think the people that live down here just do not have an 34 
appreciation of what has gone on in the northern Gulf.  It’s not 35 
just the shrimp fleet.  It’s everything, the census and all the 36 
rest of it.  I was trying to think of an analogy of what we’re 37 
doing and I have the feeling that it’s like somebody gave us a 38 
road map of Alabama, but we were in Mississippi trying to follow 39 
it. 40 
 41 
That’s kind of the way I feel like we’re doing here.  Everything 42 
is based on pre-hurricane analyses and information and things 43 
are just totally different right now.  They’re just totally 44 
different. 45 
 46 
I’m not going to do it now, because I don’t think we’ve got time 47 
enough to discuss it, but I’m seriously considering at the next 48 
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meeting moving that this whole process go back to SEDAR and we 1 
start all over again.  When they did their analysis last time, 2 
we were in a totally different situation than we are now.  3 
Having said all that, I support Degraaf’s addition. 4 
 5 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Let me help to clarify what this original 6 

motion did.  The original motion was actually came out of our 7 
committee and it was a request to staff and it’s to include 8 
further discussion of these items within the document. 9 
 10 
What we’re doing is basically just reemphasizing to staff and 11 
the IPT Team that we needed this in the document with more 12 
discussion so that we understand what the ramifications of some 13 
of those things are. 14 
 15 
With that, some of those things, some of the isopleths, did 16 
include reductions of -- Many of those included reductions of 17 
bycatch up to 76 percent, because that was the targets we were 18 
looking at. 19 
 20 
MR. ADAMS:  But commencing in 2007 and they’re telling us that 21 

it has already commenced in 2005. 22 
 23 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Good point, but at this point, we still have 24 

a committee motion and we probably need to -- 25 
 26 
MR. ADAMS:  I was making an amendment to the motion, but staff 27 

didn’t write it down as I said it to try to get a second to my 28 
amendment.  The amendment would have also an Option 4, a 29 
reanalysis of the rebuilding program based upon shrimp effort 30 
reduction commencing in 2005 and Option 5, to rebuild analysis 31 
on the TAC axis of rebuilding isopleths based upon underages of 32 
500,000 pounds for the last three years. 33 
 34 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Do I have a second?  Dr. Shipp seconded the 35 

amendment. 36 
 37 
MR. PERRET:  Degraaf, for Number 4, should that not be shrimp 38 

effort reduction from the 2001 to 2003 base period?  Isn’t that 39 
the three years we’re using for the base? 40 
 41 
MR. ADAMS:  I don’t know what uses as a base, because it’s not 42 

showing it, but what it’s saying is that the isopleths are 43 
showing a reduction in whatever year base it is, which may be 44 
2001.  That reduction was not anticipated to start until 2005 45 
and so if you’re just making a clarification of what the base 46 
year is, then -- 47 
 48 
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MR. PERRET:  The base is the 2001 to 2003 period. 1 

 2 
MR. ADAMS:  I would agree. 3 

 4 
MS. WILLIAMS:  Degraaf, I know the commercial industry last year 5 

was under right at a half-a-million pounds.  I’m not sure about 6 
the year before.  They’ve been under several years.  Where did 7 
you get your 500,000 pounds and are you also including the 8 
underages in this from the commercial sector and not just the 9 
recreational sector? 10 
 11 
MR. ADAMS:  I think the 500,000 pounds for each of the last 12 

three years was a figure that someone brought up earlier today 13 
and I thought that it applied both as a total for both 14 
commercial and recreational, but the figures in the rebuilding 15 
is based upon a directed fishery TAC of both commercial and 16 
recreational and so it would be for both. 17 
 18 
DR. CRABTREE:  I think what you want to do, Degraaf -- I don’t 19 

know if the 500,000 pounds is right.  I heard someone mention 20 
that, but then they also said that didn’t include the headboat 21 
and the Texas landings. 22 
 23 
I think what you’re asking is that they rerun some of the 24 
projections using the actual landings that occurred subsequent 25 
to the final model year, which I believe was 2004, but we’ll 26 
have to check on that.  That would mean whatever the actual 27 
landings of 2005 and 2006 were and then taking into account the 28 
drop in shrimp trawl bycatch occurring earlier than 2007. 29 
 30 
We can ask the Science Center about whether they can do that or 31 
not and try to deliver as much of that as we can by the next 32 
meeting. 33 
 34 
MS. WALKER:  I was noticing under Table 8.4.6, where they talk 35 

about the recreational red snapper harvest, and they’re using 36 
documents back from the 1999 assessment.  I know that Steve 37 
Turner, during the 2005 stock assessment, had gone back and 38 
recalculated what the landings were and I would ask why we’re 39 
not using that in this document, because I think it was 40 
different. 41 
 42 
DR. CRABTREE:  To the best of my knowledge, we are using the 43 

corrected, adjusted landings that were used in the SEDAR 44 
assessment in all of these, but the SEDAR assessment, I believe, 45 
only looked at landings through 2004.  I’m not sure what you’re 46 
looking at. 47 
 48 
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MS. WALKER:  I’m looking at Table -- I don’t have Steve Turner’s 1 

paper with me.  You emailed it to me a few weeks back, but I 2 
don’t think it’s this Table 8.4.6.  Maybe Steve Atran can tell 3 
us. 4 
 5 
DR. CRABTREE:  I don’t know, Bobbi.  We’ll look at this table 6 

and see if it needs to be updated. 7 
 8 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  It seems like we’re just going to have to 9 

look at that.  Any other discussion regarding the amendment to 10 
the motion?  Hearing none, all those in favor of the amendment 11 
to the motion say aye; all those opposed same sign.  The motion 12 
passes.  That takes us back to the full motion.  Is there any 13 

further discussion? 14 
 15 
MS. WILLIAMS:  Under 3, the estimated discard mortality 16 

associated with recreational bag limits and seasons for each 17 
alternative, should we also have size limits added to that?  18 
You’re looking at bag and seasons, but not size. 19 
 20 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Yes, to be technically correct, we would 21 

need to add size there.  Can we do that without having an 22 
amendment process here?  It’s understood that size is included 23 
in that suite of options.  Is that okay with you, Kay?  Good 24 
catch.  Any further discussion regarding the amended committee 25 
motion? 26 
 27 
MS. WALKER:  I have one question, Mr. Chairman.  I know the new 28 

census data is supposed to be in any day now and so all of those 29 
discard numbers and things are going to change.  Is staff going 30 
to take that into consideration or are they going to use the old 31 
numbers? 32 
 33 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Staff, would you all attempt to respond to 34 

that, please? 35 
 36 
MR. STRELCHECK:  All analyses are based on the 2001 through 2003 37 

time period, which were the last three years in the stock 38 
assessment. 39 
 40 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  When you refer to the census data, I think 41 

you’re referring to the population data and I think as, and Roy 42 
may back this up, but as he said earlier that if we get to 43 
August and we have better information about how that has changed 44 
fishing pressure, we will be prepared to do that and we also 45 
passed the earlier motion that also looked at a reduction in 46 
that pressure.  Roy, would you like to try to respond as well? 47 
 48 
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DR. CRABTREE:  I think where that will play in, Bobbi, is in the 1 

decision about how much reduction of effort, due to storms, et 2 
cetera, took place.  I don’t know how we would take that -- I 3 
think that census data would probably only apply for the last 4 
year, for that one year.   5 
 6 
We’ll do the best we can to make those adjustments, but I think 7 
where that really becomes a factor is what decision the council 8 
makes about how much they think effort is going to be down for 9 
the next year. 10 
 11 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Hearing no further discussion, we will vote 12 
on the amended motion.  All those in favor of the amended 13 
committee motion say aye; all those opposed same sign.  The 14 
motion passes. 15 
 16 
MR. PERRET:  The committee moved to include the Shrimp 17 

Management Committee agenda into the Joint Reef Fish/Shrimp 18 
Management Committee agenda and that carried without objection. 19 
 20 
Following the lunch recess, the committee discussed Action 2 of 21 
Joint Reef Fish Amendment 27/Shrimp Amendment 14.  Following 22 
discussion, the committee recommends, and I so move, that the 23 
council add an alternative to require the use of non-stainless 24 
steel circle hooks, venting devices, and dehooking devices. 25 
 26 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a committee motion. 27 

 28 
MR. ADAMS:  As an amendment and more of a clarification, after 29 
the word “hooks” I would insert “with natural baits.”  What I’m 30 

trying to specify is that a lot of artificial lures still have 31 
j-hooks or treble hooks.  What we’re talking about is using 32 
corrodible circle hooks when you’re using bait. 33 
 34 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We will consider this a substitute motion.  35 

Do we hear a second for the substitute motion?  Dr. Shipp has 36 
seconded the substitute motion.  Is there any further 37 
discussion? 38 
 39 
MR. FISCHER:  I understand the way it’s phrased, but we want to 40 

make certain we’re not omitting the possibility of using jigs or 41 
other devices.  It says that we must require the use of circle 42 
hooks with natural bait and Mau is not here and I used to kick 43 
him and he would correct these things. 44 
 45 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any further discussion regarding the 46 
substitute motion?  All those in favor of the substitute motion 47 
say aye; all those opposed same sign.  The motion passes. 48 
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 1 
MR. PERRET:  Following additional discussion, the committee 2 
recommends, and I so move, that the council direct staff to 3 
include alternatives to prohibit possession of a bag limit of 4 
red snapper by the captain and crew of for-hire vessels.  It was 5 

noted that the Council had previously approved this action. 6 
 7 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any discussion regarding the committee 8 

motion?  It was an already approved item. 9 
 10 
MR. FISCHER:  When we note that it was approved, we also have to 11 

note that it was overturned. 12 
 13 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any further discussion?  Hearing none, all 14 
those in favor of the committee motion say aye; all those 15 
opposed same sign.  The motion passed. 16 

 17 
MR. PERRET:  Mr. Perret asked if there was an answer to the 18 

question of whether importers are being charged for inspections 19 
of product.  He noted that this question had come up in previous 20 
discussions that included claims that exporters were being 21 
charged by other countries for such inspections.  He asked that 22 
someone attempt to determine the answer to this question.   23 
 24 
We didn’t have an answer at that time and this all developed 25 
from our Shrimp Advisory Panel meeting a few months back.  This 26 
issue came up and we had discussed it at the council and asked 27 
for clarification and we’re still trying to get an answer to 28 
that.  Review of Near Shore Areas Where Juvenile Red Snapper 29 
Congregate --  30 
 31 
DR. CRABTREE:  Before we leave the joint amendment, I would like 32 

to ask Dr. Leard a question.  Rick, the Shrimp FMP Framework 33 
allows for changes to the BRD protocol and criteria through a 34 
framework action. 35 
 36 
Could we not take the portion of this amendment that changes the 37 
BRD criteria out of this and move it forward as a regulatory 38 
amendment, a framework action, under the shrimp plan and if we 39 
did that, would it be possible for us to come back at the August 40 
meeting and take final action on that? 41 
 42 
DR. LEARD:  I would presume that we could, if legally we can do 43 

it under a regulatory amendment with the analysis that we’ve 44 
really already got in here.  Dr. Branstetter and I have been 45 
working on it. 46 
 47 
Dr. Diagne has just last week gotten some of the information, I 48 



  113 

think some of the last information he needs, to do the 1 
socioeconomic analysis and so really, most of the analysis for a 2 
regulatory amendment to change the BRD reduction criterion has 3 
basically already been done. 4 
 5 
Yes, I think that would probably be a cleaner thing and I would 6 
take that shrimp out of there and then most of what the council 7 
would be dealing with would be the red snapper issues. 8 
 9 
DR. CRABTREE:  I would offer a motion that we take the BRD 10 
criterion out of this amendment and move it as a framework 11 
action with the intent to come back at the August meeting and 12 
take final action on that.  If I can get a second, I’ll explain 13 

some more of my rationale. 14 
 15 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Mr. Perret seconded the motion. 16 

 17 
DR. CRABTREE:  We spoke earlier about the possibility of an 18 

interim rule and I think that the change in the criteria is 19 
something we’ve all agreed is overdue and needs to move forward.  20 
I’m a little nervous about doing that through a temporary 21 
measure, because it is, in effect, telling shrimpers to go out 22 
and invest money and modify their gear and I think it would be 23 
better to have that done as a permanent rule change. 24 
 25 
If we did it in this way and took final action on that portion 26 
of this in August, I would think we would take it and then do 27 
the proposed and final rule and we could have that change made 28 
by the end of the year and then we could get this fishery going 29 
under the new protocol with developing new BRDs and start making 30 
progress that much earlier on it.  31 
 32 
I think, given Mr. Leard’s comments, that -- I just don’t see 33 
any reason why not to go ahead and do that permanently and go 34 
ahead and get that done now, rather than letting it languish 35 
with these other things. 36 
 37 
Then we would also, through that same process, make some of the 38 
other changes to the protocol in terms of the statistical 39 
procedures and the testing procedures and things that have 40 
created problems along the years.  I think it would really open 41 
the door for a lot of innovation by the shrimp fishery and 42 
potentially start moving towards more effective BRDs. 43 
 44 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any further discussion? 45 

 46 
MR. PERRET:  Roy, are you saying that the industry may have or 47 

would have more flexibility in their ability to get experimental 48 



  114 

devices approved for testing for coming up with a better BRD 1 
device? 2 
 3 
DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, I think when we make the other revisions to 4 

the protocol we would address, for example, provisional 5 
certification criteria.  It also changes the statistical test 6 
that using a Bayesian technique instead of the way it’s been 7 
done before and I think there are other changes to it, all of 8 
which are designed to facilitate getting new BRDs into the 9 
fishery. 10 
 11 
MS. MORRIS:  Rick and Roy, I’m fearful that taking this out and 12 

moving it separately as a framework action will take time in 13 
terms of public comment, creating a new document, writing a new 14 
document.  Can you give us some assurance that this action isn’t 15 
going to place things in 27 on the back burner and slow them 16 
down and make it more difficult for us to have a document that 17 
we need to have ready in August ready in August? 18 
 19 
DR. LEARD:  Actually, I think that with the IPT approach that 20 

we’ve working on this, I’ve been kind of the staff lead on the 21 
Reef Fish 27/14 joint amendment, but the main thing that I’ve 22 
actually been responsible for writing on has been the shrimp 23 
parts of that. 24 
 25 
Since the effort cap portions are pretty much on a delay until 26 
the Shrimp Effort Workgroup gets finished with their business, 27 
my time in terms of writing will probably be focused on the BRD 28 
reduction criteria and other members of the IPT will be doing 29 
that. 30 
 31 
Also, by being a regulatory amendment, we won’t have public 32 
hearings.  We’ll just take public testimony at the August 33 
meeting.  I don’t really see, Ms. Morris, where it would slow it 34 
down at all, because, I working, primarily with Dr. Branstetter 35 
and Dr. Diagne, would be responsible for basically the writing 36 
and development chores. 37 
 38 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any further discussion?  Hearing none, let’s 39 
vote on the motion.  All those in favor of the motion say aye; 40 
all those opposed same sign.  The motion carries.  41 

 42 
MS. WALKER:  Before we leave the document, on page 34, Table 43 

8.4.3, we have 136 Class 1 red snapper license holders.  On the 44 
website, it only lists 126 and I think I can remember, and I 45 
know Kay can, I think there were only 134 Class 1 permits ever 46 
handed out and I was just wondering where this information came 47 
from. 48 
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 1 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  Actually, the numbers tend to vary 2 

on a daily basis, because of the fact that each of the permits 3 
expires on the person’s birthday and they have one year to get 4 
it.  When I’ve called over there at different times, the number 5 
varied, but the last number I did get was 136 Class 1 and 628 6 
Class 2. 7 
 8 
MS. WALKER:  I would ask Dr. Crabtree then, because I’ve been 9 

watching the website I know for the last six or eight months and 10 
there’s never been more than 126 on there and was there more 11 
than 134 ever issued? 12 
 13 
DR. CRABTREE:  I don’t know the answer to that.  I do know that 14 

with the Class 1 licenses they expire after a year, but there’s 15 
no deadline in terms of how long you have to renew them and I 16 
don’t know if what’s on our website is just the non-expired 17 
permit and so that could account for different numbers, but 18 
right at this moment I can’t tell you the answer to that. 19 
 20 
DR. SHIPP:  I have one other last comment before we leave this.  21 

I know we’re not addressing at this meeting the possible 22 
reduction in minimum sizes for the commercial harvest, but I do 23 
have some hard data on the impact of hook size in controlling 24 
the size of snapper and so I will provide that to staff so they 25 
may decide to use it. 26 
 27 
MS. WILLIAMS:  I was trying to think of the number, and I don’t 28 

have it right now on the top of my hat, but where some confusion 29 
may be -- Roy is right about as far as the renewal process, but 30 
also I don’t know if we were reporting Class 1 and then Class 1 31 
historical captain licenses.   32 
 33 
Somehow the historical captains was thrown in there and that may 34 
have messed up the numbering system from back then to now, 35 
whereas there aren’t any anymore.  36 
 37 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any further discussion regarding this point 38 

or other issues in 27/14? 39 
 40 
DR. SHIPP:  Just talking to Roy, he said that it would be 41 
appropriate to ask staff to generate some options regarding hook 42 
size requirements as it impacts release mortality and so I would 43 
make that in the form of a motion. 44 

 45 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a motion.  Do we have a second? 46 

 47 
MS. WALKER:  Second. 48 
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 1 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Ms. Walker seconded.  Do we have discussion? 2 

 3 
MR. ADAMS:  Are you talking about as it applies to commercial 4 

red snapper or red snapper across the board? 5 
 6 
DR. SHIPP:  It could apply to either, but at previous meetings 7 

we heard a tremendous amount of discussion about the release 8 
mortality rates in the commercial harvest, but it also could 9 
apply to the recreational. 10 
 11 
MR. ADAMS:  I’m all in favor of it to try to reduce the amount 12 

of discard mortality.  I think when you get into it though you 13 
need to refine it by just requiring a hook size on a boat as it 14 
applies to red snapper is going to be an enforcement nightmare 15 
when people are out there catching other fish too that are not 16 
subject to that particular hook size. 17 
 18 
It may have to be refined to while snapper are in possession 19 
aboard a vessel or if you’re just throwing it out there to 20 
implant in people’s head without regard to enforcement, that’s 21 
fine too. 22 
 23 
MR. HORN:  I would assume that under an IFQ program where red 24 

snapper will be open all year and a larger boat fishing deeper 25 
water would be catching vermilion along with it and they would 26 
be wanting to catch vermilion to add to their snapper catch and 27 
you must use a smaller hook, even to catch a larger vermilion 28 
snapper. 29 
 30 
You’re kind of getting into a lot of picking and choosing the 31 
details about how you’re going to do it and I think it would be 32 
a nightmare to try to do something like that.  It sounds like a 33 
good idea, but I don’t think it’s going to fly. 34 
 35 
DR. CRABTREE:  The only point I would make is if we’re going to 36 

do this, we’re going to pretty much have to give staff carte 37 
blanche leeway to develop some alternatives and all, because 38 
we’re not going to have time, given that we’re on track to 39 
approve a public hearing document at the next meeting, we’ll 40 
have to give them a lot of leeway to do what they can with it 41 
and bring it in.  Maybe it’s something we can work with and 42 
maybe not. 43 
 44 
MR. DAUGHDRILL:  Also, when you come to hook sizes, manufactures 45 

have different sizes.  A 3/0 can be three different sizes from 46 
three different manufactures, because I saw that HMS study in 47 
Washington, D.C. 48 
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 1 
MS. WALKER:  I was just going to remind staff that at one of the 2 

public hearings there was a commercial fisherman there, David 3 
Walker, and they should be able to find that testimony where he 4 
told us at that public hearing that hook sizes made a difference 5 
in commercial fishing and he was recommending us look at it. 6 
 7 
MS. WILLIAMS:  I can understand how circle hook versus a j-hook 8 

-- We’ve seen plenty of the studies and we know it’s better to 9 
use the circle hooks, but now to go out -- I don’t know that -- 10 
Fishermen are going to use whatever size hook they need to use 11 
to catch the fish. 12 
 13 
If they’re getting a bycatch or smaller fish, they know how to 14 
adjust their own hooks without us telling them what size hooks 15 
they need to use, but that wouldn’t just apply to the commercial 16 
industry.  You would have to look at it on the recreational 17 
industry and I doubt that the recreational industry is going to 18 
want us telling them what kind of hook they can have on the end 19 
of their line too. 20 
 21 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any further discussion regarding this motion 22 

to have staff develop options regarding hook size to reduce 23 
bycatch mortality?  Hearing none, all those in favor of the 24 
motion say aye; all those opposed like sign.  The motion passes. 25 
 26 
MS. MORRIS:  I just want to clarify and get agreement that the 27 

goal is for the IPT and council staff to prepare a complete 28 
draft document for our August meeting.  Is that the 29 
understanding, that that’s the goal we’re working towards? 30 
 31 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  It’s my understanding that we’re trying to 32 

have a public hearing draft in August if at all possible.  Would 33 
you concur with that, Dr. Crabtree? 34 
 35 
DR. CRABTREE:  Absolutely. 36 

 37 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any other discussion items in 27/14?  With 38 

that, Mr. Perret. 39 
 40 
MR. PERRET:  We had asked Mr. Jeff Rester to give us a 41 

presentation on the review of near shore areas where juvenile 42 
red snapper congregate.  Mr. Rester reviewed SEAMAP sampling 43 
data showing the distribution of juvenile red snapper catches. 44 
 45 
He also reviewed other literature showing primary depths of 46 
capture, suitability of habitat types, bottom, and interactions 47 
of age one and age zero spatially.  He noted that catches tend 48 
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to be higher in July and August. 1 
 2 
However, in state waters of Texas and probably in the hypoxic 3 
zone off Louisiana, abundance is higher later in the summer and 4 
early fall.  He noted that this and perhaps other information 5 
would be used or could be used to analyze time/area closure 6 
alternatives in the Options Paper for Shrimp Amendment 15. 7 
 8 
We then had a review of Shrimp Amendment 15, the preliminary 9 
options paper, by Dr. Leard.  Dr. Leard noted that the options 10 
were basically the same as in previous documents. However, they 11 
had been somewhat rearranged.  He then reviewed them.  Following 12 
discussion, the committee recommends, and I so move, to include 13 
under Action 1, Alternative 2, the following five areas as 14 
discussed by Mr. Rester.  I might add these were the areas that 15 
showed the highest abundance of the juvenile snapper.  Three 16 
areas east of Texas, one south of Mobile, one west of the 17 
Mississippi Delta, and that seasonal closures be considered for 18 
the months of peak occurrences of juvenile red snapper. 19 

 20 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any discussion regarding the committee 21 

motion?  I think there is a little clarification.  East of Texas 22 
actually is east of the Texas/Louisiana line and so it’s off of 23 
Texas in this case, I believe is how that was meant.  Any 24 
further discussion?  Hearing none, all those in favor of the 25 
committee motion say aye; all those opposed same sign.  The 26 
motion passes. 27 

 28 
MR. PERRET:  Mr. Chairman, that concludes the report. 29 

 30 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  With that, is there any other business to 31 

come up under the Joint Reef Fish/Shrimp Management?  Hearing 32 
none, let’s move on to Joint Reef Fish/Mackerel/Red Drum 33 
Committee Report.  Do we know which chair is going to take that 34 
one on?  Let’s take a five-minute stretch break and see if we 35 
can find Mr. Fischer. 36 
 37 
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 38 
 39 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  If everyone will take their seats, we’ve had 40 

a chance to stretch a little bit.  I know the afternoon is 41 
getting long here.  We’ve been keeping a good pace.  Myron, we 42 
have you up next for the Joint Reef Fish/Mackerel/Red Drum 43 
Committee Report. 44 
 45 

JOINT REEF FISH/MACKEREL/RED DRUM COMMITTEE REPORT 46 

 47 
MR. FISCHER:  Do you only want me to read the motions in bold 48 
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print? 1 
 2 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Since there apparently aren’t any there, you 3 

may give us a little bit of summary of what you all did in the 4 
committee. 5 
 6 
MR. FISCHER:  Being there were no motions, I’ll go back and read 7 

it.  The Joint Reef Fish/Mackerel/Red Drum Committee, known as 8 
the Aquaculture Committee, met and Wayne indicated that 9 
Florida’s Best Management Practices for Net Pens was canceled.  10 
We changed the agenda accordingly.  The agenda and minutes were 11 
approved. 12 
 13 
Jeff Rester gave a presentation on the use of geographical 14 
information systems in aquaculture site selection.  Based on a 15 
literature survey, he listed and discussed several relevant site 16 
selection criteria.  Significant criteria the council may choose 17 
to consider include water depth, current, sediment type and 18 
distribution, and, water quality.  Minimum depth and current 19 
required are 100 foot and 0.5 knots, respectively.  20 
 21 
Salinity, temperature, algal bloom, and levels of dissolved 22 
oxygen are among the critical water quality parameters to 23 
consider.  For example, the hypoxic zone off Louisiana and zones 24 
with red tide off Florida are areas to avoid.   25 
 26 
Additionally, we talked about other areas.  All this is going to 27 
come back to you back in January, like avoiding coral reefs or 28 
habitat areas of particular concern, oil and gas exploration 29 
areas. 30 
 31 
The conclusion was that GIS could greatly assist in aquaculture 32 
siting by overlaying several parameters.  Jeff suggested the 33 
need for standardized site selection criteria and guidelines.  34 
We thanked him for his presentation and discussion was also 35 
brought up about various type cages. 36 
 37 
He only spoke about one type cage and Joe Hendrix pointed out 38 
that there were other type cages which could be used 39 
successfully in aquaculture.  Like I said, once again we 40 
discussed the idea of buffer zones from shipping fairways could 41 
possibly be lengthened from one mile to five miles and all this, 42 
again, will be coming up to you all in January. 43 
 44 
The second item we considered was Wayne Swingle gave an update 45 
on the preparation of the aquaculture amendment.  He indicated 46 
that Dr. Hogarth responded favorably to the council’s request 47 
for funding to hire consultants that will assist in drafting the 48 
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amendment.  1 
 2 
Consultants will include economists and aquaculture specialists.  3 
Under the current work plan, the contracted aquaculture 4 
specialist will confer with NMFS specialists and evaluate 5 
proposed management alternatives.  6 
 7 
The drafting task will be completed as follows: the contracted 8 
economists will write the regulatory impact review and initial 9 
regulatory flexibility analysis and help on the remaining 10 
sections, which will be completed by the aquaculture 11 
specialists.  12 
 13 
Upon completion, the preliminary public hearing draft will be 14 
distributed to the IPT members.  The planned completion date was 15 
October 15.  However, due to delays in funding, the document is 16 
expected to come to the council around January of 2007.  Mr. 17 
Chairman, this concludes my report.  18 
 19 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Are there any questions of Mr. Fischer?  20 

This is his last report and so he’s -- 21 
 22 
MR. FISCHER:  Seeing no questions, I’ll defer back to the chair. 23 

 24 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Thank you, Mr. Fischer.  Is there any other 25 

business to come under the Joint Reef Fish/Mackerel/Red Drum 26 
Committee?  Seeing none and hearing none, we will move on to the 27 
Summary of the Reef Fish Management Committee. 28 
 29 

REEF FISH MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT 30 
 31 

MR. WILLIAMS:  That is at Tab B, the report at Tab B.  The 32 

agenda was adopted with no additions.  The minutes of the March 33 
22 committee meeting were adopted with no changes.  Report of 34 
the AD Hoc Grouper IFQ Advisory Panel, which is at Tab B-3 and 35 
4. 36 
 37 
Mr. Kennedy summarized the last Ad Hoc Grouper IFQ AP meeting 38 
held May 18 and 19.  Most of the meeting was dedicated to a 39 
presentation and discussion of the British Columbia groundfish 40 
IFQ program by Bruce Turris, an economist with the British 41 
Columbia Department of Fisheries.   42 
 43 
The PowerPoint presentation is at Tab B-3(f).  Ms. Williams 44 
asked how the 30-day grace period worked.  The response was that 45 
a fisherman could land fish for which he had no IFQ shares, but 46 
would either have to find shares to purchase within thirty days 47 
or the landings would be deducted from next year’s IFQ shares. 48 
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 1 
Ms. Morris asked why the British Columbia IFQ program counted 2 
release mortality from legal marketable fish against IFQ shares 3 
but did not count release mortality from sub-legal fish.  There 4 
was no adequate answer so staff will get an answer from Bruce 5 
Turris. 6 
 7 
Status of Grouper Allocation Analyses, the SEP was asked to 8 
determine what economic analyses would be required to establish 9 
comparable values of commercial and recreational grouper 10 
fisheries to the nation.  The SEP workgroup that was approved at 11 
the last council meeting will not meet until late August, after 12 
the August council meeting, so there nothing new to report.  13 
 14 
Review of SEDAR 9 Conclusions, Tab B-5, results of the SEDAR-9 15 
assessments for vermilion snapper, gray triggerfish and greater 16 
amberjack were presented by Shannon Cass-Calay and Guillermo 17 
Diaz from the Southeast Fisheries Science Center. 18 
 19 
Vermilion snapper were determined to be neither overfished nor 20 
undergoing overfishing using a new surplus production model that 21 
allowed the inclusion of age data.  Mr. Atran asked whether an 22 
ABC range had been calculated.   23 
 24 
An ABC has not been calculated for any of the species, but will 25 
be prior to the review of the assessments by the SSC.  Ms. 26 
Williams asked whether the results would allow the regulations 27 
implemented in 2005 under Amendment 23 to be rescinded.   28 
 29 
Mr. Kennedy responded that biomass was decreasing and fishing 30 
mortality was increasing so it was too early to tell whether the 31 
current regulations were more than what is necessary to prevent 32 
further decline.  Ms. Williams also stated that reductions in 33 
shrimp bycatch may be sufficient to improve the status of the 34 
stock. 35 
 36 
Gray triggerfish was determined to be undergoing overfishing 37 
using F 30 percent SPR for maximum fishing mortality threshold 38 
as defined in the Generic Sustainable Fisheries Amendment, but 39 
the stock was not overfished.   40 
 41 
If FMSY is used as the overfishing benchmark, the stock is 42 
neither overfished nor undergoing overfishing but is very close.  43 
Spawning stock biomass is declining and the stock will become 44 
overfished under current conditions.  Projections suggest that 45 
the stock would rebuild at F 30 percent SPR, which would require 46 
about a 45 percent reduction in harvest.   47 
 48 
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Greater amberjack was determined to be overfished and undergoing 1 
overfishing, but has been rebuilding since the implementation of 2 
regulations to reduce the bag limit to one fish and close March, 3 
April and May to commercial fishing in 1998.   4 
 5 
However, 2004 indices of abundance from MRFSS and commercial 6 
hook and line suggest that stock may have started to decline.  7 
If this is correct, a 40 to 45 percent reduction in harvest may 8 
be necessary to correct the trend and rebuild the stock by 2010 9 
as required by Secretarial Amendment 2. 10 
 11 
Following discussion, the committee recommends, and I so move, 12 
to refer the SEDAR results for amberjack, gray triggerfish and 13 
vermilion to the SSC for review before the August council 14 
meeting. 15 
 16 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  It’s a committee motion. 17 

 18 
DR. CRABTREE:  The gag review workshop is the week of June 26th 19 

and I would like to amend this motion to also add the gag 20 
assessment to the list of assessed stocks if the documents are 21 
ready and if the timing works out, so that the SSC could go 22 
ahead and review all four of those assessments and we could go 23 
through their recommendations for all four at the August 24 
meeting. 25 
 26 
I don’t know if the timing or the scheduling will allow that, 27 
but can I amend the motion or do I have to offer a substitute 28 
motion? 29 
 30 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  You can amend the committee motion if you 31 

choose to. 32 
 33 
DR. CRABTREE:  I would like to amend the committee motion to add 34 
gag to the other three species. 35 

 36 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Do you want to caveat that saying assuming 37 

the timing?  My fear would be that then we would be locked into 38 
waiting. 39 
 40 
DR. CRABTREE:  If possible and I would allow staff to decide if 41 

that’s practical or not, but I don’t see any point in waiting on 42 
these if we can get them all looked at at the same time. 43 
 44 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any further discussion? 45 

 46 
MR. FISCHER:  What is the duties of the SSC when they review 47 

this?  What is their purpose?  This is in light of Nancy’s talk 48 
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on it this morning. 1 
 2 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  In light of Nancy’s talk, I’m not -- I think 3 

they’re still reviewing some of the process and they will be 4 
reviewing the documents that were used to come up with the 5 
analysis and Dr. Crabtree may also help with this. 6 
 7 
DR. CRABTREE:  There were issues, remember, yesterday with 8 

respect to the SEDAR-9 assessments about ABC ranges and there 9 
were issues about what are the appropriate reference points for 10 
triggerfish and so aside from whether they review the SEDAR work 11 
product or not, there still are issues with ABCs and things that 12 
we need. 13 
 14 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any other discussion?  Hearing none, all 15 
those in favor of the amendment to the committee motion, and 16 
this is just the amendment, say aye; all those opposed like 17 
sign.  The amendment passes and now we’re back to the amended 18 
committee motion. 19 
 20 

We’re back to the amended committee motion.  Is there any 21 
further discussion regarding the amended committee motion?  22 
Hearing none, all those in favor of the amended committee motion 23 
say aye; all those opposed same sign.  The motion passes. 24 
 25 
MS. MORRIS:  Are we going to have a presentation on the gag 26 

SEDAR results at the August council meeting or is there anything 27 
you can tell us about that at this point in time? 28 
 29 
DR. CRABTREE:  I believe if you would like one we could arrange 30 

that and I think that would be a good idea. 31 
 32 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We will try to schedule it appropriately and 33 

hopefully there won’t be any snags in the SEDAR process that 34 
would delay it where it wouldn’t be ready for us.  Are there any 35 
other questions? 36 
 37 
MR. WILLIAMS:  The next topic is Red Snapper IFQ Outreach 38 

Workshops.  Mr. McKinney reviewed the purpose of the proposed 39 
Red Snapper IFQ outreach workshops.  Providing accurate 40 
information and education early in the process of implementing 41 
the red snapper IFQ, confusion, frustration, inadvertent 42 
violations will be reduced.   43 
 44 
NMFS and council staff would conduct three series of four 45 
workshops around the Gulf.  Funding for these workshops and a 46 
workshop for law enforcement personnel is being requested from 47 
the council.  48 
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 1 
The committee recommends, and I so move, to approve funding for 2 
the Red Snapper IFQ outreach workshops, estimated at $4,800, and 3 
for the Law Enforcement AP summer workshop, estimated at $2,200.  4 
On behalf of the committee, I so move. 5 
 6 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  We have a committee motion.  Is there any 7 
discussion regarding the committee motion?  Hearing no 8 
discussion, all those in favor of the committee motion say aye; 9 
all those opposed same sign.  The motion passes. 10 

 11 
MR. WILLIAMS:  Mr. Chairman, that completes my report.  I would 12 

just note quickly that I don’t know if everybody is aware, but 13 
there is a meeting in here tonight at 6:30 if the fishermen 14 
would be interested where the NMFS contractor is going to go 15 
through the requirements of the red snapper IFQ landing and 16 
reporting and so on. 17 
 18 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  It’s similar to the one that we held at the 19 

previous council meeting. 20 
 21 
MR. STEELE:  Yes, the one in March.  We promised we would give 22 

you an update and show you where we’re at.  It won’t take real 23 
long, but we really would like your input. 24 
 25 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  That will be at 6:30 and for those keeping 26 

score, what we have left on our agenda at this point is we have 27 
Other Business and we have our closed sessions.  We basically go 28 
into closed session and come back from our closed session and 29 
announce the selections we’ve made there, what we need to 30 
announce, and then all we have left is Other Business, because 31 
Shrimp Management was moved into Joint Reef Fish/Shrimp 32 
Management.   33 
 34 
That’s where we stand at this point.  If there’s nothing else to 35 
come up under Reef Fish, we will move into closed session.  36 
Let’s do Other Business, because either way we want to do this -37 
- I’m assuming everyone wants to finish today, since we’re this 38 
close.  Is that the pleasure?  Yes, okay. 39 
 40 

OTHER BUSINESS 41 
 42 

Let’s do Other Business and then we will go to closed session.  43 
We had three items under Other Business, the first of which was 44 
to give you proposed meeting dates, which are being handed out 45 
now.   46 
 47 
These have been revised just a little bit since the mail out.  I 48 
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think what we’ve basically tried to do is slide everything a 1 
week -- I know everyone may not have their calendars, but if any 2 
of these are really difficult on you, please let us know.  3 
Otherwise, please start locking these dates down. 4 
 5 
MS. FOOTE:  Did somebody look up when Mardi Gras is in 2008? 6 

 7 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  I’m guessing not.  They probably didn’t.  8 

What I would suggest is -- Obviously 2008 we haven’t been 9 
locking in hotels yet.  The question has been raised and we’ll 10 
look and see when Mardi Gras is and try to figure out whether 11 
that is a conflict.  We certainly don’t want to do that to those 12 
of you from Louisiana.  I’m sorry, to those of you in Alabama 13 
and Louisiana and Galveston, Texas, where there’s quite a 14 
celebration as well. 15 
 16 
The next item on Other Business I believe will be the -- Mr. 17 
Perret wanted to bring up something regarding one of the 18 
chairmen meeting that will be occurring in April of 2007. 19 
 20 
MR. PERRET:  At the council chair and executive directors 21 

meeting a couple of weeks ago, the executive director and the 22 
chair left and I think the Regional Administrator left and so 23 
there I was and the last item on the agenda was the 2007 meeting 24 
and it’s supposed to be held in New England and they want to 25 
have it in the Gulf and they want to have it in New Orleans. 26 
 27 
That was sort of a unanimous thing and my response was our 28 
council meets in two weeks and let me get back with the council 29 
because I don’t want to make that decision without the council’s 30 
input. 31 
 32 
Personally, I think it probably would be good to get them down 33 
to the Gulf and to get them down to the New Orleans area.  I’m 34 
assuming we can get hotels and all that sort of thing and we had 35 
asked staff to look into it and it looks like Tina -- It would 36 
be an added expense of some $16,000 or $18,000 or $20,000 or so. 37 
 38 
I may add at the -- I assume the standard procedure is for the 39 
host council each night, at least at the one in Philadelphia, 40 
the Mid-Atlantic Council had a social, the Coast Guard had us 41 
out one night, and another night we were at the aquarium in New 42 
Jersey and that sort of thing. 43 
 44 
I bring it to your attention.  I think we should host it, but I 45 
didn’t want to make that decision without the entire council 46 
having the opportunity to discuss it. 47 
 48 
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MS. FOOTE:  I move that we host the council chair meeting in New 1 
Orleans in the spring of 2007. 2 
 3 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  It’s been moved by Ms. Foote and seconded by 4 

Mr. Hendrix.   5 
 6 
MR. PERRET:  I would just add that if this motion passes that 7 

Mr. Swingle contact Dr. Hogarth and the other executive 8 
directors to get a firm date. 9 
 10 
MR. ADAMS:  This handout that shows $18,000, would that come 11 

from NMFS or is that for the cost of all of the other councils 12 
coming or what is that? 13 
 14 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  Tina can probably do better, but 15 

basically it would be her best estimate of our costs and what we 16 
would do is budget for that amount in the 2007 budget.  We, in 17 
the current 2006 budget, have budgeted, for example, for the 18 
council chairs meeting jointly with the new members for 19 
orientation sessions and so we would budget this amount in the 20 
2007 budget for this meeting. 21 
 22 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any further discussion?  Hearing none, all 23 
those in favor of the motion say aye; all those opposed like 24 
sign.  The motion passes.  Mr. Swingle, I believe it’s Tab K to 25 

you. 26 
 27 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  This is indicated a draft and what 28 

it is is a potential memorandum to Dr. Hogarth requesting that 29 
they consider trying to get the council staff in on the federal 30 
employees health program and this would solve some problems that 31 
we’ve had. 32 
 33 
Our council medical programs are typically based on such a small 34 
group that they cannot be carried over into the retirement.  In 35 
order to do that, you have to have a group of at least fifty 36 
persons or more and we’ve attempted to do that with the South 37 
Atlantic Council, trying to piggyback on theirs and then we 38 
were, at the late date, told that the carrier could not allow us 39 
to do that because we were out-of-state personnel. 40 
 41 
This is a -- The difficulty, I guess, are two things, the quasi-42 
governmental nature of the councils and the small size of the 43 
staffs.  What the federal people have is actually better 44 
insurance than the councils.  They do pay a portion or all of 45 
the expense for their things. 46 
 47 
This would maybe -- The argument we are making is although we’re 48 
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not federal employees under the Civil Service Act, because the 1 
staff personnel are not supervised by the Secretary, we are 2 
under a number of other statutes considered to be either a 3 
federal agency or a federal instrumentality.  4 
 5 
The argument, I guess would be, in this letter, if you all agree 6 
to let us participate in sending it, would be try to make the 7 
case that there are enough legal opinions in which we do have a 8 
federal rule that it might be approved at the Washington level 9 
to allow the council staffs to participate in the federal 10 
program. 11 
 12 
MS. WILLIAMS:  Wayne, you are aware, and Roy Crabtree or Mike or 13 

someone could probably shed light on this, but under the federal 14 
government, even though with your health insurance, the employee 15 
has to pay a portion of their health insurance. 16 
 17 
Plus, when you retire, I believe you still have to pay -- I just 18 
want you to know you don’t get your insurance for free once you 19 
retire with the federal government. 20 
 21 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  Actually, it would be a benefit to 22 

your staff and the other council staffs just to have the ability 23 
to pay 100 percent for that health care after they retired.  24 
Right now, all we can do when we reach retirement is we can get 25 
a one-year Cobra to carry us on our plan for that one year and 26 
then we’re without medical insurance under that. 27 
 28 
It would be a benefit, I think, to the persons and recognizing 29 
they would have to pay some of it or maybe the majority of it or 30 
all of it, but it would still be a benefit. 31 
 32 
MS. WILLIAMS:  Do you know what the federal government pays or 33 

how that works?  Since you’re asking, evidently you all have 34 
checked into it and what does the federal government pay once 35 
you retire? 36 
 37 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  I really don’t know what that is.  38 

Maybe some of the federal participants would give you a better 39 
idea.  Basically, if I understand it correctly, in the federal 40 
system you have a choice of more than one system, but you pay 41 
part of the costs. 42 
 43 
MR. PERRET:  Wayne, two councils are not signatory because they, 44 

where are they geographically located, are able to get health 45 
insurance with the state they’re in or whatever.  I assume 46 
you’ve looked into that and you can’t get on Florida’s system? 47 
 48 
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  The Alaskan council got in there 1 

because their chairman was the head of the Senate in the 2 
legislature and he legislated them as members of the Alaskan 3 
health program and the same thing is true essentially of the 4 
Caribbean Council.  No, I don’t think we could piggyback on 5 
Florida’s program, unless there was some sort of legislative 6 
action to allow us to do that. 7 
 8 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any further discussion?  Do we need a motion 9 

for this or can we just by consensus tell Wayne to include them 10 
as a participant in the letter?  By consensus, we will do that, 11 
allow them to pursue that with the other councils.  Hearing no 12 
objection, that’s how we will approach this.  Is there any other 13 
business items that we did not include on our list today? 14 
 15 
MR. FRUGE:  I just thought I would give an update since at the 16 

March meeting I had reported on Columbus Brown’s wife, who had 17 
heart valve replacement surgery in the mid to late part of March 18 
and she is doing fine. 19 
 20 
He sent me an email last week that indicated she was back at 21 
work at least part time and I’m not sure she’s back to work full 22 
time, but she’s doing well and so I just thought it would pass 23 
that on to everyone. 24 
 25 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Thank you, Doug.  That’s very good news and, 26 

again, next time you talk to Columbus tell him we’re thinking 27 
about him and we miss him and we’re thinking about his wife and 28 
hope that she continues to improve. 29 
 30 
MR. ADAMS:  Under Other Business, I was trying to make this 31 

announcement while Jeff Rester was still here and I don’t know 32 
if the council has been paying attention to what’s been going on 33 
with the LNG, but three or four weeks ago Governor Blanco and 34 
Louisiana vetoed an open loop system permit for Freeport McMoRan 35 
that will now convert to a closed loop regasification program, 36 
which is an extraordinary victory for the Gulf and especially 37 
for the council that has a policy against open loop systems. 38 
 39 
I don’t know if that veto was the result of the letters that 40 
Jeff was good enough to put together for us, but I wanted to 41 
commend him on all his work that he’s done for us. 42 
 43 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Good point and, Larry, please pass that 44 

along to Jeff.  We’re certainly pleased that we -- Maybe our 45 
letters were heard and maybe actions by the other state agencies 46 
in those locales were heard as well. 47 
 48 
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DR. SHIPP:  Along those same lines, that same document was 1 

passed on to Governor Riley in Alabama, who has until the 11th to 2 
make his decision and at this point, he has given every 3 
indication that he will also veto. 4 
 5 
He made two comments at a recent public meeting.  One was he 6 
totally concurred with Governor Blanco’s decision and the second 7 
comment came after about thirty-five people gave testimony.  8 
Everyone was against the LNG and he got up and asked if anyone 9 
had a differing opinion. 10 
 11 
No one did and he then said, thank you all for making my 12 
decision easier and so I don’t think he can be any stronger than 13 
that.  We’re still keeping our fingers crossed. 14 
 15 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any other special announcements in this 16 

section? 17 
 18 
MR. PERRET:  I just wanted to announce that Mississippi opened 19 

its state water shrimp season this morning and we do produce 20 
more than 3 percent of the shrimp in the Gulf of Mexico, Dr. 21 
Crabtree. 22 
 23 
Our group fly the same transit every opening morning and count 24 
vessels and boats.  They counted 306 this morning, which is the 25 
lowest number that has ever occurred.  The number last year was 26 
633 and so that was over a 50 percent reduction. 27 
 28 
MR. HEATH:  Alabama also opened this morning, in cooperation 29 

with Mississippi, as we do most years, and our folks counted 125 30 
boats, which is down from about 300 last year, which was even 31 
down from 204.  We’re seeing a consistent decline there as well. 32 
 33 
DR. CRABTREE:  I just wanted to remind everyone that between now 34 

and the next council meeting the final rule for Shrimp Amendment 35 
13 should publish and we would appreciate it if the state 36 
directors could help us getting the word out to shrimpers and 37 
we’ll likely be trying to send you folks application packages so 38 
that you’ll have applications on hand to get out. 39 
 40 
Particularly let’s be mindful of our non-English speaking 41 
constituents and the Vietnamese community in the northern Gulf 42 
and Spanish speaking folks and try to make every effort to make 43 
them aware of what’s going on and to get applications in their 44 
hands. 45 
 46 
We’re going to a lot of outreach of it, but if any of you have 47 
any suggestions or ideas of things we need to do, we would 48 
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certainly be receptive to hearing your thoughts. 1 
 2 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  I know in Texas we’ll help you out with 3 

whatever we can there.  I have one question in that respect.  4 
Have you translated those applications and/or any of the 5 
instructions that go with them? 6 
 7 
DR. CRABTREE:  No, they’re just in English. 8 

 9 
MR. SIMPSON:  I think I mentioned maybe to this group or some 10 

other group that Sea Grant Mississippi/Alabama has just put an 11 
Asian on staff that could help you all with translation and so 12 
I’m sure they would be open to that. 13 
 14 
DR. CRABTREE:  I’m aware of that and I’ve asked staff to -- I 15 

can’t remember who it was, but to get hold of them and we can 16 
get hold of them through you maybe and get their number and 17 
we’ll do that. 18 
 19 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Any other announcements from any directors?  20 

Hearing none and seeing no hands, I think that concludes our 21 
Other Business section as well.  That will mean we will go into 22 
closed session and then after we come back from closed session, 23 
we will basically adjourn after we announce what we do in closed 24 
session. 25 
 26 
(Whereupon, the council went into closed session.) 27 
 28 
CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  For the SEDAR-12 red grouper participant 29 

list, the data workshop participants will be: Barbara Dorf, 30 
Sandra Diamond, William Patterson, Ralph Allen, Gus Loyal, 31 
Dennis O’Hern, Bob Spaeth, Bob Zales, Steve Brown, Richard Cody, 32 
Libby Fetherston, Joe O’Hop, Beverly Sauls, Roy Williams for the 33 
council, and staff to be named later. 34 
 35 
For the SEDAR-12 assessment workshop, the participants will be 36 
Luiz Barbieri, Nelson Ehrhardt, Behzad Mahmoudi, Debra Murie, 37 
Carl Walters, Ralph Allen, Bob Zales, Russ Nelson, and we will 38 
be in search of one more commercial AP representative and Roy 39 
Williams will be there for the council as well. 40 
 41 
We are delaying selection of the SEDAR-12 review workshop 42 
participants and we will select that at a future council 43 
meeting.  I believe with that the meeting is adjourned.  I thank 44 
all of you all again.  We’ve enjoyed participating with you all 45 
and we know we will be participating with you in the future in 46 
just a different capacity for a little while, possibly. 47 
 48 
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(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 6:00 o’clock p.m., June 7, 1 
2006.) 2 
 3 

- - - 4 
5 
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TABLE OF MOTIONS 1 
 2 

PAGE 50:  Motion to remove the following sentence: The Standing 3 
SSC will be excluded from reviewing the benchmark SEDAR 4 
assessments reviewed by the CIE unless requested to do so by 5 
either the council or the council chair and appropriate 6 
committee chair.  The motion carried on page 52.   7 
 8 
PAGE 52:  Motion that staff recommend a strategy to develop an 9 
NGO pool for SEDAR purposes.  The motion carried on page 52. 10 
 11 
PAGE 53:  Motion that the last sentence in the second paragraph 12 
be modified to read the SSC should attend and meet with the 13 
council at least twice a year.  The motion carried on page 54. 14 
 15 
PAGE 54:  Motion that under Other Scientific Groups or Panels 16 
the Shrimp Stock Assessment Panel should actually be the 17 
Crustacean SAP.  The motion carried on page 54. 18 
 19 
PAGE 56:  Motion that the council support the H.R. 5018 language 20 
for developing ecosystem-based plans. The motion carried on page 21 
56. 22 
 23 
PAGE 56:  Motion that the council support the H.R. 5018 language 24 
for observer funding.  The motion carried on page 56. 25 
 26 
PAGE 57:  Motion that the council support the council chairs 27 
position that the payback provisions suggested in both House and 28 
Senate bills (i.e., adjustments to deduct the overages in the 29 
immediate subsequent year) are not necessary.  The motion 30 
carried on page 57. 31 
 32 
PAGE 57:  Motion that the council support the council chairs’ 33 
recommendation for the Pombo bill 5018 language to provide a 34 
mechanism for specifying TAC, which is on page 6 of handout 35 
table, and the Pombo bill H.R. 5018 language for setting annual 36 
catch limits, page 13 of handout table.  The motion carried on 37 
page 57. 38 
 39 
PAGE 57:  Motion that the council support the council chairs’ 40 
recommendation opposing the establishment of guidelines for 41 
determining the best available scientific information and 42 
supporting the Senate bill, S. 2012 language, to not require the 43 
establishment of such guidelines, page 6 of handout table.  The 44 
motion carried on page 58. 45 
 46 
PAGE 58: Motion that the council support the council chairs’ 47 
recommendation supporting the Senate bill S. 2012 language for 48 
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establishing a peer review process for scientific information 1 
that would be deemed to satisfy the requirements of the Data 2 
Quality Act, page 7 of handout table.  The motion carried on 3 
page 58. 4 
 5 
PAGE 59:  Motion that the council support the council chairs’ 6 
recommendation supporting the Senate bill 2012 language stating 7 
SSC members may receive payment if they are not federal or state 8 
agency employees, page 8 of the handout table.  The motion was 9 
amended on page 59.  The motion failed on page 62. 10 
 11 
PAGE 62:  Motion that the council support the council chairs’ 12 
recommendation supporting Senate bill 2012 language for 13 
modifying notice requirements for Council meetings.  The motion 14 
carried on page 63. 15 
 16 
PAGE 63:  Motion that the council support the council chairs’ 17 
recommendation supporting the Senate bill 2012 language to 18 
authorize council coordination committees.  The motion carried 19 
on page 63.   20 
 21 

PAGE 63:  Motion that the council support the council chairs’ 22 
recommendation supporting the Senate bill language to modify 23 
financial disclosure rules and to require, beginning in 2008, 24 
that the Secretary submit a report to Senate and House on 25 
disclosure of financial interests and recusal.  The motion 26 
carried on page 63.   27 
 28 
PAGE 63:  Motion that the council support the council chairs’ 29 
recommendation supporting the Senate bill 2012 language that the 30 
Secretary, councils and Sea Grant develop a training course for 31 
new Council members.  The motion carried on page 63. 32 
 33 
PAGE 64:  Motion that the council recommend status quo, i.e., no 34 
specified allocation for Gulf Council representation for 35 
commercial, recreational, and other categories.  The motion 36 
carried on page 64. 37 
 38 
PAGE 64:  Motion that the council recommend status quo, i.e., no 39 
direct solicitation by the Secretary for names of nominees to 40 
the Gulf Council.  The motion carried on page 64. 41 
 42 
PAGE 65:  Motion that the council support the Melancon Amendment 43 
as written, including the language on the last page to include 44 
“regulatory closure to protect human health or the marine 45 
environment”.  The motion carried on page 68. 46 
 47 
PAGE 69:  Motion that the council support the limited access 48 
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program provisions of Senate bill 2012: page 156, lines 5 1 
through 25; pages 157 and 158 and page 159, lines 1 through 13.  2 
The motion carried on page 69. 3 
 4 
PAGE 69:  Motion that the council oppose the language regarding 5 
“substantially fished” in regards to initial of LAP programs on 6 
page 167 and 166 of Senate 2012.  The motion carried on page 69. 7 
 8 
PAGE 70:  Motion that the council support the proposed language 9 
to implement a federal marine recreational registry for those 10 
states that do not have a state saltwater recreational fishing 11 
license requirement.  The motion carried on page 71. 12 
 13 
PAGE 72:  Motion that the council authorize an additional 14 
$30,000 for the ecosystem modeling workshop to be conducted this 15 
fall.  The motion was tabled on page 76. 16 
 17 
PAGE 77:  Motion to oppose the language on page 168 of S. 2012, 18 
which specifies that IFQ programs in the Gulf must be approved 19 
by a referendum of permit holders and with respect to IFQs that 20 
the Gulf Council ask to be treated like the rest of the fishery 21 
management councils.  The motion carried on page 79. 22 
 23 
PAGE 82:  Motion that the council establish an Ad Hoc Shrimp 24 
Effort Management Advisory Panel, solicit applicants until July 25 
31st, and then the council will appoint the AP at the August 26 
Council meeting.  The motion carried on page 84. 27 
 28 
PAGE 87:  Motion to eliminate the two fish bag limit at 29 
fourteen-inch minimum size limit and the one fish bag limit at 30 
thirteen-inch minimum size limit and leave the other four 31 
alternatives.  The motion carried on page 88. 32 
 33 
PAGE 88:  Motion that the council accept a 25 percent reduction 34 
in recreational effort as a baseline to reanalyze the options 35 
under a 7.0 million pound TAC and a 5.0 million pound TAC.  The 36 
motion carried on page 95. 37 
 38 
PAGE 95:  Motion to include under Alternative 2, Option A, which 39 
is to maintain a four fish bag limit and sixteen-inch minimum 40 
size limit on the recreational sector.  The motion carried on 41 
page 96. 42 
 43 
PAGE 96:  Motion that under the options for a 5.0 million pound 44 
TAC the council include for analyses the following options: two 45 
fish bag limit, sixteen-inch minimum size limit, June 1 to 46 
September 15, 107 days; a two fish bag limit, fifteen-inch 47 
minimum size limit, May 15 to July 31, 77days; and two fish bag 48 
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limit, fourteen-inch minimum size limit, May 15 to July 31, 77 1 
days.  The motion carried on page 97. 2 
 3 
PAGE 98:  Motion to add options under the 7.0 million pound TAC 4 
May 15 to August 31, four fish, sixteen inches, eight weekends 5 
after the core, 124 days; May 15 to August 31, two fish, fifteen 6 
inches, X weekends after the core; X number of days.   Under 7 
these two weekend only options, have three sub-options: Number 8 
1, entire Gulf; Number 2, Texas only; and Number 3, west of the 9 
Mississippi River.  The motion carried on page 103. 10 
 11 
PAGE 106:  Motion that the council direct staff to include the 12 
following analyses: Number 1, a discussion of each of the TAC 13 
alternatives in relation to ABC; Number 2, a discussion of how 14 
rapidly the stock would recover and in which year overfishing 15 
would end for each of the TAC alternatives; Number 3, the 16 
estimated discard mortality associated with the recreational bag 17 
limits and seasons for each alternative; Number 4, a reanalysis 18 
of the rebuilding program based upon shrimp effort reduction 19 
commencing in 2005; and Number 5, to rebuild analysis on the TAC 20 
axis of rebuilding isopleths based upon underages of 500,000 21 
pounds for the last three years.  The motion carried on page 22 
111. 23 
 24 
PAGE 111:  Motion that the council add an alternative to require 25 
the use of non-stainless steel circle hooks with natural baits, 26 
venting devices, and dehooking devices. 27 
 28 
PAGE 112:  Motion that the council direct staff to include 29 
alternatives to prohibit possession of a bag limit of red 30 
snapper by the captain and crew of for-hire vessels.  The motion 31 
carried on page 112. 32 
 33 
PAGE 113:  Motion to take the BRD criterion out of the amendment 34 
and move it as a framework action with the intent to come back 35 
at the August meeting and take final action.  The motion carried 36 
on page 114. 37 
 38 
PAGE 115:  Motion to ask staff to generate some options 39 
regarding hook size requirements as it impacts release 40 
mortality.  The motion carried on page 117. 41 
 42 
PAGE 118:  Motion to include under Action 1, Alternative 2, the 43 
following five areas as discussed by Mr. Rester:  three areas 44 
east of Texas, one south of Mobile, one west of the Mississippi 45 
Delta, and that seasonal closures be considered for the months 46 
of peak occurrences of juvenile red snapper.  The motion carried 47 
on page 118. 48 



  137 

 1 
PAGE 122:  Motion to refer the SEDAR results for amberjack, gray 2 
triggerfish, vermilion, and gag to the SSC for review before the 3 
August council meeting.  The motion carried on page 123. 4 
 5 
PAGE 124:  Motion to approve funding for the Red Snapper IFQ 6 
outreach workshops, estimated at $4,800, and for the Law 7 
Enforcement AP summer workshop, estimated at $2,200.  The motion 8 
carried on page 124. 9 
 10 
PAGE 126:  Motion that Gulf Council host the council chair 11 
meeting in New Orleans in the spring of 2007.  The motion 12 
carried on page 126. 13 
 14 

- - - 15 


