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 10 

The Reef Fish Management Committee of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery 11 

Management Council convened at the Hilton Tampa Airport 12 

Westshore, Tampa, Florida, Monday afternoon, January 7, 2013, 13 

and was called to order at 1:30 p.m. by Chairman Bob Shipp. 14 

 15 

CALL TO ORDER AND INTRODUCTIONS 16 

 17 

CHAIRMAN BOB SHIPP:  We will convene the committee.  I have a 18 

very few housekeeping announcements to make first.  Some are 19 

actually not housekeeping, but as a reminder, cell phones, if 20 

you would please mute them. 21 

 22 

This is not a full council meeting.  This is a Reef Fish 23 

Committee meeting and so we have not scheduled time for public 24 

testimony.  We’ve got an awful lot to cover in a day-and-a-half, 25 

but obviously anything that comes out of this committee meeting, 26 

you will be invited to make testimony at the Mobile meeting. 27 

 28 

Someone told me there was a football game tonight and so we will 29 

try to make sure we complete our afternoon business before the 30 

game.  I want to introduce a couple of people, or at least one 31 

person.  Sam Rauch, he’s the one in the coat and tie.  Sam is 32 

the Acting Fishery Director down from Silver Spring and, Sam, 33 

would you like to make a few comments? 34 

 35 

MR. SAM RAUCH:  Thank you.  I am Sam Rauch and I’m the acting 36 

head of the National Marine Fisheries Service at the moment.  I 37 

wanted to just make a few opening remarks that this is a very 38 

important meeting. 39 

 40 

I know it’s very important to the people here in this room and 41 

it’s very important to this region, but it is also important 42 

nationally.   43 

 44 

The issues you’re facing right now are issues that other regions 45 

of the country are just starting to face.  They are dealing with 46 

these issues as well and so what you do here today will have 47 

ramifications around the country, what you do here today and 48 
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over the course of the next year, as other fisheries deal with 1 

these stocks. 2 

 3 

I am encouraged by the leadership the council has shown on this 4 

issue so far and I am encouraged by the interest and 5 

participation on this issue.  It’s a difficult issue and it’s an 6 

issue in which we’re all going to have to work together. 7 

 8 

It’s going to require us to think in new ways and look at new 9 

solutions.  I have faith that under the leadership of the 10 

council we can do that and I want you to have a good meeting and 11 

thank you. 12 

 13 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Thank you, Sam.  The only other thing I would 14 

want to mention is to make clear that Doug Boyd, as Chairman of 15 

the Council, is also a member of each committee.   16 

 17 

I don’t know why in the world he would want to vote on some of 18 

these contentious issues, but he does have a vote.  With that, 19 

we’ll start with the first item on the agenda, which is the 20 

Adoption of the Agenda.  That’s Tab SP, Number 1.  Do I hear a 21 

motion to adopt the agenda? 22 

 23 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR STEVE BORTONE:  Do you want to do the roll 24 

call for the membership? 25 

 26 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  We have not done it for committee members 27 

before, but yes.  Since this is a unique situation, let’s do 28 

that.  We’ll have a roll call for voice recognition of the 29 

committee members and we will start on my left. 30 

 31 

MR. JOHNNY GREENE:  Johnny Greene, Alabama. 32 

 33 

MS. MARTHA BADEMAN:  Martha Bademan, Florida. 34 

 35 

DR. PAMELLA DANA:  Pam Dana, Florida. 36 

 37 

MR. KEVIN ANSON:  Kevin Anson, Alabama. 38 

 39 

MS. KAY WILLIAMS:  Kay Williams, Mississippi. 40 

 41 

MR. SHEPHERD GRIMES:  Shepherd Grimes, NOAA Office of General 42 

Counsel, Southeast Section. 43 

 44 

DR. ROY CRABTREE:  Roy Crabtree, NOAA Fisheries. 45 

 46 

MR. PHIL STEELE:  Phil Steele, NOAA Fisheries. 47 

 48 
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MR. DOUG BOYD:  Doug Boyd, Texas. 1 

 2 

MR. ROBIN RIECHERS:  Robin Riechers, Texas. 3 

 4 

MR. MYRON FISCHER:  Myron Fischer, Louisiana. 5 

 6 

MR. CORKY PERRET:  Corky Perret, Mississippi, but not a 7 

committee member.  I’m a council member. 8 

 9 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 10 

 11 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Thank you all.  Now, a motion to adopt the 12 

agenda, do I hear a motion to adopt the agenda?   13 

 14 

DR. LARRY ABELE:  So moved. 15 

 16 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Do we have a second? 17 

 18 

DR. CRABTREE:  Second. 19 

 20 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Any objections?  The agenda is adopted.  The 21 

second item is Approval of the Minutes, Tab SP, Number 2.  Do I 22 

hear a motion to adopt the minutes?   23 

 24 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 25 

 26 

 27 

MR. RIECHERS:  So moved. 28 

 29 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Do we have a second? 30 

 31 

DR. ABELE:  Second. 32 

 33 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Any objections?  Okay.  We’re moving right 34 

along.  The third item on the agenda is the Draft 2013 Red 35 

Snapper Framework Action and the first item under Roman Numeral 36 

III is Analysis of the 2012 Red Snapper Harvest and 2013 ABC and 37 

that’s Tab SP, Number 3(a) and Sean Powers will represent the 38 

SSC and give us a report.   39 

 40 

DRAFT 2013 RED SNAPPER FRAMEWORK ACTION 41 

ANALYSIS OF 2012 RED SNAPPER HARVEST AND 2013 ABC 42 

 43 

DR. SEAN POWERS:  Thank you, Dr. Shipp.  Just to get everybody 44 

on the same footing here, this is a copy, and I think it’s 45 

available to all of you, of the presentation the SSC received in 46 

November via webinar that Brian Linton gave. 47 

 48 
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We will be referring to this, a couple of times, I think, for 1 

some question and answer period, but if you go to the next 2 

slide, I want to give everybody some background here.  This is, 3 

and this is important to understand, but this is an update of 4 

the projections.  This is not an update.  I think that gets 5 

lost. 6 

 7 

It’s an update of the projections.  All that is done is that the 8 

landings data are updated and then the model assumes all of the 9 

same things that it has before and so we don’t get new CPUE 10 

indices and we don’t get new fisheries-independent indices, but 11 

we simply run the model with the new landings and then get the 12 

projections from that. 13 

 14 

We had a lot of discussion over what the SSC needed.  The SSC 15 

favored having an update, but the fact that we’re having a 16 

benchmark right now put us into a situation where all we could 17 

have from their staff was an update of the projections. 18 

 19 

We don’t have to go through all of those things, but essentially 20 

-- The SSC, and I’ll give the SSC report here, the SSC met via 21 

webinar in November to discuss what action, if any, we would 22 

take on the new projections. 23 

 24 

In the past, the SSC has looked at projections and essentially 25 

the default has been to use our previous guidelines, but to 26 

revise the ABC recommendation based on the new yield stream.  We 27 

have done this several times now for gag and we’ve done it 28 

several times for red snapper and so essentially, we look at the 29 

projections and we use the same model and then we use the same 30 

guidelines and rationale.  31 

 32 

There was some debate at the SSC meeting.  As you all know, the 33 

SSC has adopted 75 percent of F SPR 26 percent as our ABC 34 

recommendations and so we set the OFL.  The OFL really is 35 

determined by the model and we don’t have any -- Once we accept 36 

a model, we have an OFL, the overfishing limit. 37 

 38 

Once we adopted the AS3 model with the shrimp effort rebuild -- 39 

Remember, there were multiple models in the last formal update 40 

and the SSC has used the guidance for AS3.  The OFL is given to 41 

us by the model and then we decide what buffer we want. 42 

 43 

By convention, the first time we looked at the update, it was 44 

set at 75 percent of the OFL.  There were some at the SSC 45 

meeting that felt that that was too conservative and that having 46 

a 25 percent buffer between the OFL and the ABC was, A, not 47 

consistent with the ABC control rule and, B, was too 48 
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conservative and that that was essentially too much of a buffer 1 

and that the uncertainty around the ABC was not that great. 2 

 3 

Others on the SSC point out that the AS3 is just one of eight 4 

different models you could choose from.  We’ve been having 5 

discussions over this for a while now and most of the SSC 6 

believes the AS3 model is the most plausible model, but other 7 

models -- The continuity run actually has a much lower yield 8 

projected. 9 

 10 

We went back and forth and there were two motions that were 11 

presented.  The first was to -- Neither one, and I should put 12 

this caveat, were in line with the ABC control rule.  One of 13 

them had the spirit of the ABC control rule and that is to set 14 

the overfishing -- To set the ABC at a probability of zero 15 

overfishing. 16 

 17 

It turns out that you can’t get zero.  You have to go to 0.5, 18 

but what is the probability -- What is the ABC at 0.5?  That 19 

would set the -- The OFL, again, is set by the model, 11.11.  If 20 

you choose AS3 with shrimp rebuild, you would get 11.11 million 21 

pounds and that’s the OFL. 22 

 23 

The ABC we chose -- If we chose to set it at 0.5 percent 24 

probability of overfishing, and so an extremely low probability 25 

of overfishing, we would get a number of 9.95 million pounds.  26 

That was rejected by a fairly close vote of six to seven. 27 

 28 

The rationale that was used for that essentially was that it was 29 

inconsistent with our previous advice.  We have a 2013 benchmark 30 

coming up and that this is just, again, a re-projection based on 31 

new landings and the indices and age comp are not updated. 32 

 33 

The next motion was to essentially do what we’ve done with 34 

previous projections, which is stay consistent with our previous 35 

rationale, which is 75 percent of F at SPR 26 percent.  That 36 

gives us an ABC recommendation of 8.46 million pounds.  That was 37 

passed ten to three and so that one had a lot of support. 38 

 39 

Again, one of the rationale that was given also for this motion 40 

was that it was consistent with our previous advice.  The PDFs -41 

- If you looked at the PDFs, the probability distribution 42 

functions, around the overfishing, they don’t have a real large 43 

spread on them.  They are really sharp and that’s one of the 44 

problems that we have with a lot of the PDF functions around the 45 

overfishing limit, is that they’re very, very sharp because not 46 

enough of the uncertainty in the model parameters is captured. 47 

 48 
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Essentially, that is our recommendation, that the ABC be set at 1 

8.46 million pounds.  That is an increase from last year.  It is 2 

not as much of an increase as we originally saw in the previous 3 

projections.  Steven can tell us how far off all the different 4 

contrasts are, but I think it’s about a 200,000 or 300,000-pound 5 

increase and we were scheduled for a 500,000 pound increase. 6 

 7 

MR. STEVEN ATRAN:  The increase you’re recommending is exactly 8 

half of what was originally recommended. 9 

 10 

DR. POWERS:  Yes and so about -- We’re giving you -- The 11 

increase is about half of what we originally recommended and 12 

that’s driven by the fact that there was an overage last year 13 

and so the model projections won’t be the same.  There is an 14 

increase from last year.  The SSC was divided, I would say, on 15 

how conservative it wanted that increase to be. 16 

 17 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Dr. Powers, a couple of things.  Kay, you start 18 

and then I think some others of us have some questions as well.  19 

Go ahead, Kay. 20 

 21 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Actually, I have two items.  Could you explain to 22 

us -- During the webinar, there was mention of yes, we are 23 

having a benchmark, but it’s not a true benchmark and that it is 24 

a modified benchmark and could you tell us why we’re having a 25 

modified benchmark instead of the normal benchmark and what the 26 

possible ramifications of that could be?  That’s my first 27 

question. 28 

 29 

DR. POWERS:  I’m not sure I remember that part of the 30 

conversation.  My understanding is that this is a benchmark and 31 

everything is on the table.  We don’t have to keep the same 32 

modeling framework.  33 

 34 

There was some discussion that we might be, because Stock 35 

Synthesis 3 may not be able to deal with the complexities of red 36 

snapper, we might have to stay with the original model, the 37 

Ketchum model, but everything is on the table to be changed. 38 

 39 

MS. WILLIAMS:  All right and the reason I brought that up is 40 

because there was a lot of discussion about what the SSC needed 41 

and the information that they haven’t been given in the past and 42 

even though we were having the benchmark, how yet we have yet 43 

went in and modified this benchmark assessment and yet something 44 

else is still going to be missing and I don’t recall just what 45 

that was. 46 

 47 

But wasn’t -- As I recall, there was a lot of discussion about 48 
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this and about the upcoming benchmark assessment that you will 1 

be dealing with, but at one point, dealing with Roberts Rules 2 

and what motion you could do or couldn’t do, I felt like that 3 

the panel could have very well possibly went back to the 4 

previous motion that only failed, I think you said, by one vote, 5 

but because of being out of sequence or order according to 6 

Roberts Rules, they just kind of let it go and that bothered me.  7 

Is that what you recall? 8 

 9 

DR. POWERS:  There was some complexities there and it was the 10 

one time that we would have liked to have had Shep there.  I am 11 

just joking.  We always love Shep.  After the vote was six to 12 

seven, one of the -- That motion was declared failed by the 13 

Chair. 14 

 15 

A new motion was put on the table to go with 75 percent of OFL 16 

as our ABC.  In the beginning discussions of that motion, one of 17 

the people who had voted in the majority in the previous motion, 18 

so they voted to decline it, said that they wanted to change 19 

their vote and they wanted to reconsider the motion. 20 

 21 

Because it was a six-to-seven, it would have been a seven-to-six 22 

for the higher quota, essentially.  He was ruled out of order 23 

because there was a new motion on the table.  There was some 24 

discussion of that, that couldn’t we just table the motion that 25 

were currently considering and it went back and forth and 26 

essentially, he was ruled out of order, where some of us thought 27 

that he wasn’t out of order, because he was in the majority and 28 

he could bring it back up, but we didn’t know what to do with a 29 

motion on the table. 30 

 31 

It was decided that we would vote on this motion and because it 32 

passed ten to three, we never did revisit it, yes, but there was 33 

some definitely -- There was concern about the process. 34 

 35 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Thank you, Kay, and that’s exactly what I 36 

wanted Dr. Powers to go through.  Just so that the committee and 37 

everyone understands, it was a procedural issue that if it had 38 

been ruled another way, we could have had another one-and-a-half 39 

million pounds of quota. 40 

 41 

I don’t have any argument with the process itself.  The 42 

procedure was probably followed properly, but this is the bind 43 

we find ourselves in and since we’re on the topic, I would like 44 

Dr. Powers to kind of walk us through the control rule issue and 45 

where we would have been if the SSC had adopted the control rule 46 

quotas and if you would do that, Dr. Powers, I would appreciate 47 

it. 48 
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 1 

DR. POWERS:  Before I do that, I will need the presentation back 2 

up, the last couple of slides in the presentation.  Again, one 3 

of the reasons we did not revisit this topic was the fact that 4 

the next motion passed so overwhelmingly, ten to three. 5 

 6 

Now, what is obviously unclear is how individuals would have re-7 

voted and the argument was that if they felt that strongly about 8 

increasing the quota, they wouldn’t have voted for the second 9 

motion. 10 

 11 

When we follow our ABC control rule, we have a range of 12 

probabilities of overfishing that the council has decided upon 13 

that we could go through.  Essentially, it’s 0.3 to 0.5 is the 14 

probabilities and we have a control rule that allows us to 15 

basically discount from 0.5 probability of overfishing down to 16 

the 0.3 level. 17 

 18 

This is your 2013 and 2014 and 2015.  These are the four models, 19 

because we all assume a rebuilding shrimp effort or effort 20 

consistent with the rebuilding plan.  AS1 is the continuity run 21 

and AS2 is -- Continuity is continuity and AS1 and AS2 all make 22 

different assumptions about the relative importance of the age 23 

comp versus the importance of the fishery-independent indices. 24 

 25 

Essentially, the indices of abundance are telling us that the 26 

population is doing much better than the age comp is telling us 27 

they’re doing and so there’s various reasons why we have that 28 

disagreement and hopefully the new benchmark will help us 29 

resolve that disagreement. 30 

 31 

Essentially, if you look, we chose AS3, which is one of the 32 

things that the SSC points out, is we’re using the most 33 

optimistic model.  Some of us view it as the most plausible, but 34 

either way, it is the model that gives us the highest yields. 35 

 36 

If we chose a probability -- The lowest probability we could 37 

choose from our ABC control rule is 0.3.  That would give us, 38 

right here, a quota of about 10.8 million pounds.  That would be 39 

the most conservative we would be with our ABC control rule. 40 

 41 

Obviously a million pounds more than what we’ve got right here, 42 

which was a probability of zero overfishing, or 0.5 overfishing, 43 

and so you’re basically -- You have to realize how sharp that 44 

difference is and that’s what we would like to see more, is a 45 

bigger spread on that probability distribution function, 46 

inserting more parameters that have uncertainty under them, 47 

because essentially this goes from a probability of zero to a 48 



11 

 

probability of one over about 1.5 million pounds and we don’t 1 

think the science is that exact that we need to get more of a 2 

spread.  Your answer, Bob, is it would be 10.8 million pounds. 3 

 4 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  So two-million pounds more than the SSC 5 

recommended.  One last question, Sean.  The 75 percent, what is 6 

the basis for that buffer, the 75 percent of SPR 26 or 25 7 

percent buffer? 8 

 9 

DR. POWERS:  If you go back to the last time we had an official 10 

update on this -- The first time we had an update was 2009? 11 

 12 

MR. ATRAN:  That was the last update. 13 

 14 

DR. POWERS:  Everything is re-projections of this 2009 update.  15 

We did not have an ABC control rule in place at that time.  We 16 

were working on the ABC control rule.  The model also didn’t 17 

produce PDFs, or probability distribution functions, around the 18 

overfishing limit and so we couldn’t really use PDFs. 19 

 20 

Clay Porch and his staff fixed that problem one year later to 21 

give us PDFs, but the original rationale was one of the SSC 22 

members, who is not even on the SSC any longer, proposed 75 23 

percent of OFL and the idea with that was that used to be the 24 

default for OY, essentially, which we now know that OY is more 25 

in the council’s purview than the SSC’s purview. 26 

 27 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Sean, can you give us a sense on why the 28 

majority of the SSC members would prefer not to go with the 29 

control rule and would rather maintain the consistency of the 30 

past? 31 

 32 

DR. POWERS:  The reason why is because have not received another 33 

model, an update or a benchmark or anything, since that advice 34 

was set out and so why would we change our advice?  That’s the 35 

rationale. 36 

 37 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I just wanted to make sure that I got this on the 38 

record.  When I was asking them about the various levels of TAC, 39 

I asked them to consider, because we are allowed to and Magnuson 40 

says so, socioeconomic effect. 41 

 42 

They did not consider any and so there’s none considered into 43 

the quota that they are recommending having to do with the 44 

socioeconomic effect, which you are allowed to consider when you 45 

set your ACLs, because they didn’t have any information.  There 46 

was no one there to give them any socioeconomic consequences one 47 

way or the other and so I feel that that being said, I’m hoping 48 
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that this committee will take that into consideration when they 1 

make whatever recommendations is going to come out of here.   2 

 3 

DR. CRABTREE:  Just a couple of things to bear in mind.  The 25 4 

percent buffer, that’s been a longstanding buffer that this 5 

council has established in the fishery management plan as the 6 

buffer between the maximum sustainable yield level and the 7 

optimum yield level. 8 

 9 

Then the other thing to bear in mind is this is the only buffer 10 

that we have in the fishery, that we’ve set the quotas, the 11 

ACLs, at the ABC level.  The guidelines talk about separating 12 

management uncertainty and scientific uncertainty, but we really 13 

haven’t done that here.  They are bundled in. 14 

 15 

If you look at the performance of the fishery in the past, we 16 

have, more often than not, had overages in the range of a 17 

million pounds.  Last year, it was closer to a million-and-a-18 

half pounds and so if you take that as to some sense of what the 19 

management uncertainty is and if you consider that the buffer 20 

now is 2.64 million pounds, it’s really not unreasonably large, 21 

given that there is a substantial amount of scientific 22 

uncertainty, but there’s also a substantial amount of management 23 

uncertainty and they’re all sort of combined into that 25 24 

percent buffer. 25 

 26 

I think it’s something we can revisit when we get the new 27 

assessment.  I believe the scientific uncertainty will reduce 28 

quite a bit, but we still have a lot of management uncertainty 29 

in this fishery in terms of our ability to close the fisheries 30 

on time in the recreational sector. 31 

 32 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Roy, with that being said, I know in the past 33 

when we were waiting on assessments that you were allowed to 34 

release part of the quota, waiting upon the assessment coming 35 

forward and coming out and then releasing the second part of the 36 

quota after that. 37 

 38 

Could you not do that for 2013 on the red snapper?  I know we’ve 39 

got to have -- They’re recommending their quotas, the TAC, and 40 

I’m sure there’s some of us that feels that it should have 41 

probably been another million-and-a-half or two-million pounds 42 

and since we keep talking about this benchmark and since this 43 

was actually -- Some of this was tabled until we actually get 44 

that information and we’re not going to get it at this meeting, 45 

but is there any way that you can set the TAC for 2013 at a 46 

certain level and then come back and adjust it at whatever time, 47 

be it March or April or May, and release the other half, because 48 
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I just hate for us to set a TAC at one level when we could have 1 

had it higher based on an assessment that we’re going to have in 2 

just a month or two. 3 

 4 

DR. CRABTREE:  I think the answer to that is yes.  We have got 5 

an ABC now of 8.46 million pounds, which is several hundred 6 

thousand pounds higher than the current TAC.  We have a 7 

framework amendment ready to make that increase. 8 

 9 

Now, the way I envision us dealing with the new assessment is 10 

the assessment workshop will be completed -- I’m not sure 11 

exactly when the review workshop is, but I think we’ll have some 12 

idea of what the outcome is likely to be by our April meeting. 13 

 14 

We could then request either an emergency rule or try to prepare 15 

a framework amendment to set the TAC again.  It would be 16 

contingent on the fishing level recommendation, the ABC that the 17 

SSC gives us some time in May. 18 

 19 

We could ask for that in April and lay out that the ACLs will be 20 

set equal to the ABC or whatever and then we could try to 21 

implement that as quickly as we could after we get the new ABC 22 

from the new assessment. 23 

 24 

I envision that we will do that in one way or another and that 25 

if we get an ABC that is higher or lower or whatever it is, that 26 

we’ll make the appropriate adjustment and do it as quickly as we 27 

can. 28 

 29 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Roy, when you say as quickly as we can, is that 30 

possibly for the 2013 season? 31 

 32 

DR. CRABTREE:  Whether we can get it implemented before the 33 

recreational fishery closes or not, I don’t know.  That will be 34 

cutting it tight, but even if we get it done after the 35 

recreational season closes, we have authority under the 36 

regulations to reopen the fishery, as we did in 2010, and allow 37 

some additional fishing. 38 

 39 

Recall in 2010, after the oil spill, we had uncaught quota and 40 

we reopened the fishery for weekends and allowed fishing to 41 

continue and so yes, my anticipation is that we will allow that 42 

quota to be caught during the 2013 year and whether it will be 43 

added on and extend the fishery or whether it will involve 44 

reopening would just depend on how the timing works out. 45 

 46 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  My interpretation of your comments is that, 47 

despite the frustration we have with what occurred and the close 48 
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vote and the procedural problems, that the SSC will probably get 1 

a chance to readdress this whole issue before 2013 is complete 2 

and is that correct? 3 

 4 

DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, that’s my view on it and so I think right 5 

now our best action is to work with what we have and then deal 6 

with this issue and the buffers when we have the new assessment 7 

and see what the SSC does at that time. 8 

 9 

If the scientific uncertainty is substantially reduced, I expect 10 

that they will probably at that time either follow the P* 11 

procedure or something closer to that.  I don’t have any idea 12 

what buffer that will give us, but it will give us a different 13 

buffer. 14 

 15 

What you’re then going to have to consider is how much of a 16 

buffer do we need to take into account the management 17 

uncertainty, because what we don’t want to start happening is 18 

exceeding the overfishing level, because if we do that, then 19 

we’re allowing overfishing to occur and that’s a bad thing and 20 

that’s likely to throw recovery off and we don’t want to do 21 

that. 22 

 23 

Even though we have had these overruns, we have not exceeded the 24 

overfishing level so far and the stock appears to be well on the 25 

path of recovery and we don’t want to do anything that upsets 26 

that. 27 

 28 

DR. BONNIE PONWITH:  Just so you understand what the dates are, 29 

right now the red snapper assessment is scheduled for late this 30 

month, the assessment workshop, late this month through early 31 

February. 32 

 33 

Then the review workshop is scheduled for the 29th of April 34 

through the 3rd of May and so that gives you a better feel for 35 

what the timing on the completion of that assessment is. 36 

 37 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  When is our April meeting?  In other words, it 38 

won’t be finished before our April meeting and is that correct, 39 

Bonnie? 40 

 41 

DR. PONWITH:  The review workshop starts on the 29th of April and 42 

so it will be offset. 43 

 44 

DR. CRABTREE:  My hope is that once the assessment workshop is 45 

done, at that point we’ll have an idea of what runs are on the 46 

table and what ABCs would correspond to those.  It may be that 47 

it’s a huge range and you just don’t know, but I suspect it 48 
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won’t be and we’ll have some idea as to what’s likely to come 1 

out of the review workshop and the SSC, but we could -- We did 2 

this with the South Atlantic Council recently with yellowtail 3 

snapper. 4 

 5 

We had a new stock assessment and we didn’t have a fishing level 6 

recommendation from the SSC, but the council went ahead and 7 

asked for an emergency rule to adjust the ACLs to correspond 8 

with the new ABC and then they requested that and then when the 9 

Fisheries Service got the ABC from the SSC, we implemented the 10 

rule. 11 

 12 

I think if an emergency rule is the path we go down on this, I 13 

think you could ask for that in April, based on what we think 14 

it’s going to be.  We could then do the analysis and the 15 

paperwork that has to be done with this and get the number from 16 

the SSC and plug it in and put it in place. 17 

 18 

Now, even on that timeline, I don’t know if we could get it in 19 

place before the recreational fishery closed, but we could 20 

reopen it, as I said, and then we would dump whatever extra the 21 

commercial fishery gets into their IFQ accounts at that time. 22 

 23 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Any other comments? 24 

 25 

MR. RIECHERS:  I want to go back to the issue of a little bit 26 

about the ABC control rule.  Sean, you had, I think, indicated 27 

in your statements at least that you thought Motion 1 more or 28 

less had the spirit of our current control rule and is that -- 29 

Do you want to clarify on that a little bit, because it’s not 30 

really necessarily in the notes here. 31 

 32 

DR. POWERS:  The control rule essentially has us go through 33 

multiple levels to decide on which probability of overfishing 34 

we’re going to decide on.  P being 0.5 is way outside the range 35 

the council gave us, but it still uses that same spirit that 36 

we’re going to use, essentially the probability distribution 37 

functions, as insight. 38 

 39 

Again, the problem with that is it assumes everything is based 40 

on that AS3 model.  I think that’s what the other SSC members 41 

were concerned with. 42 

 43 

MR. RIECHERS:  But the advice from the last time was all based 44 

on the AS3, wasn’t it? 45 

 46 

DR. POWERS:  Our advice since 2009 has all been based on AS3 47 

under the rebuilding shrimp effort, which is not the most -- Out 48 
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of all the ones, there’s a different -- There’s a shrimp current 1 

effort, I think, that actually gives you a little higher of a 2 

quota, but out of the eight possible iterations, it’s the most -3 

- It’s the seventh if you wanted to rank them in terms of yield, 4 

but yes, all of our advice has been off AS3. 5 

 6 

MR. RIECHERS:  To follow that up just a second, I mean then 7 

basically -- I understand the inconsistency is we’re waiting on 8 

another benchmark assessment to actually then apply our current 9 

control rule, because we’ve kind of gotten caught in this, at 10 

least for this species, where we haven’t had a benchmark and so 11 

we’re using a different control rule, though we’ve tried to make 12 

those changes for all the other species we’ve already dealt 13 

with. 14 

 15 

The first motion, in some ways, took that guidance or principle 16 

and went as far as you could with it without basically giving it 17 

any probability of overfishing, but still moved up that notion 18 

with what, at least by the SSC members believed, is the most 19 

realistic shrimp projection modeling at this point in time, if I 20 

read this correctly. 21 

 22 

DR. POWERS:  That is correct. 23 

 24 

MR. RIECHERS:  So we’re just kind of -- We’re waiting on a 25 

benchmark to change some things that we know we’re going to 26 

change.  The Motion 1 went a little bit closer to that notion 27 

with still a zero percent probability of overfishing and so 28 

while I understand the advice from the SSC, I also kind of 29 

question why we wouldn’t at least take that half-step at this 30 

point, knowing that we’re fixing to see the full assessment. 31 

 32 

Of course, as Roy truly points out, the assessment may tell us 33 

we have more fish or less fish.  We don’t know until we 34 

completely see the full assessment, but certainly the belief is, 35 

given some of the things we’ve seen, is that it’s going to be 36 

probably more liberal from a fish perspective at this point in 37 

time. 38 

 39 

DR. POWERS:  I think there’s a little bit -- Just to clarify.  40 

Originally, when we went with 75 percent, we didn’t even have 41 

PDFs and so we couldn’t do anything else.  Now, there is the 42 

mechanics, the actual mechanics, for us to follow the ABC 43 

control rules that are in place.  We choose not to follow the 44 

ABC control rule because we don’t think that we’re capturing 45 

enough of the uncertainty with just the AS3 model run by itself. 46 

 47 

DR. CRABTREE:  Sean, this is consistent with I think the last 48 
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three years worth of ABCs we’ve gotten from the SSC.  This is 1 

what you’ve been doing, is not applying the control rule, but 2 

going with the 75 percent buffer, right? 3 

 4 

DR. POWERS:  That is correct and so what we do is when we have 5 

re-projections, as we’ve had, we follow the same guidance, but 6 

let the number change based on the landings update. 7 

 8 

DR. CRABTREE:  Of course, my concern would be that we change the 9 

way we’re doing things, which we can do that, but we need to 10 

have a sound basis for why we’re making a change and really, if 11 

you look at this, if anything, the uncertainty is likely greater 12 

now than it was two or three years ago, because the assessment 13 

is older than it was then. 14 

 15 

That would be my concern with it, that if the SSC was going to 16 

change what they’re doing, they need to have a sound record 17 

showing what new information caused them to change their 18 

position on it. 19 

 20 

MR. RIECHERS:  Roy, I don’t disagree that they would need to 21 

have that sound basis and record.  I guess part of it -- I guess 22 

I will ask the question of did they actually review those PDFs 23 

in coming up with this motion or whoever did proffer this 24 

motion? 25 

 26 

It’s as close -- As you said, it at least contains the spirit of 27 

that.  I guess my notion is that you went, in spirit, to what 28 

the new ABC control rule is going to lead us to and when you say 29 

we’ve been doing it that way for three years, Roy, I don’t think 30 

we truly had our control rule adopted until about a year or 31 

maybe eighteen months ago, if I’m remembering right. 32 

 33 

DR. CRABTREE:  It wasn’t approved, but I would say it’s been 34 

developed for that long. 35 

 36 

DR. POWERS:  You’re correct that the idea behind that was to 37 

say, okay, within the ABC control rule, how can we get the most 38 

conservative?  Since we all agree we’re not capturing enough 39 

uncertainty, how can we be the most conservative, but keep 40 

within the ABC control rule? 41 

 42 

DR. DANA:  I noted in the webinar minutes that Ms. Williams had 43 

brought up the request to have socioeconomic impacts be 44 

considered and could you explain to me why they weren’t?  I 45 

understand the biology of the -- Your facts or your information 46 

is the biology of the fish stock, but it also, I would think, it 47 

would be incredibly important to consider the impact on the 48 
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fishing industry. 1 

 2 

DR. POWERS:  A lot of the feelings on the SSC -- Well, there’s 3 

two reasons.  One, we have no document that synthesizes the 4 

effects of reducing of that buffer, what happens economically if 5 

we have a 2.5-million-pound buffer versus a one-million-pound 6 

buffer.  That’s what Kay was referring to earlier, that we 7 

didn’t have that information of what is the cost that we’re 8 

balancing it. 9 

 10 

That’s something that John Ward, who is on our committee, has 11 

harped on a lot, that we can’t do a true risk analysis without 12 

having the cost on one side.  Others feel that NS-1 trumps the 13 

socioeconomic considerations, that the biology must trump, that 14 

we have to get the biology right first before we can consider 15 

socioeconomics. 16 

 17 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I would just like to comment that National 18 

Standard 1 also mentions that we should achieve optimal yield.  19 

Now, we’ve been defining that as 25 percent, but we’ve got a 20 

control rule now and so it’s not just ending overfishing, but 21 

it’s achieving optimal yield. 22 

 23 

MR. GRIMES:  I would just say, in reference to what Dr. Powers 24 

said, I have spoken to the SSC about this and I come down in 25 

that second camp and I think the statute and the case law are 26 

clear that preventing overfishing is the primary concern. 27 

 28 

If you allow overfishing, you’re not achieving optimum yield.  29 

Optimum yield is some step below that level of fishing which 30 

results in overfishing and so the primary objective is not 31 

allowing overfishing and in terms of calculating an ABC, 32 

everything I have heard is that ABC is a biological parameter 33 

and that’s the total amount of fish that a stock is capable of 34 

sustaining. 35 

 36 

Now, that takes into account biological, physical, chemical, and 37 

I don’t know what else, but they’re not social and economic 38 

factors and that those weigh in once you determine how much 39 

harvest a stock can sustain. 40 

 41 

MR. RIECHERS:  I don’t want to belabor this point too much, but 42 

the reality of both of the scenarios that have been talked about 43 

here is that neither one of them will -- They’re not projected 44 

to lead you to overfishing.  The probability of overfishing is 45 

0.05 percent in the first motion and 25 percent in the second or 46 

it’s 25 percent less.  It would be a different probability of 47 

overfishing. 48 
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 1 

Saying that we shouldn’t bring the factors up between these two 2 

motions doesn’t really hold water there.  This is something that 3 

we have talked about for a long time around this council table, 4 

that the socioeconomic considerations need to get moved further 5 

up into this discussion process, and this is certainly a case 6 

where you’re having two recommendations basically similar from 7 

the overfishing perspective and we should be looking at the 8 

socioeconomic considerations to help us determine how to make 9 

these choices moving forward. 10 

 11 

We do have to get that further up in this process and that’s 12 

something we’ve talked about for a long time around this table 13 

and we still haven’t seemed to have achieved getting the 14 

analysis brought to groups like this or whatever the appropriate 15 

body is, but certainly this group should have had that in front 16 

of them when reviewing this, given that the tradeoff really 17 

isn’t about overfishing or not overfishing, but it’s about 18 

benefits of one level of harvest that doesn’t create overfishing 19 

and another level of harvest that doesn’t create overfishing. 20 

 21 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Dr. Dana, do you want to comment to that?  You 22 

opened this can of worms. 23 

 24 

DR. DANA:  I just appreciate everyone’s input on it.  Sean had 25 

noted that the SSC had taken the most conservative stance and if 26 

you’re taking the most conservative stance, then that just 27 

sparked in me that you probably aren’t looking at socioeconomic 28 

at all and to me, that’s vitally important, that aspect. 29 

 30 

DR. POWERS:  I will respond, Bob, and reiterate kind of what 31 

Shep said.  We view our job first as setting what the acceptable 32 

biological catch could be and remember the most conservative 33 

would be the continuity run, which we don’t believe necessarily 34 

is there, but when some of the SSC members look at that model 35 

spread on there and look at AS3 and say, okay, that captures the 36 

uncertainty fairly enough and that million-and-a-half pounds is 37 

the difference between overfishing and not overfishing. 38 

 39 

Other SSC members look at all four of those and realize that, 40 

wow, there’s a lot of different levels there and I don’t feel 41 

comfortable going all the way to AS3 and so I mean it has to do 42 

a lot with each individual’s best professional judgment of where 43 

that uncertainty is best captured and obviously the majority of 44 

the SSC felt that uncertainty involved more than just the AS3 45 

model and that’s why they didn’t go with the probability and 46 

wanted something that encapsulated and incorporated more 47 

uncertainty, but, again, you are absolutely correct that our 48 
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primary point here is the biology. 1 

 2 

MR. GRIMES:  Just two things.  First, let’s not make it appear 3 

or sound as though social and economic considerations don’t play 4 

into this process.  You set your catch limit equal to the ABC 5 

recommendation that you got from your SSC, whereas the National 6 

Standard Guidelines actually contemplate at least potentially a 7 

series of buffers that include a buffer between the overfishing 8 

limit and the acceptable biological catch and then another 9 

buffer between that ABC and your actual catch limit and then 10 

potentially even another buffer between your target. 11 

 12 

Now, in the case of red snapper, we’ve kind of muddled things, 13 

perhaps, by just creating one large buffer and maybe that’s the 14 

source of some of this debate, but there certainly are social 15 

and economic considerations that have been taken into account 16 

relative to the management of red snapper and have led to less 17 

buffer in other areas. 18 

 19 

It just seems to me that what it boils down to now, to respond a 20 

little bit to what Mr. Riechers said, is you have an ABC 21 

recommendation from your SSC and now you gave them the guidance 22 

and they have an ABC control rule and the control rule allows 23 

some variance from that control rule based on scientific opinion 24 

and informed judgment and all the rest and you have that ABC 25 

recommendation, which includes and takes into account things, 26 

risk of overfishing and all the rest of it. 27 

 28 

You have that guidance from them and a lot of the talk I hear 29 

around the table seems to suggest that because you don’t like 30 

the end number that came out of it, perhaps you would go back 31 

and ask for a reconsideration in an attempt to seek some higher 32 

number. 33 

 34 

I have always cautioned that that creates an ugly record for us 35 

in that you have a scientific recommendation and you convened 36 

this body and they had all this discussion and then when you 37 

don’t like the answer, you send it back to them and that’s less 38 

than ideal. 39 

 40 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Shep, I think you’re missing part of the point 41 

here.  The point is that it was a procedural thing that resulted 42 

in their final vote and that it could have gone the other way 43 

had the procedure changed a little bit.  I think that’s what 44 

you’re hearing from this committee, is some frustration that 45 

there was not a real strong agreement on what they decided, but 46 

fortunately, it looks like we’re going to have time for them to 47 

readdress it anyway. 48 
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 1 

MR. GRIMES:  I would say that the end result is a ten-to-three 2 

decision versus a six-to-seven decision that might have gone the 3 

other way.  If I’m looking to put my eggs into a basket that 4 

there’s more scientific certainty in, I’m going with the ten-to-5 

three vote rather than the six-to-seven every time. 6 

 7 

DR. CRABTREE:  One way to deal with these very narrow votes on 8 

the SSC would be to try and get them to become more of a 9 

consensus body.  I know the South Atlantic Council’s SSC now 10 

operates as a consensus body and that way, you don’t get these 11 

one or two-vote decisions on it. 12 

 13 

I don’t know how this would have gone, but at this point, 14 

regardless of how the vote might or might not have changed, the 15 

fact is we’re going to have a new stock assessment and we’re 16 

going to get a new ABC from the SSC and we’re going to take the 17 

steps needed to implement that as quickly as we can and I don’t 18 

know what more we can do really than that. 19 

 20 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I agree, Roy.  Any other further discussion on 21 

this issue before we move on? 22 

 23 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Just a couple of points.  I agree with what Mr. 24 

Riechers had to say about our choosing between the two and since 25 

I was on the call and I could hear the frustration of the panel 26 

members with various information that they had asked for in the 27 

past and they hadn’t received and now with the benchmark coming 28 

up so closely, every year we have went over pretty much what our 29 

SSC has recommended. 30 

 31 

We’re still not -- We haven’t reached this -- We’re still 32 

undergoing overfishing, right?  He’s saying that we won’t be 33 

overfishing if we went with either one of these, their 34 

recommendations, the first one that failed by like one vote or 35 

the one that passed the ten to three. 36 

 37 

We could actually choose either one of those.  If this panel 38 

decided to consider the socioeconomic effects, since we will not 39 

be hurting the stock by choosing one or the other.  You don’t 40 

have to have an SEP to sit down and tell you what’s the 41 

difference between another million-and-a-half pounds of fish.   42 

 43 

It’s quite easy.  It’s jobs and food.  That relates to dollars 44 

and wellbeing and this economy and the situation that we’ve been 45 

in and even we don’t know what kind of recreational season we’re 46 

going to have with the various parameters that’s going on now 47 

with our economic or our economy. 48 



22 

 

 1 

I don’t see this panel, if they should decide to go with a 2 

higher TAC, ACL, based on some socioeconomics and the state of 3 

our industry and the dependency on this fishery -- I don’t see 4 

where we would be wrong in choosing something other than what 5 

came out of the SSC as far as the ten-to-three vote. 6 

 7 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  If there’s nothing else, let’s move on to the 8 

next agenda item, which is Tab SP, Number 3(b), Analysis of 9 

Recreational Bag Limits and Season Lengths, and Mr. Strelcheck. 10 

 11 

ANALYSIS OF RECREATIONAL BAG LIMITS AND SEASON LENGTHS 12 

 13 

MR. ANDY STRELCHECK:  This is, I think, the first time we’ve 14 

briefed you on our projections of the red snapper season length.  15 

Typically, we estimate the season length somewhere around the 16 

end of March or early April and provide you with information at 17 

your April or June council meetings. 18 

 19 

We have gone ahead and used preliminary data to use project 20 

forward the 2013 season length, given the acceptable biological 21 

catch you just discussed and recreational/commercial 22 

allocations. 23 

 24 

The outline for the presentation, I’ll be discussing the 2012 25 

recreational landings to date, the 2013 season projections, 26 

impacts of state non-compliance, and in particular, the proposed 27 

regulations by Louisiana, and bag limit reductions that might 28 

aid in extending the season length for the coming fishing year. 29 

 30 

For 2012, you can see the second column is what’s been reported 31 

as of today’s date.  We have about 97 percent of the landings 32 

that we’re estimating that have been reported.  About 3 percent 33 

or so are still unreported and so we had to estimate them based 34 

on prior year’s landing patterns.   35 

 36 

This is a fairly typical distribution for the last couple of 37 

years, where the private sector accounts for more than 50 38 

percent of the overall recreational landings of red snapper.  39 

Charter and headboat account for about 34 or 35 percent and then 40 

Texas charter and private account for 3 to 4 percent of the 41 

total landings.  Relative to the 2012 quota, this is a 1.86-42 

million-pound overage, roughly 47 percent of the quota.   43 

 44 

For season projections, Tab SP, Number 3(b), you can follow 45 

along with that report.  Data sources for these projections -- I 46 

will add that this is a fairly simplistic approach that we’ve 47 

taken.  We’ve used this in the last year or two and it seems to 48 
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be the better performing of our models, even though it’s a very 1 

simplistic model. 2 

 3 

We use data sources of MRFSS recreational landings, headboat 4 

landings, and Texas landings as well as average weights from 5 

each of those data sources from the last seven years.  We also 6 

incorporated data from the red snapper updated stock assessment 7 

projections.  We received this data from Brian Linton and 8 

included projected average weights, projected yields and ABCs, 9 

as well as exploitable abundance. 10 

 11 

I want to add that in projecting the season length and where 12 

we’ve probably failed, in some instances, in projecting the 13 

season length is estimating average weights and so the 14 

projections are heavily dependent on what our average weight is 15 

for the coming season. 16 

 17 

We used the 2006 through 2012 average reported weights to 18 

project for our 2013 weight and this was done through a general 19 

linear modeling approach.  We investigated several factors, but 20 

ultimately, it was a simple relationship between average weight 21 

and year that dictated what we felt was the best way of 22 

estimating 2013 average weights.  2010 data we did drop because 23 

of the oil spill and unusual fishing behavior that occurred in 24 

that particular year. 25 

 26 

The upper left corner of the graph, you can see the reported 27 

annual average weights as the green dots and the black line is 28 

the projection from the stock assessment and up until 2011, 29 

actually even 2011, our actual average weights that were being 30 

reported were following the stock assessment projection 31 

extremely well. 32 

 33 

However, in 2012, you see the average weight jumped up much 34 

higher than the projected average weight for the stock 35 

assessment and continued a linear increase in average weight 36 

that was not projected by the stock assessment and just to give 37 

you an idea of the increase over time, this has been a twofold 38 

change in average weight since the rebuilding plan began in 39 

2007. 40 

 41 

You can see down in the bottom right corner that if you just 42 

take this data from the upper left graph and plot it, you can 43 

see that we have an extremely strong relationship between 44 

average weight and year and in fact, year was the only 45 

significant factor in this model.  It explains almost 98 percent 46 

of the variability and the last four data points, excluding 47 

2010, are following that line almost exactly. 48 
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 1 

This red point is what we’re estimating right now as the average 2 

weight for 2013, which would be 7.7 pounds.  The range is 7.34 3 

to 8.06 pounds.  This year’s average weight, for comparison, was 4 

7.07 pounds and so that would be almost a seven-tenths of a 5 

pound increase compared to last year. 6 

 7 

We have average weight estimated for 2013 and we also need the 8 

landings per day in numbers so that we can expand that and 9 

determine what’s going to be landed on a per-day basis in 10 

pounds.  We calculate in-season and out-of-season landings for 11 

2006 through 2012. 12 

 13 

This was estimated using our ACL dataset from the Science 14 

Center, which essentially aggregates all sources of landings 15 

data that we receive in the Southeast.  We calculated in-season 16 

landings simply as the total landings that would occur when the 17 

federal season is open and divide those by the number of days in 18 

the federal season to get an estimate of in-season landings per 19 

day. 20 

 21 

Once again, we fit this with a general linear model and year was 22 

a strong factor, in fact the only factor that was significant.  23 

We also calculated out-of-season catch rates, since there are a 24 

portion of the landings that occur out of season, and that is 25 

essentially seventy-three fish per day and we assumed that that 26 

rate would continue into 2013. 27 

 28 

I wanted to note that we did investigate exploitable abundance.  29 

Because we have been on this strong increasing trajectory, you 30 

would expect that catches are going to go up as stock abundance 31 

goes up, but when we fit the model with exploitable abundance, 32 

this was not a significant factor. 33 

 34 

You can see that beyond 2012 the projection estimate indicates 35 

that exploitable abundance is expected to greatly slow.  36 

However, at this point, we have no indication that it is slowing 37 

based on the 2006 through 2012 data. 38 

 39 

A similar, almost a duplicate graph, to the average weight, but 40 

if you plot in-season landings per day relative to year, you can 41 

see that it’s an extremely strong fit to the data once again.  42 

98 percent of the variability is explained and we’re estimating 43 

a little less than 19,000 fish will be caught on a per-day basis 44 

during the open season for red snapper. 45 

 46 

How do we arrive then at the season length?  The 2013 ABC 47 

approved by the SSC is 8.46 million pounds.  You take 49 percent 48 
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of that, the recreational allocation, and you get a little less 1 

than 4.15 million pounds. 2 

 3 

The equation there on the screen essentially we can solve for 4 

the federal season length and using the catch rates that I 5 

discussed earlier in average weights to determine how long the 6 

season would be and for sensitivity purposes, we also ran the 7 

model with the confidence limits for both landings per day as 8 

well as average weight per day to see how sensitive would the 9 

results be to the outcome of the season. 10 

 11 

The yellow box is essentially our mean estimate, our best 12 

estimate, and we estimate for 2013 that the red snapper season 13 

would be twenty-seven days.  The best case scenario, using the 14 

lower confidence limits, would be thirty days and the worst-case 15 

scenario, using the upper confidence limits for average weight 16 

and catch per day, would be twenty-four days. 17 

 18 

Now, I put this in partly because of the discussion you were 19 

just having, to give you an idea of what would happen if we do 20 

get a quota increase associated with the red snapper stock 21 

assessment or there’s a change in terms of how the SSC sets ABC 22 

based on the control rule. 23 

 24 

You can see status quo is twenty-seven days and for every half-25 

a-million pounds, you’re adding three to four days to the 26 

season.  A million pounds right now gets you about a week 27 

addition to the season length. 28 

 29 

MR. FISCHER:  Andy, this bump of half-a-million or one-million, 30 

is that to the total quota or just the recreational? 31 

 32 

MR. STRELCHECK:  This is just recreational.  I labeled the 33 

column “Recreational Quota” and so I’m not trying to determine 34 

or estimate what it’s going to be, but just this is a 35 

hypothetical, to give you an idea that even with large increases 36 

in quota, you’re not getting substantial gains in season length, 37 

because the catch rates and average weights are increasing at 38 

such a high rate. 39 

 40 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Okay and so on your plus two-million pounds at 41 

forty-one days and you’ve got the 49/51 split and you haven’t 42 

used that and that’s just if we were to raise the TAC two-43 

million pounds and are you using the 49 percentage or are you 44 

using the whole two-million pounds? 45 

 46 

MR. STRELCHECK:  If you look at the center column, this is our 47 

current status quo quota and so if you added two-million pounds 48 
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to that, you’re going to get 6.146 million pounds and so I’m 1 

basing the season length estimate based on a 6.1-million-pound 2 

quota just for the recreational sector. 3 

 4 

DR. CRABTREE:  So for that to happen under the status quo, we 5 

would have to get a little bit greater than a four-million-pound 6 

increase in the overall allowable catch. 7 

 8 

MR. STRELCHECK:  I am not going to get into great detail about 9 

the methods.  I gave you a presentation in October about state 10 

non-compliance.  We’ve updated the data using 2012 data.  11 

Previously, we provided you information using 2011 data.  If you 12 

want more details on the methods, go to Tab SP, Number 3(b) and 13 

take a look at the appendix. 14 

 15 

I guess a couple of notable points I will make is that you have 16 

to make a determination of how much is Louisiana going to be 17 

allocated during this season and so we used the 2012 value as 18 

the most current proxy.  That’s 11.7 percent of the total catch 19 

for 2012. 20 

 21 

Then we also performed numerous sensitivity runs, many of which 22 

we discussed at the last meeting.  The most influential is what 23 

the assumed catch rates are going to be when Louisiana state 24 

waters are open but federal waters are closed. 25 

 26 

When federal and state waters are both open, we’re presuming 27 

that the catch rates are going to be consistent with what we 28 

would expect during the federal season.  For the bag limit, 29 

there’s a proposed increase from two to three fish for Louisiana 30 

and so that also does impact the season length, because many 31 

Louisiana anglers do limit out in their bag limits and our 32 

expectation is they would limit out with higher bag limits as 33 

well. 34 

 35 

Then we looked at different assumptions about average weight as 36 

well as the proportion of landings that would occur on weekends.  37 

By shifting effort just to weekends, your expectation is that 38 

there’s going to be more landed on weekends than if the season 39 

was open for the entire week and we base that information on 40 

headboat data. 41 

 42 

The upper five runs essentially assume state and federal catch 43 

rates.  Those are the most influential in terms of changes to 44 

the federal season and similar to last time, it has a 45 

significant impact.  It would essentially cut the season 46 

approximately in half for many of the runs, based on the amount 47 

that we would estimate Louisiana would land. 48 



27 

 

 1 

If catch rates are similar to state water only catch rates when 2 

federal waters are closed, then you pretty much do not get much 3 

change in the federal season and it remains around twenty-six to 4 

twenty-eight days and the bag limits and weekend proportion of 5 

landings, they do effect, obviously, the model results, but 6 

certainly the decisions about catch rates have the most 7 

influential effect on changes to the federal season length and 8 

how much Louisiana would be estimated to land. 9 

 10 

The last meeting, I discussed briefly with you some preliminary 11 

bag limit results.  We’ve done a little bit more work to look at 12 

bag limit reductions for red snapper.  We estimated those 13 

reductions by data source and so Texas and MRFSS as well as 14 

headboat and by mode, breaking out the modes. 15 

 16 

The estimated reductions were then weighted by landings for each 17 

of those modes and data sources to determine the relative impact 18 

on reducing overall harvest.  The formulas are fairly simple.  19 

Based on the catch effort files that we used, if landings are 20 

less than or equal to the new bag limit, then landings remain 21 

the same as current landings. 22 

 23 

If landings are greater than the new bag limit, but less than 24 

the current two fish bag limit, then landings equal whatever the 25 

new proposed bag limit is.  For Texas, given that they have a 26 

four fish bag limit in state waters, we had to do a few 27 

additional things. 28 

 29 

We did not assume a reduction in landings if trips occurred in 30 

state waters if trips reported fishing in federal waters and 31 

landing greater than two fish or if trips occurred when the 32 

federal season was closed and so that, you’ll see, does affect 33 

the reduction in harvest estimated for Texas, in particular. 34 

 35 

Sensitivity runs, by reducing the bag limit -- All the 36 

reductions we estimate are based on numbers of fish.  By 37 

reducing the bag limit, there is incentive to harvest fewer 38 

fish, but larger fish and so we did perform sensitivity analyses 39 

to determine if we reduced the bag limit but fishermen did 40 

target larger fish, what would that do to affect the season 41 

length? 42 

 43 

Based on that, we recomputed the season lengths based on 44 

reductions in landings associated with the bag limit and then 45 

potential increases in average weight associated with having a 46 

lower bag limit. 47 

 48 
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Here, you can see the distribution of angler catches.  This is 1 

2011 data.  We didn’t have the 2012 data complete for all modes 2 

to run the 2012 data yet, but you can see the modes for MRFSS 3 

charter.  MRFSS private and headboat frequently land greater or 4 

at the two fish bag limit.  For Texas, you can see that there’s 5 

a lot of catches at two fish as well as greater than two fish 6 

per angler. 7 

 8 

The greater the bar is over to the right-hand side of the graph, 9 

the greater the reduction would be expected, because they’re 10 

harvesting higher amounts of red snapper per angler and that’s 11 

reflected here in the reduction estimates. 12 

 13 

I will just focus on the center column, but we looked at 14 

essentially having a fractional bag limit of one-and-a-half or a 15 

half a fish per angler.  The reductions for headboat and for 16 

MRFSS charter and private range from 37 to 46 percent for a one 17 

fish bag limit.  For Texas, it was 7 to 9 percent for charter 18 

and private. 19 

 20 

Collectively, when you weight that by the landings, it results 21 

in a net Gulf-wide reduction of 38 percent.  Obviously a half a 22 

fish bag limit is going to get you a greater reduction and a 23 

one-and-a-half fish bag limit will get you a lesser reduction. 24 

 25 

As I mentioned, we wanted to look at what effect does increasing 26 

the average weight of fish have then on the season length if 27 

fishermen compensate for that lower bag limit by harvesting, on 28 

average, a larger sized fish during the season and based on 29 

those results, and keep in mind status quo is twenty-seven days, 30 

at a one fish bag limit you’re gaining seventeen days to the 31 

season if you presume that the average weight of fish projected 32 

for 2013 is going to remain the same regardless of whether the 33 

bag limit is two or one fish. 34 

 35 

However, if it increases by a half a pound or a pound, the 36 

number of days lost would be five to ten days, depending on the 37 

average weight of fish caught based on that lower bag limit and 38 

so average weight of fish does continue to play a major role in 39 

how much benefit the bag limit reduction will have on the season 40 

length.  With that, I will entertain any questions. 41 

 42 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Thank you, Andy.  Did you say that when you’re 43 

running your calculations that you figured the amount of fish 44 

they catch in federal waters will be the same amount they’re 45 

going to catch in state waters or did I misunderstand that? 46 

 47 

MR. STRELCHECK:  For the regional analysis for non-compliance, 48 
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we ran it two ways.  One is if federal waters are closed and 1 

state waters are open, we assumed that the catch rate is 2 

comparable to the state waters catch rate as currently occurring 3 

in state waters when the federal season and state water season 4 

are both open. 5 

 6 

The other way we’ve looked at it is that you close federal 7 

waters, but keep state waters open, but the catch rates are 8 

going to remain similar to the combined catch rates of both 9 

federal and state waters remaining open.  The true value is 10 

likely somewhere in the middle of both of those, but we don’t 11 

really have a good estimate, because this hasn’t occurred yet. 12 

 13 

MS. WILLIAMS:  If I may, the reason I ask that is because in 14 

talking with the fishermen -- Yes, our fishermen catch red 15 

snapper in Mississippi, but they really don’t catch that much 16 

red snapper in state waters, for whatever reason, and that’s why 17 

I was wondering in your calculations if you were somewhat or 18 

could possibly be off as far as calculating the state waters. 19 

 20 

MR. STRELCHECK:  At the last meeting, Myron and I had a 21 

discussion during the meeting and he pointed out that not many 22 

red snapper are caught in state waters off of Louisiana.  23 

Certainly it does come down to then a compliance issue and how 24 

well are fishermen are going to be complying with that state 25 

water/federal water boundary when federal waters are closed. 26 

 27 

DR. CRABTREE:  Andy, could you back up to the slide that shows 28 

the non-compliance results?  I think it’s Number 17.  That’s 29 

really the problem we would have here, to determine if Louisiana 30 

doesn’t change their season and they open on Palm Sunday and 31 

fish weekends I think it was until September, we would need to 32 

make an adjustment. 33 

 34 

Now, based on our analysis, there are few or no red snapper 35 

caught in state waters of Louisiana and so the problem becomes 36 

poaching and this is further confounded and complicated by 37 

Louisiana’s statement that their state waters now extend out to 38 

nine miles, which I think would potentially confuse a lot of 39 

people and it’s not clear to me what rules Louisiana would 40 

enforce in the zone between three and out to nine miles. 41 

 42 

The reality is probably the truth is somewhere in between these 43 

two, but nonetheless, you end up with a twenty-seven-day season 44 

and it would be seen as a major reduction.  Now, the 45 

accountability measure we have now is that we adjust the season 46 

Gulf-wide to account for those additional fish in state waters. 47 

 48 
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One of the decisions you need to make at this committee meeting 1 

to recommend to the council in February is whether you want to 2 

change that accountability measure in a way that would shorten 3 

the EEZ season off the state which has chosen not to put in 4 

place compliant regulations. 5 

 6 

In this case, you would shorten the EEZ season off of Louisiana 7 

to compensate and you would shorten the EEZ season off of Texas 8 

to compensate, but in order for you to get that done before this 9 

fishing season starts, I think you would have to ask for an 10 

emergency rule at the February council meeting to alter those 11 

accountability measures. 12 

 13 

Now, if Louisiana decides they’re going to go compliant this 14 

year, which they’ve told us -- Myron can comment on it, but what 15 

they’ve told us is that if we move forward with looking at 16 

regional management, they think that they would remain compliant 17 

this year. 18 

 19 

If that happens, then I don’t think we have an emergency 20 

situation at this time, but you still need to give consideration 21 

about do you want to make a long-term change to these 22 

accountability measures and so instead of everyone Gulf-wide 23 

paying the price for one state not being compliant, that the 24 

shortening of the season is just off the non-compliant state. 25 

 26 

We’re going to have to make some decisions on that quickly and 27 

we need to have some real discussion as to how that would work 28 

and how we would implement that, but you could ask staff to 29 

develop an emergency rule language to do this and bring it to 30 

you to review at the February council meeting. 31 

 32 

Then if you requested it then and if it was approved, we would 33 

have time to get it in place before the fishery opened in June.  34 

Otherwise, whatever the adjustment is, and probably it’s 35 

somewhere in the middle of this, that will be applied to the 36 

Gulf-wide season if Louisiana goes forward on the path they’re 37 

on. 38 

 39 

DR. ABELE:  Is it possible to have state-by-state accountability 40 

measures? 41 

 42 

DR. CRABTREE:  To some extent, that would be what this is in 43 

terms of trying to take into account the implications of what 44 

the state chooses to do in state waters.  If you’re talking 45 

about paybacks or something like this, I guess it would be, but 46 

bear in mind we don’t have a payback for red snapper and so this 47 

is all about projecting what we think is going to be caught and 48 
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what we think is going to be caught is affected by what each 1 

individual state does in terms of their regulations. 2 

 3 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I will recognize you in just a second, Myron, 4 

but I want to ask Andy something first.  These numbers are based 5 

on Louisiana and Texas, correct? 6 

 7 

MR. STRELCHECK:  This is solely looking at Louisiana. 8 

 9 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  It’s solely looking at Louisiana and would you 10 

offer a prediction if Florida decided to go non-compliant? 11 

 12 

MR. STRELCHECK:  I won’t offer a prediction, but they certainly 13 

account for a large portion of the landings. 14 

 15 

MR. FISCHER:  My comment to Roy would be if we start looking at 16 

states individual AMs, would we do this for other species?  17 

Would we do it for the mackerel commercial fishery and would we 18 

do it across the board for other fisheries, because now we’re 19 

setting a pretty bad precedent on how we’re going to manage 20 

species and any one given state -- Now all of a sudden we’re 21 

dividing quotas and we’ve been pushing regional management and 22 

it sounds like it’s something that’s going to happen to us 23 

indirectly. 24 

 25 

DR. CRABTREE:  If I could, I mean that’s up to you how much you 26 

want to change this.  We’re not in a situation quite like this 27 

yet with any of these other fisheries, but you could regionalize 28 

these things in terms of the accountability measures as much as 29 

makes sense and you have a record to support doing that. 30 

 31 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Well, since Myron has already stated that they 32 

really don’t catch red snapper in state waters, he shouldn’t 33 

have too much of a problem with us holding them accountable then 34 

and closing the federal waters off the state of Louisiana should 35 

they decide to not be compatible. 36 

 37 

I find this council is caught in this battle, this state and 38 

this federal.  They’re managing state waters and we’re managing 39 

federal waters and when they don’t like what we’re doing, then 40 

they go out and they extend their range out to nine miles and 41 

yet we’re still supposed to manage the fishery and hold all of 42 

the constituency accountable for something that maybe one state 43 

is doing. 44 

 45 

I don’t worry so much about Texas.  Texas has always caught red 46 

snapper and they’re going to continue to catch red snapper and 47 

we haven’t become overfished because of really them doing that, 48 
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but when each state starts doing this, that’s a problem and so I 1 

think maybe we should look at accountability measures and do as 2 

you talked about that we could do. 3 

 4 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Anybody else want to comment on this while Andy 5 

is here?  If not, I think this is a natural place to take a ten-6 

minute break, but just ten minutes. 7 

 8 

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 9 

 10 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Andy, are you going to be here today and 11 

tomorrow all the day or what’s your --  12 

 13 

MR. STRELCHECK:  I will be here all day today and tomorrow, yes. 14 

 15 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  If anybody has got any questions for Andy, you 16 

can catch him later on today or tomorrow.  The next item on the 17 

agenda is Review of Draft Framework Actions, Tab SP, Number 3(d) 18 

and Dr. Simmons. 19 

 20 

REVIEW OF DRAFT FRAMEWORK ACTION 21 

 22 

DR. CARRIE SIMMONS:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I do not have a 23 

presentation.  We’re just going to go through the document.  24 

This is Tab SP, Number 3(d) and Phyllis has got the first action 25 

up on the screen for me. 26 

 27 

This is a framework action, a draft, that we’ve stated 28 

developing because the acceptable biological catch in 2012 was 29 

exceeded and so some regulations that were put in last year, 30 

when you established both a 2012 and 2013 ABC and then sector 31 

quotas, was that if the ABC was exceeded in 2012, the sector 32 

quotas would remain at that level unless the best scientific 33 

information available determined otherwise. 34 

 35 

Dr. Powers has been here today and you heard the results of the 36 

November Scientific and Statistical Committee meeting and now 37 

you have a new acceptable biological catch recommendation. 38 

 39 

This framework action has two actions in it.  Action 1 would 40 

modify the 2013 red snapper quotas and also possibly modify the 41 

bag limits and so that’s the purpose of this framework action 42 

and this would be consistent with the red snapper rebuilding 43 

plan. 44 

 45 

Let’s start with Action 1, Modify the 2013 Red Snapper Quotas.  46 

It’s on page 7 and it’s up on the screen for us.  There’s three 47 

alternatives.  Alternative 1 is the no action alternative.  It 48 
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would maintain the quotas as defined in the March 2012 1 

regulatory amendment and the commercial and recreational sector 2 

quotas would be as follows, which you are currently under the 3 

4.121 million pounds and the 3.939 million pounds whole weight. 4 

 5 

Alternative 2 would set the 2013 quotas for red snapper at the 6 

sector allocations of acceptable biological catch based on the 7 

current allocation of 51 percent commercial and 49 percent 8 

recreational and this would be set equal -- The total commercial 9 

and recreational quota would be set equal to the SSC’s ABC 10 

recommendation of the 8.46 and you can see what each quota would 11 

be.  The commercial quota would be 4.315 million pounds and the 12 

recreational quota would be 4.145 million pounds.   13 

 14 

The third alternative would use your ACL/ACT control rule which 15 

you set up in 2011 in your generic amendment.  If you remember, 16 

that has a series of points that were added and it comes up with 17 

a different buffer and that’s actually in the appendix of the 18 

draft framework action and you can see that the catch had been 19 

exceeded for the recreational sector by two or more times in the 20 

last four years. 21 

 22 

Because of that, based on that ACL/ACT control rule, a buffer of 23 

zero percent was calculated for the commercial sector and a 20 24 

percent buffer was calculated for the recreational sector using 25 

that ACL/ACT control rule. 26 

 27 

If that’s used, the recreational and commercial quotas would be 28 

as follows.  The commercial quota would be 4.315 million pounds 29 

whole weight and the recreational quota would be 3.31 million 30 

pounds whole weight and so that concludes my review of Action 1. 31 

 32 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Discussion of Action 1?  Would anyone like to 33 

move for a preferred alternative here? 34 

 35 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I am not going to make a motion, but I want to 36 

have just a little bit of discussion, if I may.  If we choose 37 

this as it stands, yet we want to go back to the recommendation 38 

from the SSC that fell by the one vote, then we’ve got to make 39 

some changes and I guess come up with a whole new discussion and 40 

all of that.  Is that correct in the document, Mr. Chairman? 41 

 42 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  If I understand it, and Shep can correct me, 43 

we’re constrained.  Even though it lost by one vote, we’re 44 

constrained with their ABC recommendation of 8.4 and is that 45 

correct? 46 

 47 

MR. GRIMES:  Yes, that is correct and I guess if you went back 48 
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to them and you did get a new ABC recommendation, 1 

notwithstanding my prior statements about that, you would then 2 

have a new ABC recommendation to go into this document or some 3 

other document and create the new alternatives and your 4 

decisions would then be guided by the new recommendation. 5 

 6 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  But given Roy’s discussion earlier, might that 7 

not all be moot with the new base -- 8 

 9 

MR. GRIMES:  Yes, I think that’s exactly right and no matter 10 

what recommendation you have now for an ABC, you’re going to 11 

have it for a matter of months before you get the results from 12 

your new benchmark assessment and that’s going to guide where 13 

you go into the future. 14 

 15 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  To me, it seems this is just kind of an 16 

exercise we’re forced to go through, but subject to change.  It 17 

could go worse, but subject to change with the new benchmark and 18 

is that correct, Roy? 19 

 20 

DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I mean I guess you could decide not to do 21 

anything with this right now and wait until the new assessment 22 

is completed and then somehow implement that TAC.  Now, that has 23 

some consequences.  This would probably occur quicker than that 24 

and so those fish would go to the commercial fishery sooner than 25 

they might, but the other thing in this amendment is the bag 26 

limit change. 27 

 28 

If you want to make a change to that bag limit, you need to do 29 

it in this document and do it now, because I don’t think we have 30 

emergency-type criteria there, because we have time to get that 31 

done. 32 

 33 

Now, if you decide you don’t want to change the bag limit, then 34 

I guess you could decide just not to go forward with any of this 35 

right now, but the other part of this is if you do that, then 36 

the season we’re looking at now is a little bit shorter and that 37 

creates even more anxiety and more problems with state 38 

commissions and things like that. 39 

 40 

MR. RIECHERS:  Could we maybe have Carrie just characterize this 41 

document and the timing as you see it as we move forward then, 42 

given that we’re kind of at a step before our next council 43 

meeting and so we would basically choose preferreds here and the 44 

next step would be to take it to council or do you want to walk 45 

us through that? 46 

 47 

DR. SIMMONS:  This is not -- This is a committee and we were 48 
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going to use this same document in February that you have before 1 

you now.  We could have another draft as well potentially with 2 

the preferreds in it, but we would have this document as well 3 

that goes to the council is my thinking.   4 

 5 

It’s slated to take final action in February and so then after 6 

that, National Marine Fisheries Service will have to take over 7 

from there as to how long it will take, but my understanding is 8 

whatever happens at the end of April with the benchmark 9 

assessment could potentially replace anything that happens in 10 

this framework action before it’s finalized, but I am not sure 11 

of the timeline once we transmit it to National Marine 12 

Fisheries. 13 

 14 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  That would require emergency action, right, 15 

Roy, after the April meeting? 16 

 17 

DR. CRABTREE:  To do an emergency to raise the quota based on 18 

the new assessment?  To get it done as quickly as possible.  The 19 

other alternative would be to come in with another framework to 20 

yet set the TAC again at the April meeting with just an estimate 21 

of what the numbers may be, but we wouldn’t be able to vote it 22 

up until the June meeting and then because it would be a 23 

framework document, it would have a comment period and 24 

everything on it and it would take longer to get that done than 25 

the emergency action route would be, but Shepherd may have some 26 

comments on that and I don’t know. 27 

 28 

MR. FISCHER:  Mr. Chairman, to avoid lengthy discussion with 29 

nothing on the table, I move we accept Alternative 2 as our 30 

preferred alternative and if I get a second, then we can follow 31 

through with discussion. 32 

 33 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  We have a second and is there discussion?  We 34 

have a motion of a preferred alternative and this is a committee 35 

motion that will go to full council in April. 36 

 37 

MS. WILLIAMS:  My discussion would be that under Magnuson we are 38 

required to make certain adjustments to keep the sectors within 39 

their ACL and in this document, looking at the allocations that 40 

are here in this document and looking at the bag limits that 41 

it’s going to take to achieve to stay within this ACL, to me a 42 

one fish bag limit is just not going to cut it for our charter 43 

for-hire sector. 44 

 45 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Kay, you’re out of order.  This is -- 46 

 47 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Right, but what I’m trying to say is with this 48 
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recommendation, if we choose this and you’re wanting to go ahead 1 

and choose this rather than send it back to the SSC or wait and 2 

do an emergency action, and this is to Myron, then that means 3 

we’ve got to go through here and go ahead and pick out your one 4 

fish bag limit and so many days and we’re sitting here knowing 5 

that that’s not what we’re going to do. 6 

 7 

It’s just a lot of work on staff and everything else for us to 8 

say this is what we’re going to do and now go back and change 9 

it, because I don’t believe nobody at this table is going to do 10 

that. 11 

 12 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I think the work has been done.  I think 13 

Myron’s intention was just to not add any more labor to this 14 

issue and just lay it to rest until April.  That was my 15 

impression of your motion, the intent.   16 

 17 

MS. WILLIAMS:  But I thought Carrie said that we would take 18 

final action in a couple of weeks and then it goes to Roy and so 19 

how is that laying it to rest? 20 

 21 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Because they’re not going to do any more work 22 

on this. 23 

 24 

MS. WILLIAMS:  But they need to do some more work.  We need to 25 

go back to the SSC. 26 

 27 

DR. CRABTREE:  That’s a different issue and so far, you have not 28 

decided to go back to the SSC.  If you’re going to go back to 29 

the SSC and ask them to reconsider, then I would say unless you 30 

can go back to them between now and the February council 31 

meeting, then you’re not going to vote this up in February, but 32 

at this point, no one has made a motion to go back to the SSC 33 

and the general sense I’ve gotten has been not to go back to the 34 

SSC, but rather to let the new assessment be completed and let 35 

them operate on that. 36 

 37 

MR. FISCHER:  I mean yes, Roy, I agree with you.  I think it’s a 38 

very bad precedent to say we want to send this back to the SSC 39 

because we didn’t like your findings the first time and do 40 

something better. 41 

 42 

It was a ten-to-three vote and I want higher numbers.  I want 43 

higher numbers for our state and I want higher numbers for the 44 

other four Gulf states, but I think that’s what we have to 45 

accept and move forward and then when the stock assessment comes 46 

out, then we sit down and reassess the numbers again, but 47 

there’s always a stock assessment around the corner and we have 48 
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to move forward with the data we have now. 1 

 2 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Are you all ready to vote on the motion?  All 3 

in favor of the motion say aye; opposed.  The motion passes with 4 

one objection. 5 

 6 

DR. SIMMONS:  Action 2 looks at modifying the recreational bag 7 

limit for red snapper.  We have three alternatives.  Alternative 8 

1 is the no action alternative, maintain the recreational red 9 

snapper bag limit at two fish per angler per day.  Alternative 2 10 

is modify the recreational red snapper bag limit to one fish per 11 

angler per day and Alternative 3 is to modify the recreational 12 

red snapper bag limit to one fish per two anglers per day. 13 

 14 

In regards to Alternative 2, the expected reductions in landings 15 

is approximately -- I think Andy said 38 percent, which is 16 

expected to increase the season by 1.16 times, whereas 17 

Alternative 3 is expected to reduce landings by 63 percent and 18 

it could allow the season to be increased in length by 2.68 19 

times. 20 

 21 

As you know, because of the way the fractional bag limits are 22 

set up in Alternative 3, one individual can’t land half a fish.  23 

You have to have two anglers on your vessel to land one fish.  24 

There is a table on page 11, Table 2.2.3, that shows the number 25 

of red snapper allowed under a fractional bag limit, which can 26 

get a little confusing, potentially, if you have a lot of 27 

passengers on your headboat, but there is a table there you can 28 

look at and it’s on page 11 for Alternative 3. 29 

 30 

DR. CRABTREE:  Just to Andy, so looking at the table you 31 

presented us, if we went to one fish and assuming the 7.7 32 

pounds, which is the projected mean weight for 2013, is what 33 

happens, we would be talking a forty-four-day season? 34 

 35 

MR. STRELCHECK:  That’s correct. 36 

 37 

DR. CRABTREE:  Potentially that’s the difference we’re talking 38 

about.  Status quo is twenty-seven days and one fish is forty-39 

four days. 40 

 41 

DR. ABELE:  I want to make sure I understand Table 2.2.1.  If 42 

I’m reading that right, currently, at a two fish bag limit, 38 43 

percent of charter and 31 percent of private and 59 percent of 44 

headboats achieve that two fish? 45 

 46 

DR. SIMMONS:  Yes.  You said the 1.51 to 2, the average, the 47 

mean, there?  Yes. 48 
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 1 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I would like to ask Andy something.  You had a 2 

table in your presentation where you had, I think, ranges of 3 

three projected weights if we went to a one fish bag limit based 4 

on some anticipated highgrading.  Is it not possible that if 5 

your highest average weight estimate is a little off that we may 6 

would lose even more days and would be back close to the twenty-7 

seven days and how realistic is that projection?  What was it 8 

based on? 9 

 10 

MR. STRELCHECK:  I don’t have any sense of how the average 11 

weight would change based on lowering the bag limit and so I 12 

don’t have a basis to anchor how much would it increase under a 13 

lower bag limit.   14 

 15 

We initially attempted to go down the path of looking at the 16 

catch effort data and determining on a particular trip what were 17 

the average weight of each of the fish caught and presuming that 18 

they would keep the heavier of the fish on the trip and discard 19 

the lower amounts, but that got to be extremely complicated and 20 

we couldn’t do that, but you are correct. 21 

 22 

If the upper average weight estimate is even higher than what 23 

I’ve estimated, which was just a pound more than the current 24 

average weight, then you could lose additional days and that’s 25 

certainly the risk in terms of lowering the bag limit, is that 26 

there could be a loss of days just associated with people 27 

catching larger fish, although they will catch them less quickly 28 

because the catch rates will be lower. 29 

 30 

DR. CRABTREE:  Andy, the way all this works is the season will 31 

be set and over before we have any data on what the average fish 32 

sizes were and so the risk isn’t that you will lose days.  The 33 

risk is that we would go over and so to the extent that they 34 

highgrade and the actual fish are higher than the mean, that 35 

would result in an average, but I don’t think you would lose 36 

days, because we wouldn’t know about it. 37 

 38 

MR. RIECHERS:  In that vein, Carrie, which projected number did 39 

you use to create the estimated number of days here that we’re 40 

going to increase, given status quo or obviously we don’t 41 

increase the status quo, but one fish here or 1.5? 42 

 43 

MR. STRELCHECK:  The numbers she just presented in terms of the 44 

increases would presume that the average weight remained the 45 

same as what we’re projecting for the coming season and so it’s 46 

the best case scenario. 47 

 48 



39 

 

MR. RIECHERS:  With that, Bob was suggesting, or at least what 1 

the suggestion could be, is that we also look at a weight higher 2 

than that average weight, anticipating some sort of level of 3 

highgrading. 4 

 5 

DR. CRABTREE:  If this is the path you go and you lower the bag 6 

limit, you could then provide some guidance to the Fisheries 7 

Service that you think some level of highgrading will occur and 8 

that the Fisheries Service should reduce the season length based 9 

on one of these other scenarios and we would certainly give 10 

great weight to your guidance on that. 11 

 12 

MR. GREENE:  I think you could also make an argument that 13 

perhaps you don’t have a highgrading issue, because a one fish 14 

per person, I think the private recreational angler may get the 15 

sense of I’m not going to go fifty miles or whatever it is to 16 

catch that many fish and so this is a heck of a conundrum we’re 17 

in. 18 

 19 

We hear people scream that we want more days and we want more 20 

days and you’re going to take half the fish to get more days and 21 

that’s kind of where we’re at, but I think we’ve got a little 22 

bit of an insight here, because my theory -- I think the guys in 23 

my area, there may be some highgrading, but I also think that 24 

the private recreational guys -- They may get to the point of 25 

I’ve got four buddies and we’re going to go fishing and me and 26 

Larry and Bob, are we going to load up for four red snapper?  I 27 

don’t know if they’re going to go that far and waste that money 28 

for fuel and so that may be another side of this that maybe we 29 

haven’t explored either. 30 

 31 

MR. RIECHERS:  In order to maybe reduce the number of 32 

alternatives here, haven’t we considered a 0.5 fish in another 33 

species not too long ago?  Carrie is nodding yes and as I’m 34 

remembering, our reaction to that was almost we were laughed at 35 

and scoffed at and so forth and so on. 36 

 37 

With that, at least I would make one motion in this Action 2 and 38 

that would be to remove Alternative 3, unless we just absolutely 39 

need it for the range of alternatives, Shep. 40 

 41 

MR. GRIMES:  Well, I would go back and greater amberjack was the 42 

one where you considered a fractional bag limit and you’ve had 43 

public comment suggesting a fractional bag limit.  Yes, some 44 

people scoffed at it and other people supported it, just like 45 

every other recommendation you get, but this is something that I 46 

view as a perfectly reasonable alternative and I would say there 47 

are very legitimate reasons for not accepting it as your 48 
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preferred alternative, but we need a reasonable range. 1 

 2 

I have staunchly advocated internally that this remain and that 3 

actually this be added to the document and I would strongly 4 

counsel against removing it just to streamline your analysis. 5 

 6 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Mr. Riechers withdrew his motion.  Would anyone 7 

like to make a motion to recommend a preferred? 8 

 9 

MR. ANSON:  I would make a motion that we set Alternative 1 as 10 

the preferred alternative. 11 

 12 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Second. 13 

 14 

MR. ANSON:  Alternative 1 and that would be to maintain status 15 

quo. 16 

 17 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Status quo and was there a second? 18 

 19 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Second. 20 

 21 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Is there further discussion? 22 

 23 

MR. GRIMES:  I would just point out, and I’m sure a lot of you 24 

are not going to like to hear this, but we’ve sat around and 25 

I’ve heard this body discuss again and again and again how do we 26 

increase season length.  You’re looking at allocation and what 27 

can we do to reallocate from the commercial sector to increase 28 

the length of the recreational season and it’s all about the 29 

recreational season. 30 

 31 

Now, this is the simplest and most obvious tool that you have to 32 

increase the length of the recreational season and it seems to 33 

me that if you’re not going to avail yourself of it, you ought 34 

to have a very good reason why and that should -- You should tie 35 

that to the other alternatives that you’re considering or 36 

allocation and the like and why that’s the way you need to go 37 

instead of reducing the bag limit.  You have other species with 38 

lower than a two fish bag limit. 39 

 40 

MR. ANSON:  To that point, the rationale is that we just heard 41 

some additional discussion on some more assumptions that we 42 

would have to make regarding a one fish bag limit and what 43 

impact is that going to do?  Are anglers going to be fishing out 44 

fifty miles or are they going to be going ten miles or fifteen 45 

miles or three miles, in some state’s case?  That’s just one 46 

more layer of uncertainty that we would have to try to account 47 

for and take into our decision making process. 48 
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 1 

MR. FISCHER:  Roy and Mr. Chairman, is our job to try to create 2 

the longest possible season or to try to create the best season 3 

that the anglers can live with? 4 

 5 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I just want to comment that this is something 6 

that we really want to hear at public hearing, but certainly in 7 

my area the thought of a single fish bag limit is -- They would 8 

much prefer a shorter season, I think, than that, but that’s 9 

just an impression. 10 

 11 

DR. CRABTREE:  We will hear from the fishermen, especially in 12 

your area, because I think we’re in Mobile at the next meeting 13 

before we take -- I don’t think, Kevin, that you’ve got to make 14 

any more assumptions. 15 

 16 

There’s uncertainty about the highgrading situation.  There’s 17 

uncertainty about it right now.  There’s a lot of uncertainty 18 

with all this, but I have a lot of reservations about a twenty-19 

seven-day season and I’m very concerned about how that’s going 20 

to be received by the state commissions and what states will be 21 

able to keep to maintain compatible regulations with us. 22 

 23 

If we lose some more states in that regard, we’ll end up with a 24 

much shorter season in the EEZ, which will prevent the 25 

federally-permitted charterboats from fishing and so we run a 26 

real risk here. 27 

 28 

Yes, Myron, our job is to balance things and not just manage for 29 

the longest season and I guess if what you’re telling me is you 30 

think a twenty-seven-day season is acceptable to you, that’s one 31 

thing, but I’ve come in with the assumption that a twenty-seven-32 

day season is not going to be acceptable to anybody and we don’t 33 

have a lot of tools right now to achieve a longer season, but 34 

this is one way to get the season up to forty-four days, which I 35 

think is a lot more acceptable to folks. 36 

 37 

I think you need to think very carefully about it and 38 

particularly I would like to hear from the other state directors 39 

as to how they think their commissions might respond to some of 40 

these, because that’s a critical part of this whole discussion. 41 

 42 

MS. BADEMAN:  To follow up on Roy, twenty-seven days I don’t 43 

think is acceptable.  I’m not crazy about a one fish bag limit 44 

either, but I would rather take forty-four days over twenty-45 

seven, at least at this point.  I definitely want to hear what 46 

the public has to say about it, but twenty-seven days is not so 47 

good. 48 
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 1 

MR. ANSON:  To Dr. Crabtree’s point, I certainly agree that the 2 

more days is better, albeit I just -- I will echo what Dr. Shipp 3 

said.  I just don’t think there will be a lot of sentiment out 4 

there to go to a one fish bag limit and I go back to we have 5 

some pretty sound data, recent track history, of estimation of 6 

the average size of the fish, based on a two fish bag limit, and 7 

it’s hit that curve on every point and you just go to one fish 8 

and you just open up the door. 9 

 10 

Looking at the table that was in Andy’s presentation earlier of 11 

a one fish bag limit, if you go to -- It’s 7.7 and it’s 12 

projected at forty-four days and if you go one pound above the 13 

average size, the mean size at one pound above, you go to 14 

thirty-four days and so now you’re at seven days for one fish. 15 

 16 

DR. CRABTREE:  But that’s not what would happen.  The season 17 

will be set and done before the fishery opened and by the time 18 

we get any data on the lengths, the season will be over and so 19 

it doesn’t shorten the season.  That might be a better way to 20 

have it go, but it would result in an overrun if it happens. 21 

 22 

MR. ANSON:  Then I again go back to one more assumption that we 23 

have to take into account and we went over one-million plus 24 

pounds this last year and we had all the ducks in a row and now 25 

we’ve got one more duck we’ve got to worry about and so that’s 26 

all. 27 

 28 

MR. FISCHER:  I know we want to give the public more days to 29 

fish, but one thing we have to remember is if we go to one fish, 30 

they will be fishing less days in 2013 than they did in 2012 31 

with 50 percent less daily bag limit and I don’t think that will 32 

set well at all with the public, is you both cut their bag limit 33 

down to one and took days away.  I think it’s -- What’s the 34 

medicine, what’s the best medicine, and I’m not too sure. 35 

 36 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I was looking at if they landed 5,796,000 pounds 37 

and by our stock assessment figuring all of this in and we’re 38 

not overfishing, then if they landed that next year, we probably 39 

would not be overfishing and so that’s why I’m supporting 40 

staying with the two fish bag limit. 41 

 42 

DR. CRABTREE:  I don’t think the public or any of us like any of 43 

these options, but this is where we are, but I’ve heard time and 44 

time again members of the public testify to us that season 45 

length is the most important thing and they need days and so I’m 46 

going to vote against the motion and my preference would be to 47 

go to one fish. 48 
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 1 

DR. ABELE:  I agree that there’s no easy options on the table, 2 

but if we go to two fish, we’re at twenty-seven days and I think 3 

there will be more backlash against that than the going from two 4 

fish to one fish.  Two fish to one fish, people get to fish and 5 

they’ve got some time, but because they’re tied together -- If 6 

they weren’t tied together, that would be a different story, but 7 

they are. 8 

 9 

MR. BOYD:  I would like to hear from our council members that 10 

are charter for-hire or headboat operators as to what one fish 11 

versus two fish would do to your business and to your 12 

profitability. 13 

 14 

MR. GREENE:  To go back to -- Before I go there, I appreciate 15 

your comment, Doug, but before I go there, you’ve got to realize 16 

that this is assuming that Florida goes along and Louisiana goes 17 

along. 18 

 19 

If we go to twenty-seven days and two fish, Martha is kind of 20 

alluding to the fact that Florida may not go along and so if 21 

Florida doesn’t go along, we don’t have twenty-seven days and so 22 

now we’re really stuck and I think that’s more of a bigger, 23 

overarching deal than a business perspective. 24 

 25 

From my personal point of view, we’ve got to have days.  That’s 26 

just the cold, hard fact.  You have to have days.  We saw what 27 

happened this past year when we had a hurricane or Tropical 28 

Storm Debbie come in here.  We lost three or four days and it 29 

was one of the roughest years I’ve fished in a long time and 30 

I’ve got a big boat and I blasted right through some of that 31 

stuff, but it was still miserable and I still lost a bunch of 32 

days and we’re getting ourselves into this box that we can’t get 33 

out of. 34 

 35 

I think that -- I’ve got to agree with Roy that we need more 36 

days and that’s what everybody has come across and that’s my 37 

personal opinion that I think would be the best way to go.  I 38 

understand that I live right in the middle of red snapper world 39 

and it’s a bad deal, but days is where it’s going to fall, in my 40 

opinion. 41 

 42 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I would just like -- I know Martha can’t give 43 

us a guarantee, but I’m not so sure that a one fish bag limit 44 

would satisfy her commission either.  It would sure be nice if 45 

we had a read on that, Martha. 46 

 47 

MS. BADEMAN:  Unfortunately, I can’t give you one.  I can 48 
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picture when we brief the commission on this.  Our commission 1 

meeting is after the Gulf Council meeting, I think the week 2 

after, but twenty-seven days is not good news and a one fish bag 3 

limit isn’t good news either, but I think you know how that 4 

meeting is going to go. 5 

 6 

MR. GRIMES:  I think you ought to look at this, whatever 7 

decision you make, and it should be guided in some respects by 8 

the objectives of the fishery management plan and I know it’s 9 

been a while since those have been revisited, but in managing 10 

recreational fisheries, what’s your objective with this? 11 

 12 

This gets to what Mr. Fischer and others have been talking about 13 

around the table.  Is it providing recreational fishing 14 

opportunities?  Is it providing for the cheapest harvest of a 15 

certain quantity of fish?  That’s exactly the tradeoff you’re 16 

talking about here, is that I can gas up my boat and come back 17 

with ten pounds of red snapper versus five pounds or is it that 18 

I want to be able to gas up my boat and go fishing more often. 19 

 20 

Those are the kinds of things that you need to base your 21 

decision on.  I don’t have the objectives of the FMP right in 22 

front of me and I doubt there’s much in there that specific and 23 

so maybe you don’t get much use from it, but in terms of long-24 

term management strategy, those are the kinds of things you need 25 

to be addressing. 26 

 27 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  My comment is what Corky is talking about.  In 28 

a sense, economically and sociologically, you might be removing 29 

fishing opportunities, because they decide not to go and it may 30 

get that way.  We just don’t know, obviously.  We just don’t 31 

know what it’s going to be. 32 

 33 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Andy, did you look at maybe having different bag 34 

limits, such as two fish for the charter for-hire, since they 35 

don’t -- They sell trips is what they sell and they have a 36 

mechanism to limit the bag limit if this assessment doesn’t come 37 

out the way that we think it’s going to come out.  Have you 38 

looked at having maybe a two fish for the charter for-hire and 39 

one fish for the private recreational? 40 

 41 

MR. STRELCHECK:  No, I have not.  It could be done and I guess 42 

Shep would want to respond in terms of whether we could even do 43 

that, given fair and equitability concerns, differential bag 44 

limits by sector or mode for charter and private. 45 

 46 

MR. GRIMES:  I wouldn’t rule it out.  I think you’re correct 47 

that you have significant hurdles in terms of justifying how 48 
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that’s fair and equitable to all such fishermen, but just in 1 

terms of -- You couldn’t do it state-by-state, but if you did it 2 

by mode and you had a sufficient rationale, then, yes, off the 3 

top of my head, I don’t know what a legitimate rationale for 4 

that might be, but I wouldn’t say it’s impossible. 5 

 6 

MS. WILLIAMS:  If I may respond, Larry said that, and I see 7 

Larry, when he gives us advice, as a single private recreational 8 

fisherman and they necessarily want the days and that’s why he 9 

was looking at the one fish bag limit and we know our charter 10 

for-hire, they sell trips and there may be customers and they 11 

may not catch two.  They may only catch one, but it’s the 12 

opportunity to catch two. 13 

 14 

That’s why I was looking at different bag limits and two for the 15 

for-hire and one for the private recreational, at least up until 16 

we get the assessment and then we can come in with an emergency 17 

rule and change a bag limit or do whatever we need to do, but I 18 

think at this point that would be something we should at least 19 

look at. 20 

 21 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Is there further discussion? 22 

 23 

DR. CRABTREE:  I would not necessarily think you can come back 24 

in later and do an emergency rule to adjust the bag limit.  You 25 

would have to have new and unforeseen information that led you 26 

to that. 27 

 28 

Let me make a couple of points.  One, if you’re right that some 29 

people just decide not to go fishing and so trips are canceled 30 

because of the bag limit, we would find out in August that we’re 31 

under the quota and we would reopen the fishery and there would 32 

be additional days and so that’s one thing. 33 

 34 

Secondly, in terms of the highgrading issue, the only way we’re 35 

going to know what happens with that is to try it and then if 36 

highgrading happens and we go over, then we can decide that was 37 

a bad idea and go back to two fish, but I don’t know how to 38 

figure out to what extent that’s going to happen without trying 39 

this. 40 

 41 

Then in terms of the amount of fish people get to take home, 42 

when we reduced the bag limit to two, we got a lot of concerns 43 

from people that nobody is going to want to go, but if you think 44 

to that graph Andy showed, in 2006, I guess we were still at 45 

four fish and the average weight was a little over three pounds 46 

and so that’s twelve pounds of fish if you limited out, which 47 

people didn’t all limit out. 48 
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 1 

Now the average weight is 7.8 and it’s two fish and that’s 2 

fifteen pounds and a big fish dresses out more meat and so 3 

people are bringing home more pounds of filets now at two fish, 4 

particularly because lots of people are limiting out now. 5 

 6 

Even though we reduce that bag limit, they’re bringing home more 7 

fish to eat than they were then.  Now, I don’t think that’s 8 

going to happen at one fish, because at some point the size 9 

limit is going to start leveling off and all that, but sometimes 10 

you’re not giving up near as much because of these bag limits as 11 

you first think you do, but I still come back to what Johnny 12 

said. 13 

 14 

We hear about it’s the opportunity, fishing opportunity, and 15 

opportunity means you can go fishing and that’s what we keep 16 

hearing from people, that they want fishing opportunities.  It 17 

looks to me like the opportunity to go fishing is extended by 18 

going down to one fish as opposed to staying at two and I do, 19 

and this is just a judgment call on my part, but I did work for 20 

Florida a while and have a lot of experience with that 21 

commission and I do think we’ve got better shots there at forty-22 

something days and one fish than we do at twenty-seven and two. 23 

 24 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Roy, you said something that kind of disturbed 25 

me a little bit.  You said that if we make the decision on one 26 

fish versus two now and in full council that regardless of what 27 

the benchmark comes in, that we could not change it then. 28 

 29 

DR. CRABTREE:  You would have to have some new and unforeseen 30 

information to justify changing it through an emergency rule and 31 

we’re sitting here talking through all of these things and I’m 32 

just not sure of exactly what new and unforeseen information may 33 

come in. 34 

 35 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Well, I mean if the stock assessment comes in 36 

fairly positive and the two fish kept us at about thirty-five or 37 

thirty-eight days, is that not new and unforeseen?  I’m just 38 

concerned about locking us in right now when we don’t know. 39 

 40 

DR. CRABTREE:  I guess more of what I was talking about is if 41 

you think you want to go to one fish, you need to do it now and 42 

don’t wait and then say we didn’t get enough extra days and 43 

let’s go to one fish now, because I think my good friend to my 44 

right may have some issues with that. 45 

 46 

I think if you went to one fish here and then the assessment 47 

looks like it’s going to come in really good and we have a lot 48 
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of fish, we could potentially not go forward with the bag limit 1 

reduction or I guess you might then have new and unforeseen 2 

information and could raise it at that point. 3 

 4 

MR. ANSON:  Dr. Crabtree, all we’re doing right now is just 5 

setting preferreds and we’ll come back at the February meeting 6 

and we’ll take more final action at that point to move the 7 

document forward and is that correct?  That’s what this would 8 

do, as Dr. Shipp alluded to, is spark some comments from the 9 

public and that’s what I’m trying to get, is some feedback. 10 

 11 

DR. CRABTREE:  It would and you’re right and we will have public 12 

testimony on this at the next meeting and I’m sure we’ll hear 13 

from the public between now and then, before we take final 14 

action in February. 15 

 16 

MR. GREENE:  I think that if people don’t go fishing and we do 17 

have an underage that we’re going to have another fall season 18 

and I think everybody would be happy with that, but think back 19 

to what Dr. Powers talked about earlier. 20 

 21 

They were doing a catch update and correct me if I’m wrong, but 22 

it seemed like they were really haggling over an eleven-million-23 

pound TAC just on an update, just purely on an update.  That, to 24 

me, says that’s a pretty good sign of things to come. 25 

 26 

We are six months away from a benchmark assessment on red 27 

snapper and we’ve got to do something.  We have a stock 28 

assessment coming and we’ve got twenty-seven days and two fish 29 

or one fish and forty-four days and it’s a one-time deal.  We’ve 30 

got a new stock assessment coming and my personal reading of 31 

what went on at the SSC seems like it might be favorable. 32 

 33 

I don’t know that for a fact.  I mean I’m not a scientist and 34 

I’m just a bus driver or a boat captain, whatever you want to 35 

call it, but I’m just making the point that we have to do 36 

something here and this might be the chance to try a one and out 37 

and see how it works and shoot, man, I was the guy that talked 38 

you into doing the three days on weekends after the oil spill.  39 

Give us something and let’s try it one time and see if it works 40 

and if it doesn’t work, let’s kick it out and try something 41 

else. 42 

 43 

Well, Louisiana loves it and so the thing about it is that maybe 44 

we need to try this for once and see how it works and come back 45 

in next year and if it’s an absolute failure and people hate it, 46 

then we go in and change it.  If it’s a success and we want to 47 

move forward with it, then we can. 48 
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 1 

DR. DANA:  I guess my only concern about when you reduce any of 2 

the numbers in the bag limit, it seems like they never get 3 

increased down the road.  There’s been a lot of discussion about 4 

uncertainties and certainties in the stock and certainties as to 5 

whether the fish are going to be larger and thus going over the 6 

poundage quicker. 7 

 8 

I am uncertain, in all due respect, but I’m uncertain that 9 

twenty-seven days shouldn’t be higher to begin with and that we 10 

should have more than twenty-seven days, based on what we’re 11 

seeing out on the water.  Corky, you just told me about what you 12 

saw when you took a fishing trip just the other day with some of 13 

your buddies. 14 

 15 

MR. PERRET:  We caught them in state waters off of Louisiana. 16 

 17 

DR. DANA:  If I had my way, it would be two fish for forty-four 18 

days.  I think the twenty-seven days is far too short.  I saw 19 

some -- I didn’t have time to really analyze your presentation, 20 

Andy, in detail, because we only got it about five minutes 21 

before the meeting started, but you know when we were talking 22 

about forty-six days that we had for a season this year, and 23 

that was the forty days plus the six days added on, I think we 24 

had far less fish that were done in those forty-six days, based 25 

on bad weather. 26 

 27 

The charter fleet -- Not counting the headboat, but the charter 28 

fleet was down eight to twelve days and I know the private guys, 29 

with their smaller boats, couldn’t get out there with the high 30 

winds and high waves.  Anyway, I think there’s a lot of 31 

uncertainty in my mind about that twenty-seven days that we’re 32 

starting from. 33 

 34 

I guess, going back to the question of one fish versus two fish, 35 

you’ve just got to hold your nose, but of course we all want 36 

more days.  All of us do and so if it’s a give or take, I would 37 

take more days, but I just don’t like the precedent or just 38 

continue down that road of reducing the fish, reducing the fish, 39 

reducing the fish and the bag limit and then thinking that it’s 40 

never going to be increased again. 41 

 42 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  You know as a committee, we do have an option 43 

of not selecting a preferred alternative at this time and since 44 

everyone seems to think that public testimony is going to weigh 45 

in pretty heavily on that, that’s a possibility, but I know that 46 

there’s an advantage in going ahead with the preferred, because 47 

it oftentimes sparks even more discussion and so that’s just a 48 
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comment. 1 

 2 

DR. CRABTREE:  I would offer a substitute motion to make 3 

Alternative 2 our preferred. 4 

 5 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  It’s been moved and seconded that Alternative 6 

2, which is a one fish bag limit, be the preferred alternative.  7 

Do we have further discussion on that? 8 

 9 

MR. GRIMES:  I just wanted to encourage you to have a preferred 10 

alternative.  In my experience, you get a lot more public 11 

comment when you make a decision or suggest you’re making a 12 

decision than when you don’t and so I think it would -- You 13 

would certainly get more feedback. 14 

 15 

Just to Dr. Dana’s point, I do -- In my experience, I have 16 

certainly seen more bag limits go down than come up, but we just 17 

raised red grouper.  Red grouper was under a rebuilding plan for 18 

a long time and as the stocks improved and as harvest patterns 19 

have become what they are, we increased the bag limit from one 20 

fish to four, increased it considerably, and certainly as we go 21 

down the road and deal with allocation and maybe even look at 22 

the recreational sector more holistically and decide what 23 

objectives are there, bag limit is an easy thing to change.  24 

It’s in the framework and it can be changed very, very quickly. 25 

 26 

DR. CRABTREE:  One point that Dr. Shipp made is you know I think 27 

if we got to the April meeting and we were passed the assessment 28 

workshop and if it was clear that the TAC is going to go up 29 

substantially, you could ask the Fisheries Service not to go 30 

forward with the bag limit reduction. 31 

 32 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  We could ask, but would they respond? 33 

 34 

DR. CRABTREE:  Bob, we always try to respond to you. 35 

 36 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Okay.  Do you all agree that we’ve had enough 37 

discussion on this?  The substitute motion is to reduce the bag 38 

limit to one fish and this is a committee motion that will go 39 

before the full council at the February meeting.  All in favor 40 

of the substitute motion signify by raising your hand; all 41 

opposed.  It’s five to six and the motion fails. 42 

 43 

We revert back to the first motion, which would be the preferred 44 

alternative of status quo, a bag limit of two fish.  Now, if we 45 

get a five to six vote against this one, there’s something 46 

wrong.  All in favor raise your hand, I see six; opposed.  It’s 47 

six to five and thank goodness. 48 
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 1 

Again, this is a committee motion that will go to full council 2 

later on.  We do have a preferred, which satisfies Shep’s 3 

preferences, and we’ll address it then. 4 

 5 

MR. GRIMES:  I guess maybe we don’t have to address it here, but 6 

think about if you’re not changing the bag limit, then what’s 7 

the point of doing this framework?  I guess you’re changing -- 8 

You’re adding a few pounds and you’re going to give, 9 

theoretically, two days to the recreationally sector and it’s 10 

going to be in place for a couple of months before you get the 11 

new benchmark assessment and it will change again.  If you’re 12 

not going to change the bag limit, then do you really need to 13 

implement this action? 14 

 15 

DR. CRABTREE:  I think Shepherd makes a good point, but I would 16 

suggest that’s food for thought, but we could change our minds 17 

on the bag limit, because I bet we’re going to hear a lot of 18 

comment from folks and so I think that’s something we can come 19 

back to. 20 

 21 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I agree.  We can make that decision, Shep, 22 

after the next council meeting when we hear public testimony.  23 

Is there anything else that we need Dr. Simmons for? 24 

 25 

DR. CRABTREE:  Not necessarily Dr. Simmons, but before we leave 26 

this topic, I think we ought to have some discussion about do 27 

you want to make a recommendation to the council about 28 

potentially altering the accountability measures, as we 29 

discussed? 30 

 31 

Remember right now if we have states that don’t implement 32 

compatible regulations, the entire Gulf season is shortened and 33 

do you want to recommend to the council that they request an 34 

emergency action to alter the accountability measures in such a 35 

way that the EEZ season is shortened individually off states 36 

without compliant regulations? 37 

 38 

If you do want to recommend that to the council, then we need to 39 

have some discussions about how the boundaries would be 40 

constructed, particularly the Mississippi/Louisiana boundary.  41 

Then I think staff could draft some language for the council to 42 

look at at the February meeting. 43 

 44 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Then so I would like to make a motion that we 45 

have staff develop the accountability measures whereas when 46 

states were non-compliant that the Regional Administrator could 47 

then close the EEZ off that state. 48 
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 1 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Is there a second to the motion?  We have a 2 

motion and it’s been seconded.  The motion is on the board.  Is 3 

there discussion?  As Shep said, we do need some discussion on 4 

this, especially regarding boundaries and whether we want to do 5 

it at all. 6 

 7 

DR. CRABTREE:  Your intent, when you say “to develop”, would be 8 

to -- Staff would develop language to go towards an emergency 9 

rule request by the council in February, correct? 10 

 11 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Yes. 12 

 13 

DR. ABELE:  Will there be some criterion associated with the 14 

accountability measure so if they go over X amount that they 15 

lose Y days or -- 16 

 17 

DR. CRABTREE:  Well, we won’t know how much they’re going to go 18 

over.  Remember that it’s all based upon projections, but, as 19 

Andy showed you, for example if Louisiana moves forward with the 20 

weekend fishery, the Fisheries Service will make a decision 21 

about how much we think will be caught and then we would do an 22 

analysis to determine how much the season in the EEZ would have 23 

to be shortened to compensate for that and likewise off of 24 

Texas.  We would do an analysis to determine how much the season 25 

needs to be shortened to compensate for their lack of 26 

consistency. 27 

 28 

DR. ABELE:  The shortening would occur only off of those states 29 

that were non-compliant and the other states would have a full 30 

season? 31 

 32 

DR. CRABTREE:  I think that is how it would go and we would have 33 

to address that in the language specifically, but that’s, I 34 

think, the intent of this. 35 

 36 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Corky, I realize you’re not on the committee, 37 

but your insight is so worthwhile. 38 

 39 

MR. PERRET:  I have tried to keep quiet, but, Roy, Robin and I 40 

have been in this discussion several times and that’s a mighty 41 

broad term of “non-compliant” and there’s various levels of non-42 

compliance. 43 

 44 

I think we need to specify exactly what we mean if a state 45 

decides to have management measures that are totally different, 46 

the bag limit of two versus three or four and that sort of 47 

thing.  Just some of the minor non-compliance issues is not, I 48 
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think, what Kay has got in mind with the motion and what we’re 1 

talking about. 2 

 3 

DR. CRABTREE:  In my judgment, I think what we’re talking about 4 

is the bag limit and the season.  Is that right? 5 

 6 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Right. 7 

 8 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Kay, would you accept that as a friendly 9 

amendment to put in parentheses? 10 

 11 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Yes. 12 

 13 

MR. RIECHERS:  So BRDs would not be part of your non-compliance 14 

issue in the shrimp fishery? 15 

 16 

DR. CRABTREE:  No.  We’re talking about the recreational red 17 

snapper season and BRDs have nothing to do with that in terms of 18 

state waters. 19 

 20 

MR. RIECHERS:  But they do have a considerable amount to do with 21 

the rebuilding of red snapper, do they not? 22 

 23 

DR. CRABTREE:  No, not whether you’re using them in state waters 24 

or not, because remember our whole analysis though Amendment 25 

14/27 was the ten to thirty-fathom depth zone and juvenile red 26 

snapper and that’s the zone where -- I am not aware of any ten 27 

to thirty-fathom depths in state waters and so I don’t think 28 

BRDs used in state waters has any implications to red snapper 29 

recovery. 30 

 31 

MR. PERRET:  I’ve got one more for Dr. Crabtree and our esteemed 32 

legal counsel.  For the for-hire sector that have the proper 33 

federal permits to catch reef fish, they’ve got to follow the 34 

federal rules and is that correct? 35 

 36 

So do we want to penalize them if the private guys or if the 37 

state is non-compliant, the federally-permitted reef fish 38 

charter fishermen still have to follow the federal rules and is 39 

that not correct? 40 

 41 

DR. CRABTREE:  That’s correct.  That was -- 42 

 43 

MR. PERRET:  My point is do we want to penalize them for 44 

following the federal rules if the state is in non-compliance? 45 

 46 

DR. CRABTREE:  I think that was the intent of what we did when 47 

we put that in place.  Now, we take that into account when we 48 
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determine how much you need to shorten.  If we didn’t have that 1 

requirement in place, then the amount we need to shorten would 2 

be even greater because there would be more fishing going on 3 

when state waters were open and so that is taken into account. 4 

 5 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I have a question for Myron and Corky, but go 6 

ahead first, Myron. 7 

 8 

MR. FISCHER:  I was going to ask Roy and, of course, he didn’t 9 

make the motion, but what would be the counting mechanism to 10 

determine if a state has overharvested?  11 

 12 

DR. CRABTREE:  We’re not making any determination right now if a 13 

state is overharvesting.  What we’re looking at is what are the 14 

state regulations and we would have to make a determination 15 

probably by early May, when we did this, if states have 16 

compliant measures or not. 17 

 18 

If they don’t, then we would make an adjustment to their season, 19 

but it would be based on our projection of what we think is 20 

going to be caught and how much their longer season or higher 21 

bag limit, whatever it is, how many more fish we think are 22 

likely to be caught. 23 

 24 

MR. RIECHERS:  What I see this as a motion is almost a punitive 25 

or a deterrent to Florida and Louisiana and/or Texas from 26 

staying at non-compliant and in my case, them possibly going 27 

non-compliant when we probably ought to take this energy and the 28 

notion of an emergency and move that into working towards a 29 

regional management solution so that these states won’t feel the 30 

need to do different things so that they can maximize their 31 

benefits in these fisheries.  If we put that energy in that 32 

instead of discussions like this, I think we would be much 33 

better off in the long run. 34 

 35 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Before we move on with this, I have a question, 36 

I guess for Myron and Corky.  Mississippi and Louisiana, don’t 37 

they have pre-established boundaries regarding fisheries and 38 

would those be applicable to this?  39 

 40 

MR. PERRET:  When I was in Louisiana, we claimed the boundary a 41 

certain place and now that I’m in Mississippi, it’s different.  42 

I don’t think that -- 43 

 44 

MR. CAMPO MATENS:  But we can work it out. 45 

 46 

MR. PERRET:  Department head to department head, in verbal 47 

conversations, is yes, we can work it out.  Now, we’re not there 48 
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yet, but hopefully, if it comes to that, we would be. 1 

 2 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I know that was a concern that Roy had, was 3 

state boundaries, but maybe they could work it out. 4 

 5 

DR. CRABTREE:  Just to Robin’s comment, I don’t want to have to 6 

do this and I don’t like where we are on it and I agree with, in 7 

principle, moving to regional management, but it’s not clear to 8 

me, at this point, whether all the states want to do it or are 9 

willing to do it and I don’t envision how we could get to 10 

regional management by June 1 and so we’re stuck with this. 11 

 12 

The problem is we have a situation which raises real concerns in 13 

terms of fairness and equitability.  We have fishermen in some 14 

states being provided additional fishing opportunities, but 15 

we’re then shortening fishing opportunities for residents of all 16 

of the states and so it’s hard for me to see how it’s fair to 17 

say because the State of Louisiana or Texas are providing 18 

additional fishing opportunities in their state waters that 19 

we’re going to take fishing opportunities away from fishermen in 20 

Alabama or Florida.  That just strikes me as inherently an 21 

unfair thing to do. 22 

 23 

While I’m with you on trying to move towards regional management 24 

because I don’t want to go down this path, and none of us really 25 

want to go down this path, and I think if we get to the February 26 

meeting and the word from Louisiana is that they’re going to 27 

have a compatible season, then I think our rationale to do an 28 

emergency rule here probably evaporates, but I think as to where 29 

we are right now and the regulations they have on the book, it 30 

seems to me we have to give this serious consideration. 31 

 32 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Any further discussion of the motion on the 33 

board, primarily a motion for the staff?  All those in favor of 34 

the motion raise your hand; all opposed.  I see four and it’s 35 

seven to four and the motion passes.  Anything else, Dr. 36 

Simmons, or anyone else before Carrie is finished? 37 

 38 

DR. SIMMONS:  Not for me, thank you. 39 

 40 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Then we move into the next agenda item, which 41 

is a Discussion of Red Snapper Allocation.   42 

 43 

DR. CRABTREE:  Dr. Shipp, I think we need to have some sort of 44 

guidance to staff on where the boundary between Mississippi and 45 

Louisiana -- Now, for the other states, I think the boundaries 46 

are relatively straightforward.  It seems to me, from a 47 

practical standpoint, the boundary between Mississippi and 48 
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Louisiana would need to be at kind of an eastern point at the 1 

mouth of the river heading straight south. 2 

 3 

MR. PERRET:  Mouth of what river, the Mississippi River? 4 

 5 

DR. CRABTREE:  The Mississippi River. 6 

 7 

MR. PERRET:  If that would be the boundary, Mississippi would be 8 

included with the east side of Louisiana? 9 

 10 

DR. CRABTREE:  Where else would you draw it?  If you extend the 11 

state boundary off, you’re going to close all of the federal 12 

waters off of Mississippi, practically. 13 

 14 

MR. PERRET:  The line out from the East Pearl River, which is 15 

the state boundary, is where the state line is recognized.  Now, 16 

the direction of that line seems to be what’s in contention 17 

between Louisiana and Mississippi. 18 

 19 

DR. CRABTREE:  I think this is something we need to give some 20 

discussion to and, Carrie, don’t we, in one of the amendments, 21 

have some maps that we’ve drawn?  It’s 6(b) and so maybe when we 22 

get to that discussion under regional management, we can look at 23 

some of those maps and make some recommendation, when we have 24 

them in front of us, as to where we think that line would best 25 

be drawn, because staff will need to come up with some language 26 

that addresses that and I think that’s something the council 27 

needs to decide. 28 

 29 

MR. FISCHER:  Roy, we’ve looked at boundaries and we’ve worked 30 

with Mississippi and talked about boundaries and under this 31 

scenario, one of the obstacles will be when you have boats 32 

fishing out of Mississippi and boats fishing out of Venice.  33 

It’s possible you have one state closed and the boats are 34 

fishing side-by-side. 35 

 36 

Now, you say how is that different from regional management and 37 

the difference is at least the state would be making the 38 

regulation and setting the guidelines and the season length and 39 

the season duration and the start periods, where this way, the 40 

fishermen would just feel all they have is something taken away 41 

from them, watching their neighbor fish while they can’t.  It 42 

would create problems. 43 

 44 

DR. CRABTREE:  I agree this will create huge problems and I hope 45 

we don’t have to do this and it doesn’t come to this.  I think 46 

this will be very problematic, but at the same time, I think 47 

shortening the entire EEZ season from twenty-seven days down to 48 
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twenty days or whatever will also create huge problems. 1 

 2 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Roy, do you see this as a council function to 3 

address the boundaries or is it something the two state 4 

commissions should work on? 5 

 6 

DR. CRABTREE:  No, it’s something you’re going to have to decide 7 

and it will have to be in your emergency rule request in 8 

February if you move forward with it.  You will have to 9 

specifically say where you want the boundary to be. 10 

 11 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I would simply recommend that staff then, when 12 

they develop this, consult with the two state agencies and come 13 

up with a recommendation. 14 

 15 

DR. CRABTREE:  I believe that has happened in the context of 16 

regional management and they’ve already drawn some lines in that 17 

document and so when we get to that part of the meeting and look 18 

at those, we can have a brief discussion of it in the context of 19 

the emergency rule and maybe make a recommendation then. 20 

 21 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Yes, that’s Item Number VI.  Okay. 22 

 23 

MR. FISCHER:  I have one more issue.  If we were to have to 24 

create a boundary out to the edge of the EEZ, out to the high 25 

seas, between Mississippi and Louisiana, I would recommend that 26 

you get those states together to come up with an alternative 27 

first rather than -- I think members of both states would not 28 

like components from south Texas and south Florida creating 29 

their boundary between Mississippi and Louisiana.  It wouldn’t 30 

sit well with the constituents of each state. 31 

 32 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I don’t disagree, Mr. Fischer, but, again, 33 

we’re going to readdress regional management later on at this 34 

meeting and that would be the appropriate time for you to make 35 

such a motion.  Anything else on Item Number III before we move 36 

into Item IV?  With that, we’ll move into Discussion of Red 37 

Snapper Allocation, Tab SP, Number 4(a) and (b) and Assane. 38 

 39 

DISCUSSION OF RED SNAPPER ALLOCATION 40 

 41 

DR. ASSANE DIAGNE:  Thank you, Dr. Shipp.  Essentially, during 42 

the October council meeting, the council decided to untable the 43 

allocation portion of the amendment that we had proceeding at 44 

the time. 45 

 46 

The full allocation amendment, which is going to be Reef Fish 47 

Amendment 28, includes, in addition to red snapper, the 48 
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groupers, but for this special committee meeting, we are only 1 

going to discuss the red snapper portion of the document and the 2 

second part will be discussed during the February council for 3 

the other species. 4 

 5 

What I would like to do today is essentially to look at the 6 

alternatives that we have in the document so far and maybe 7 

highlight some of the issues that we may consider going forward.  8 

This is on page 5 of the document and Section 2, Management 9 

Alternatives.  For the time being, we have three alternatives in 10 

this document. 11 

 12 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Mr. Chairman, I have a question.  Where is this 13 

document, because it wasn’t on our server last night. 14 

 15 

DR. DIAGNE:  It is.  It was since January 3 and it was posted on 16 

the FTP.  It is SP-4(b).  I think there’s a typo on the agenda.  17 

It says “4(a) and (b)” and it should just say 4(b) and that’s 18 

maybe the source of the confusion, but it is on the FTP server. 19 

 20 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  So we’re on page 5, Assane? 21 

 22 

DR. DIAGNE:  Yes, Dr. Shipp.  Have you located it, Ms. Williams? 23 

 24 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I will, but go ahead. 25 

 26 

DR. DIAGNE:  As I was saying, for now we have three alternatives 27 

and some options and we’ll try to cover those and address some 28 

of the issues relative to allocation later on. 29 

 30 

Alternative 1 is our status quo allocation, which is 51 percent 31 

to the commercial sector and 49 percent to the recreational 32 

sector.  In terms of Alternative 2, we are essentially looking 33 

at three changes, a 3 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, which 34 

was a change in allocation that the council discussed the last 35 

time we looked at this document. 36 

 37 

Alternative 2 would increase the recreational allocation by 38 

Options a, b, and c, which are 3, 5, and 10 percent, 39 

respectively, which would, of course, yield 48 percent of the 40 

recreational share, 46, or 41. 41 

 42 

Alternative 3 would do the opposite.  We’ll look at the same 43 

increments, but increase the commercial allocation by 3, 5, or 44 

10 percent and, finally, we added an alternative that was 45 

discussed during the previous council meeting, which was to 46 

possibly stop discussions, if you would, or reallocation efforts 47 

until we reach a certain threshold and as an example, the TAC 48 
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that we had in 2006, I believe, which was 9.12 million pounds, 1 

was used as a threshold. 2 

 3 

Essentially, we would refrain from reallocating the resource 4 

until we reach that threshold and at that point, the two options 5 

that we are considering here would give 25 percent and 75 6 

percent to the commercial and recreational, respectively, for 7 

Options a and b. 8 

 9 

For the time being, these are the four alternatives that we have 10 

in this document.  In terms of the discussion, we provided the 11 

historical landings by each sector and looked at the effective 12 

allocation.  By effective allocation, we mean what proportion of 13 

the quota was landed by each sector? 14 

 15 

Let’s say, for example, Figure 2.1.1 clearly illustrates that 16 

there is a major difference between the allocation that the 17 

council established on the books, meaning 51/49, and the 18 

effective allocation, meaning the relative proportion harvested 19 

between the two sectors. 20 

 21 

It may be the case that in moving forward with allocation and 22 

reallocation discussions that we need perhaps to better address 23 

and include measures that would make sure that the sectors would 24 

be closer to their allotted shares of the quota, meaning to 25 

bring in line the effective allocations with the allocations 26 

that as a council you established, because right now, there is a 27 

huge gap between those two.  That is one of the points that we 28 

wanted to bring to your attention as we were looking at the 29 

landings, historical landings, and the established allocations. 30 

 31 

We have two more figures in this document which essentially 32 

further illustrate this point, one for the commercial sector and 33 

one for the recreational sector, with the threshold that we 34 

have. 35 

 36 

Over time, the council has discussed alternative ideas, 37 

alternative ways, of looking at allocation, for example 38 

concentrating only on future increases in TAC and allocating 39 

only those increases, but at this point, we couldn’t really 40 

include those options in this document because the only quota 41 

that we know for certain is the 2013 quota. 42 

 43 

Of course, as it was mentioned earlier, there is a stock 44 

assessment underway, but once we have those future yield 45 

projections and the future quotas, if you would, then we would 46 

be in a position of developing alternatives that would consider 47 

the reallocation of those potential increases, but right now, 48 
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we’ve limited this discussion to the only quota that we know for 1 

certain, which is the 2013 red snapper quota. 2 

 3 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Assane, explain to me why Alternative 4 doesn’t 4 

address what you just mentioned. 5 

 6 

DR. DIAGNE:  The Alternative 4 would suspend reallocation until 7 

you reach a certain threshold and past that threshold, you would 8 

reallocate, let’s say, 25 percent or 75 or vice versa, but what 9 

I just mentioned is, for example, if we knew today that the 2014 10 

quota would be let’s say ten-million pounds and 2015 was twelve 11 

and 2016 would be fourteen, to be optimistic, then we would be 12 

able to say, okay, let’s take these two-million pounds and do X 13 

with it.  Let’s take this additional million pounds or et 14 

cetera, but right now, the only quota that we have on the books 15 

is the 2013 quota. 16 

 17 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I guess I don’t understand the language, 18 

because to me, it seems like that’s what Alternative 4 does for 19 

future increases beyond the baseline. 20 

 21 

DR. DIAGNE:  Yes, beyond a baseline, but this alternative does 22 

not tell you when will you reach that baseline and that’s one 23 

and if you do so, by how much will you be above the baseline.  24 

As you recall in discussing other species, we provided 25 

reallocation in increments of 2 percent and 3 percent over time, 26 

because we knew exactly how the quotas would look like as you 27 

proceed for let’s say a three or five-year time window.  That 28 

would be an additional alternative to this. 29 

 30 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Lord, I’ve got about four comments after hearing 31 

all that, Assane, and thank you.  I thought any kind of 32 

significant change and when you’re talking about allocations and 33 

reallocations, that’s a significant change. 34 

 35 

With the red snapper, there’s a requirement to have a referendum 36 

if you do so or that was my understanding and so if you go in 37 

and you do a reallocation, if you go and read what it said, and 38 

I believe there’s probably even some record built back when we 39 

talked about this before about any significant change and 40 

reallocation is a significant change and you do have to go out 41 

to a referendum and if you don’t, then somebody needs to explain 42 

how you don’t. 43 

 44 

MR. GRIMES:  All the referendum requirements in the Magnuson Act 45 

relate to individual fishing quota programs.  Allocation is not 46 

part and parcel of that individual fishing quota program and 47 

changing recreational and commercial allocation only affects the 48 
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amount of fish that goes into the IFQ, if there is an IFQ 1 

program in place, and it would not trigger a referendum.  At 2 

least I have never heard anyone within NOAA proffer an 3 

interpretation of the language of the Magnuson Act to require a 4 

referendum relating to allocation of fish stocks between 5 

recreational and commercial participants. 6 

 7 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Thank you and I would ask that you go up your 8 

chain and see if there is such, because -- 9 

 10 

DR. CRABTREE:  We’ve done that, Kay, and we’ve had this 11 

discussion at many meetings.  We’ve done that and this does not 12 

require a referendum. 13 

 14 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Okay and so reallocation does not require a 15 

referendum? 16 

 17 

DR. CRABTREE:  Reallocation between the recreational and 18 

commercial sector does not require a referendum. 19 

 20 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Okay and then in Magnuson, it says under a -- 21 

This is my understanding and this is under referendum, if you 22 

read it, and I may have the old copy under the catch limit part 23 

of it, but up right at the top, under C, Shep, it says 24 

“referendum” and then on into the body of the letter, on D, it 25 

says “catch limit” and this is for any fishery that is being 26 

rebuilt, such as a fishery that is overfished. 27 

 28 

I am told there are different rules as to what you can do in a 29 

fishery that is overfished or one that’s not and so that’s 30 

something that we need to have our attorneys look at, but in 31 

Magnuson it says “catch limit” and establish separate quotas for 32 

recreational fishing which for the purpose of this subsection 33 

shall include charter fishing and commercial fishing that when 34 

reached results in a prohibition on the retention of fish caught 35 

during recreational fishing and commercial fishing respectively 36 

for the remainder of the fishing year and ensure that such quota 37 

reflects allocations among sectors do not reflect any harvest in 38 

the excess of such allocations. 39 

 40 

Then, further, when you go on over, there’s a section that talks 41 

about rebuilding overfished fisheries and in that, and I think 42 

it’s 109-479, under B, it says allocate both overfishing 43 

restrictions and recovery benefits fairly and equitable among 44 

sectors of the fishery. 45 

 46 

That is a rule that applies to rebuilding overfished fisheries 47 

and so if red snapper is overfished, there are certain rules 48 
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we’ve got to go by and I don’t know that reallocation is 1 

necessarily a mechanism that we can use to adjust somebody’s 2 

overruns and that’s what we seem to be doing here.  Is it not, 3 

Shep? 4 

 5 

MR. GRIMES:  I guess I would have to generically answer no, but 6 

I don’t think I understood a lot of that.  There are differences 7 

between -- You are correct that there are requirements that 8 

attach to fisheries that are overfished.  Part of what you read, 9 

the allocate recovery benefits and stuff fairly and equitably 10 

among the sectors, was something that this council dealt with in 11 

your red snapper rebuilding plan. 12 

 13 

That’s the reason that you have the variable shrimp bycatch 14 

target for juvenile red snapper in the western Gulf and that was 15 

specifically to address that for the shrimp aspect, but I don’t 16 

see -- That’s done and we’re rebuilding.  We’re rebuilding the 17 

population and you have the rebuilding plan and those factors 18 

were taken into consideration and that’s not what we’re 19 

addressing here. 20 

 21 

Part of what you referenced then again is back in Section 407(d) 22 

of the Magnuson Act, which is specific to red snapper, and I 23 

agree that the -- The language in Subparagraph (d)(2) that you 24 

talked about, quotas should reflect the actual allocations and 25 

not harvest in excess of the allocation and that’s fine, but 26 

that doesn’t prohibit you from changing the allocation. 27 

 28 

You change the allocation and then the quota is going to change.  29 

I don’t see any reasonable read of this language to in any way 30 

prohibit revisiting allocations now or in the future. 31 

 32 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Can you show me under rebuilding overfished 33 

fisheries, because it says for a fishery that is overfished -- 34 

Is red snapper overfished or not?  It doesn’t say because you 35 

addressed it one time that you don’t ever have to address it 36 

again is my understanding.  I don’t see where it says that. 37 

 38 

MR. GRIMES:  It is still listed as overfished and you have a 39 

rebuilding plan in place. 40 

 41 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Okay.  Read it. 42 

 43 

MR. GRIMES:  Actually, if you look at a lot of the stuff, I 44 

presume you’re referring to -- We really should focus on section 45 

numbers here or at least give me a page number, because you’re 46 

jumping around. 47 

 48 
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MS. WILLIAMS:  Number 4, 109. 1 

 2 

MR. GRIMES:  The 104 number is a bill number and that’s going to 3 

appear repeatedly throughout here and are you looking at the 4 

blue book, the NMFS blue Magnuson Act?  Can you give me a page 5 

number then? 6 

 7 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Go to page 92. 8 

 9 

MR. GRIMES:  You’re looking at Section 304(e), which deals with 10 

overfished fisheries, and red snapper has sort of perennially 11 

been overfished, but we had a rebuilding plan and we have an 12 

approved rebuilding plan in place and all these reporting 13 

requirements are satisfied.  We litigated this back in two-14 

thousand-and -- 15 

 16 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Well you’re going to probably litigate it again. 17 

 18 

MR. GRIMES:  Well, that’s fine. 19 

 20 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Finish reading what it says, Shep.  Any fishery 21 

management plan amendment or proposed regulations prepared 22 

pursuant to Paragraph (3). 23 

 24 

MR. GRIMES:  Which we’ve already done. 25 

 26 

MS. WILLIAMS:  What do you call this then?  It’s an amendment, 27 

right?  We’re working on an amendment. 28 

 29 

MR. GRIMES:  But it’s not to address overfishing.  It’s not a 30 

rebuilding plan.  We have that in place.  Kay, that’s Amendment 31 

22 or I guess that’s the one we lost on then or whatever one -- 32 

I was in Hawaii when you all finished this. 33 

 34 

DR. CRABTREE:  14/27 was the last one. 35 

 36 

MR. GRIMES:  Yes, 14/27.  That was the last time that we 37 

addressed all this and that’s when we established the rebuilding 38 

plan and satisfied all of these requirements and now we 39 

continually review it and the requirements still apply and were 40 

we amending the rebuilding plan or creating a new rebuilding 41 

plan, we would go through this same exercise. 42 

 43 

MS. WILLIAMS:  What kind of a plan is this if it’s not a 44 

rebuilding plan?  What is it? 45 

 46 

MR. GRIMES:  What we’re talking about here, Reef Fish Amendment 47 

28, is a fishery management plan to examine the allocation of 48 
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the species. 1 

 2 

MS. WILLIAMS:  It says any fishery management plan and then 3 

comma. 4 

 5 

MR. GRIMES:  To which the identification or notice applies.  Is 6 

that what you’re -- 7 

 8 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Yes and it talks about three things and that is 9 

overfished and then comma and any fishery management plan and 10 

then comma, amendment and then comma, or proposed regulations 11 

prepared pursuant. 12 

 13 

MR. GRIMES:  It says that repeatedly and so which paragraph are 14 

you reading from specifically? 15 

 16 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I am reading the sentence on page 92 right below 17 

Section 109-479. 18 

 19 

MR. GRIMES:  That number appears twice on page 92. 20 

 21 

MS. WILLIAMS:  The second one. 22 

 23 

MR. GRIMES:  Paragraph (4) and there’s a 109-479 in bold letters 24 

and there’s a (4) under it and pursuant to Paragraph (3) and 25 

that’s -- Paragraph (3) is within two years after identification 26 

of the fishery as being overfished, which was done a long time 27 

ago and that rebuilding plan pursuant to that paragraph, 28 

implemented for the second time via Amendment 14/27. 29 

 30 

I would be happy to talk to you about this.  I don’t see this as 31 

being overly productive in the current context, but I would be 32 

happy to discuss it after the meeting or otherwise, but this is 33 

-- We’re not talking about a rebuilding plan here and so it’s 34 

not guiding. 35 

 36 

MS. WILLIAMS:  If we’re talking about an overfished fishery, 37 

we’re talking about a rebuilding plan no matter what we’re 38 

doing.   39 

 40 

MR. GRIMES:  That is incorrect. 41 

 42 

MS. WILLIAMS:  We are looking at a mechanism of doing something 43 

for this fishery to extend seasons of whatever it is that we 44 

need to do and actually, there is two different things going on 45 

here. 46 

 47 

The amendment that was before us that was untabled at the last 48 
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motion that we told the public would not be untabled until I 1 

think June, it had red snapper, red grouper, black grouper, and 2 

gag.  This is a whole new amendment.  This isn’t even what we 3 

were discussing and so I don’t know what this is that was 4 

brought to us. 5 

 6 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Assane, do you want to address this issue? 7 

 8 

DR. DIAGNE:  Yes and perhaps just one quick comment.  If we took 9 

the cover page and just flipped it over or if you are reading it 10 

on your computer, the second page of the document says, and I 11 

will read, that this document is a subset of the options paper 12 

for Reef Fish Amendment 28 and sections discussing red snapper 13 

are included. 14 

 15 

The reason why we did this is because the council chose to hold 16 

this special red snapper Reef Fish Committee and so we went 17 

ahead and cut out from this amendment the sections pertaining to 18 

the grouper, and I believe I did mention that in the 19 

introduction, and those will be brought before you in February. 20 

 21 

It is the same Amendment 28 that you decided in October to 22 

untable and discuss the allocation portion of and so today, 23 

essentially, we are just presenting the red snapper portion of 24 

the allocation and red, black, and gag grouper will be brought 25 

to you in February. 26 

 27 

MR. GRIMES:  Looking at the document here, Tab 4(b), Allocation 28 

for Red Snapper, and I may be missing something in having heard 29 

what Dr. Diagne just said and maybe it’s because this is 30 

excerpted from that document, but it seems to me the purpose and 31 

need of this -- It says the purpose and need is to review and 32 

evaluate allocations of these species between commercial and 33 

recreational sectors. 34 

 35 

Then it goes on to talk about preventing overfishing and optimum 36 

yield and all that, but it seems to me that this is a little 37 

broader than what you’re really looking at and I was looking at 38 

this and when I saw Alternative 3 and all the actions that look 39 

at allocating from recreational to commercial for any of these 40 

species, I didn’t think -- Is that really what we’re talking 41 

about? 42 

 43 

None of those things would achieve the net benefits, at least 44 

not based on any of the analyses I’ve seen, and it’s really 45 

unusual for me to be in the position of telling you that you 46 

don’t need to look at things, but this is one of those that I’m 47 

not sure really suits your purpose and need as I envision it and 48 
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not necessarily how it’s stated in the document. 1 

 2 

Also, I think when you’re looking at your purpose and need here, 3 

and we’ve had a lot of discussions about allocations in the 4 

past, and if you look at the National Standard Guidelines, they 5 

all say that you should tailor your allocations or address 6 

allocations in terms of the objectives of the fishery management 7 

plan, and this goes back to exactly what I was talking about 8 

earlier in terms of recreational red snapper management. 9 

 10 

What are your objectives?  I know the objectives in the Reef 11 

Fish FMP haven’t been revisited in quite a while and this is an 12 

opportunity to do that and I think when you’re looking at 13 

allocation, according to the guidelines, National Standard 4, it 14 

should be tailored to achieve some objective and so in the 15 

context of recreational fisheries, you should be looking at what 16 

are we looking for? 17 

 18 

Like I said earlier, what is it that I’m looking to promote?  Is 19 

it packing the cooler or is it providing maximum opportunity?  20 

Are there different objectives between for-hire and private 21 

recreational?  You should go through the same exercise for the 22 

commercial sector as well and I think given the current status 23 

of your objectives in the Reef Fish Fishery Management Plan, you 24 

really have to revisit those in order for us to do the job we 25 

need to do in building our record for allocation in Amendment 26 

28. 27 

 28 

DR. CRABTREE:  I agree with Shepherd that we need to be more 29 

clear in the purpose and need and focus it in on what we’re 30 

trying to do.  We know we have a management regime that seems to 31 

be working fairly well in the commercial sector, but we have a 32 

lot of problems in the recreational fishery and these are 33 

problems that -- Put aside the overruns.  These are problems 34 

inherent in what’s going on in that fishery and the way we’re 35 

managing it. 36 

 37 

There’s a document in the briefing book that Andy put together 38 

on five-year projections of the red snapper season and it might 39 

be worth having Andy give that presentation before we break so 40 

everyone could think about it, because I think it lays out kind 41 

of the fundamental problem we have in the recreational fishery, 42 

which is right now the season is getting shorter every year. 43 

 44 

It’s not getting shorter because we’re having overruns.  Even if 45 

we weren’t having overruns, the recreational season would get 46 

shorter every year and I think if we look at that, then we can 47 

give some thoughts about what are we trying to achieve and what 48 
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is an acceptable recreational fishery and what do you have to do 1 

in order to get to that?  I think that has a lot of bearings on 2 

this and might be a good way to wind up the day, Bob. 3 

 4 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  First, Corky had a specific question and then 5 

I’m going to come back to yours, Roy, and we’ll make a decision 6 

on that. 7 

 8 

MR. PERRET:  Assane, my question is on Action 1, the allocation 9 

of red snapper, we have I think it’s four options and it was Bob 10 

Gill’s last meeting and he was Chairman and it was the last day 11 

and this committee gave us a recommendation that any increase in 12 

allocation would go completely to the recreational sector. 13 

 14 

The full council modified that motion that any increase in 15 

allocation would, A, go to the recreational or, B, go to 16 

commercial or, C, be split 50/50 and what happened to that 17 

alternative? 18 

 19 

DR. DIAGNE:  You are absolutely correct, Mr. Perret, but that 20 

pertained to gag grouper and that option is still in the 21 

document and it will be brought to you in February.  Red 22 

snapper, as you recall, was not part of the discussion until you 23 

decided to bring it back and merge it and table it and untable 24 

it and so forth.  For that option, it was made in a motion for 25 

gag grouper specifically and it is still in the document. 26 

 27 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Back to your suggestion and recommendation, 28 

Roy.  As I understand it, Andy has a presentation that would be 29 

appropriate on five-year projections of the future of the 30 

recreational fishery? 31 

 32 

DR. CRABTREE:  Yes and basically, it looks at how many days are 33 

you going to see each year for the next five years under the 34 

current assessment and the status quo to manage it and then it 35 

looks at what sort of changes would have to be made to stabilize 36 

the recreational fishery to keep it from getting shorter. 37 

 38 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I think that would be an excellent way to end 39 

this part of it and give us something to think about this 40 

evening and then come back tomorrow and start discussing this.  41 

Andy, are you ready and able? 42 

 43 

MR. STRELCHECK:  I am.  Included in your briefing book was a 44 

report that we had prepared that summarizes in more detail the 45 

presentation I’m going to give.  This presentation was emailed 46 

out to the committee members probably around lunchtime today. 47 

 48 
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The issue, which you’ve all been discussing today and is readily 1 

apparent, is recreational anglers are frustrated with the 2 

shorter fishing seasons, especially knowing that quotas are 3 

increasing but the season is getting shorter. 4 

 5 

Since 2007, we’ve had roughly a 75 percent reduction in days.  6 

You have now heard me present today that we could be down to 7 

twenty-seven days for next year and so there’s been a 8 

substantial shortening of the season and the large fish sizes 9 

and higher catch rates, which are leading to overages, are 10 

resulting in the quotas being harvested more quickly and 11 

therefore, the season having to be shorter in order to constrain 12 

the harvest.  Essentially, harvest catch rates, in pounds, are 13 

outpacing the increases in quotas. 14 

 15 

The purpose of this analysis was to evaluate changes in the 16 

recreational season length based on the status quo regulations 17 

as well as several potential reallocation scenarios and I’ve 18 

only considered reallocation from the commercial to the 19 

recreational sector and certainly we could consider the opposite 20 

as well if the council desires. 21 

 22 

From a background standpoint, to give you an idea of how I made 23 

some decisions in determining the allocation scenarios, you 24 

recall at the last council meeting you received a presentation 25 

from Juan Agar.  That work indicated that the current allocation 26 

was economically inefficient.   27 

 28 

However, he did indicate in his report that that magnitude of 29 

reallocation could only be determined with additional work and 30 

additional data collection and so there was no hard, definitive 31 

estimate in terms of how much should the allocation change. 32 

 33 

Going back to July 2011, the Five-Year Review Advisory Panel met 34 

and during that meeting, they made a motion that essentially 35 

focused on reconvening once the TAC level reached 9.12 million 36 

pounds, once they got back to the level that was prior to stock 37 

rebuilding beginning in 2007, and I underlined the last 38 

statement because I think it’s relevant here and they indicated 39 

that they would want to meet to discuss consideration of how to 40 

distribute the commercial quota and include in that discussion 41 

current commercial and recreational participants. 42 

 43 

In the next five years, this is based on the updated 2012 44 

projections.  They indicate an increase in the ABC from about 45 

eight-and-a-half million pounds to 10.7 million pounds during 46 

this five-year time period.  This will all, obviously, be 47 

updated in the next four to six months with the new assessment 48 
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coming out, but about a two-million-pound increase in the next 1 

five years as it currently stands. 2 

 3 

What allocation scenarios did we take a look at?  We took a look 4 

at status quo, maintaining the 51 percent/49 percent split.  We 5 

also looked at incrementally shifting allocation until the 6 

commercial sector achieves 4.65 million pounds in 2017, which is 7 

the amount that they were harvesting pre-2007.  That incremental 8 

shift was essentially an equal amount was shifted each and every 9 

year until you achieved 4.65 million pounds and then shifting 10 

all of the increases proposed from 2013 to 2017 solely to the 11 

recreational sector. 12 

 13 

Just to visually orient you with the scenarios, under the status 14 

quo option, you can see the allocations on the left are all 15 

constant and on the right, you can see how the quotas would 16 

change over time.  The recreational sector quota would go from a 17 

little over 4.1 million to approximately 5.2 million pounds in 18 

the next five years. 19 

 20 

For the incremental shift in allocation, you go from 49 percent 21 

in 2012 up to 56 percent allocation in 2017 and in doing so, 22 

that increases the quota from four-million pounds in 2012 up to 23 

six-million pounds and so it’s about a two-million-pound 24 

increase in the recreational quota and obviously the commercial 25 

quota does not increase as much as it would under status quo. 26 

 27 

The last, which shifts all of those increases that were 28 

projected from the commercial sector to the recreational sector, 29 

result in the recreational allocation going from 49 percent to 30 

61 percent.  The commercial quota remains the same at 4.1 31 

million pounds and the recreational quota goes from four to 6.6 32 

million pounds and so about a 2.6-million-pound increase. 33 

 34 

Now, like I discussed in my earlier presentation today, the 35 

estimates of season length are highly contingent on decisions 36 

you make about catch rates and average weight of fish being 37 

caught.  For 2013, the projections I presented earlier, it’s 38 

more likely and more realistic that you could still continue to 39 

see that linear increase in catch rate and average weight over 40 

the short term. 41 

 42 

Over the long term, given the biology of the stock and given the 43 

growth of red snapper, there is an expectation that catch rates 44 

and average weights are going to slow and so we looked at 45 

essentially four different scenarios for determining the 46 

estimate and season length. 47 

 48 
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The first scenario is a worst-case scenario and it essentially 1 

indicates that catch rates and average weights are going to 2 

continue down that linear path and there’s not going to be any 3 

slowing in catch. 4 

 5 

Two and three look at essentially altering the trajectory of 6 

either the rate of increase of landings per day or of average 7 

weight and the fourth one essentially is a combination of those 8 

two, in which both average rate and catches slow over time. 9 

 10 

The most likely scenarios, as I would believe, are probably 11 

going to be either two or three, with four being a best-case 12 

scenario, indicated by the fact that it would match the 13 

projections from our current assessment and catch rates and 14 

average weights would dramatically slow. 15 

 16 

Just as earlier, we have to not only calculate the in-season 17 

landings, but the out-of-season landings.  We had no good way of 18 

determining what out-of-season landings would look like out into 19 

the future and so we just kept them stable at seventy-three fish 20 

per day.  We did, however, allow for the continued increasing of 21 

fish sizes, depending on how they were projected. 22 

 23 

This is what I’m talking about in terms of slowing of the 24 

average weight and so here we have that linear increase in 25 

average weight, whereas we take a right turn in 2011 and the 26 

graph dramatically slows based on our own projections and so 27 

what we did for some of the projections is assume that either 28 

they continue to linearly increase or it followed this path of 29 

slowing the average weight of growth over time. 30 

 31 

The same was done with exploitable abundance and so the catch 32 

rates have been increasing at a comparable rate to exploitable 33 

abundance.  However, exploitable abundance of age three-plus 34 

fish is expected to greatly slow, based on our current 35 

projections, and so we essentially estimated either the 36 

continued linear increase here or that growth in catch rates 37 

tracking the exploitable abundance over time and you can see 38 

down at the bottom that those changes we’re talking about, 39 

depending on how it’s modeled -- I think a couple of slides from 40 

now it will be more apparent in terms of the implications of 41 

this. 42 

 43 

Graphically, if you display that information, landings per day 44 

is in the left graphic and average weight is in the right 45 

graphic.  You can see the linear trend continuing in time or 46 

making that right turn and slowing down in terms of catch rates 47 

as well as average weight and if you take these two figures and 48 
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combine them, essentially here’s where we get the landings per 1 

day in season so that we can project out our season length. 2 

 3 

The blue is the worst-case scenario and that’s obviously the 4 

highest catch per day and it continues to increase very rapidly.  5 

The middle two scenarios are obviously intermediate to the first 6 

and fourth scenario and slow down the catch rates slightly and 7 

then obviously the fourth scenario is the best-case scenario, in 8 

which the catch rates dramatically slow relative to current 9 

rates. 10 

 11 

What does this all mean?  If you take a look at each one of 12 

these scenarios, in the worst case, those linear trajectories 13 

continue and your season continually gets shorter.  Under status 14 

quo, it’s twenty-seven days down to eighteen days. 15 

 16 

If you incrementally shift the allocation, the season still 17 

continues to get shorter at thirty days in 2013 down to twenty-18 

two days and if you shift all of future quota increases, it’s 19 

thirty days down to twenty-four and so a slowing of the 20 

reduction in season length, but nothing dramatically changing.  21 

Everything is going in a negative direction. 22 

 23 

MS. WILLIAMS:  If you take all the fish and move it to one 24 

sector, you’re still only going to have twenty-four days in 25 

2017? 26 

 27 

MR. STRELCHECK:  Under this particular scenario, yes. 28 

 29 

MS. WILLIAMS:  With that being said, this whole mechanism or 30 

this exercise we’re going through right now just sounds utterly 31 

ridiculous, because the way you address a problem isn’t to go 32 

and take from one place and move it to the other place, 33 

especially when you’re going to lose days even then, based upon 34 

that. 35 

 36 

DR. CRABTREE:  Mr. Chairman, I would suggest you let him finish 37 

the presentation and go through the other scenarios before you 38 

draw conclusions about it, because this isn’t the most likely 39 

scenario. 40 

 41 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Ms. Williams, let’s let him finish. 42 

 43 

MR. STRELCHECK:  With those two intermediate scenarios in terms 44 

of catch and average weight, what you can see with Scenario 2 is 45 

twenty-seven days and the season continues to get shorter with 46 

status quo, but instead of eighteen days here, it’s twenty-two 47 

days. 48 
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 1 

Incrementally shifting the allocation still results in a slight 2 

decrease, but it’s more stable and then shifting the entire 3 

increase to the recreational sector does stabilize it at thirty 4 

days. 5 

 6 

Scenario 3 is much the same as Scenario 2, because of similar 7 

patterns in the data.  It’s about a four-day loss there compared 8 

to two days and then a stabilization of a thirty-day season if 9 

you shift the entire commercial increase to the recreational 10 

sector and so those are the intermediate cases. 11 

 12 

The best case scenario was the only one that actually showed 13 

increases in the length of the fishing season.  They weren’t 14 

certainly dramatic increases.  It goes from twenty-seven days up 15 

to twenty-eight days.  It’s a four-day increase under an 16 

incremental shift and then a seven-day increase under a shift of 17 

the entire commercial increase to the recreational sector. 18 

 19 

The bottom line and my take-away, and I’ll summarize this in the 20 

conclusions as well, is that regardless of the amount of quota 21 

that you’re shifting, you’re not getting a substantial increase 22 

in the length of the season. 23 

 24 

As I mentioned, these results are highly contingent on the 25 

projected yields, catch rates, and average weights.  We all know 26 

that the projected yields are going to be updated with the next 27 

stock assessment and so this modeling approach can be easily 28 

modified with those new projected yields. 29 

 30 

Under status quo management, the season will continue to get 31 

shorter.  At best, best-case scenario, it will remain at twenty-32 

seven days.  Incrementally shifting allocation does slow the 33 

rate of season loss, but it may not be sufficient to prevent the 34 

season from getting shorter as it stands now and then shifting 35 

all of the future quota increase to the recreational sector does 36 

stabilize the season, except under the most pessimistic 37 

scenario, but under all scenarios, regardless of catch rates and 38 

average weights selected, the season length does not extend 39 

beyond thirty-seven days, given a two-fish bag limit.  I will 40 

caveat that, because certainly there’s other options that you 41 

could consider that would extend it beyond that. 42 

 43 

Now, with that said, and this might be more appropriate for your 44 

discussion at the end of tomorrow, there are potentially other 45 

ways that you could look at extending or stabilizing the fishing 46 

season. 47 

 48 
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You have talked about the lower bag limit today and I think I’ve 1 

mentioned many times about the start and end dates of the 2 

fishing season and moving them to different time periods of the 3 

year that might have lower fishing effort. 4 

 5 

It has the advantage of less fishing effort, but obviously less 6 

people might find that desirable, because they would be 7 

unwilling to go fishing during those time periods when they 8 

might have conflicts or weather is not as desirable. 9 

 10 

You could consider a slot limit.  This could have negative 11 

effects in terms of bycatch, but it could help to limit that 12 

increase in average weight that we continue to see.  13 

Implementation of effort limitation programs, you have discussed 14 

days at sea and there’s been mention of reef fish stamps. 15 

 16 

Certainly effort is a huge component to this and continued 17 

increases in effort are going to affect the season length and 18 

then, as you’ve been discussing and had on the table, state-by-19 

state regional management may help to address the season length 20 

and so with that said, I will take any questions. 21 

 22 

DR. CRABTREE:  Andy, could you back up to that last slide?  It 23 

doesn’t really seem, to me, that any of those stabilize the 24 

season.  You can lower the bag limit to one fish and you get a 25 

longer season, but then the season is going to get shorter every 26 

year. 27 

 28 

You can change the start date of the season to a different start 29 

date, but then the season is going to get shorter every year.  30 

It seems to me that you can implement effort limitations so 31 

effort remains constant, but if the catch rates and the average 32 

fish size go up, the season is going to get shorter every year. 33 

 34 

It’s not clear to me how regional management is going to deal 35 

with this.  If the catch rates and the fish sizes are going up, 36 

the season is going to get shorter every year.  While these may 37 

be good things to do and they may add length to the season, it’s 38 

not clear to me that they stabilize the fishery and the reason 39 

the season is getting shorter is because the quotas aren’t 40 

increasing as fast as the catch rates and the fish size are 41 

going up and so they’re catching more fish every year more 42 

quickly than we’re increasing the TAC and the season is getting 43 

shorter. 44 

 45 

The other thing I would point out is this doesn’t assume 46 

anything about what the new assessment may show and that could 47 

change a lot of things, but even with a new assessment, it’s 48 



73 

 

possible that you get -- Say you get a two-million-pound 1 

increase in TAC and so, okay, the recreational fishery gets a 2 

million pounds and their season gets longer, but it’s not clear 3 

to me that at that point it doesn’t just start getting shorter 4 

again every year. 5 

 6 

This is really a pervasive problem that we have and it’s 7 

difficult to get at it, but it seems to me if when you come into 8 

the purpose and need if you want to make stabilizing the 9 

recreational fishery an objective, and that’s up to you what you 10 

want to do with it, but you have to find some way where the rate 11 

of increase in the quotas on the recreational side keeps pace 12 

with the increase in catch rates and fish size and that hasn’t 13 

happened so far. 14 

 15 

This isn’t about overages here either.  These projections are 16 

assuming that we don’t have any overage.  If you do have 17 

overages, then the rate at which these quotas increase is slowed 18 

some, because it will slow down the rate at which the season 19 

changes. 20 

 21 

At any rate, you put this out because I think what we really 22 

need to think about is what are our problems and what are the 23 

problems we’re trying to address and make a more specific, more 24 

clear purpose and need and I think that will help you focus on 25 

what you need to do to get to where you want to be. 26 

 27 

That gets back to what Shepherd was saying as to the overall 28 

goals of the fishery and things and it’s not clear to me what is 29 

our goal with the recreational fishery right now.  It’s pretty 30 

clear and I think all of us would agree that having the season 31 

just continually get shorter isn’t a very satisfactory 32 

management strategy, but what it is we’re trying to achieve, I 33 

don’t think we’ve really very clearly articulated and I think 34 

that’s what we need to do if we’re going to make progress with 35 

this. 36 

 37 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I am going to recognize Assane and then decide 38 

whether we want to adjourn until in the morning or not. 39 

 40 

DR. DIAGNE:  Thank you, Dr. Shipp, and I will just make a couple 41 

of points, hopefully very quickly.  The first one is during his 42 

presentation, Andy did mention the Socioeconomic SSC, which had 43 

the opportunity to review the last analysis, if you would, of 44 

the economic efficiency of the current red snapper allocation 45 

within the commercial and recreational sectors. 46 

 47 

Their conclusion was that, given the relative magnitude of the 48 
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marginal willingness to pay of the recreational sector and the 1 

commercial sector, it is likely that a reallocation would 2 

increase or could increase economic benefits, but, however, they 3 

were not in the position of suggesting how that reallocation, 4 

how far, if you would, that reallocation would go, because of 5 

the shifts and the quality of the data available to the authors 6 

at the time. 7 

 8 

It did not really lend itself to recommending those and so the 9 

bottom line of their recommendation was that the council should 10 

really take small steps when it comes to a reallocation and make 11 

it in an incremental fashion. 12 

 13 

Some of the options that we are seeing now will be totally 14 

inconsistent with the recommendation of the Socioeconomic SSC 15 

and that is one thing.  The second thing is a lot of the 16 

measures that we are discussing today, if we were to think about 17 

it, really have nothing to do with allocation itself.  It has to 18 

do with the measures that as a council you would take to make 19 

sure that each party stays within its own allocation.  That is 20 

perhaps a distinction that maybe going forward we need to look 21 

at some more. 22 

 23 

Maybe one last comment, if I may, is the discussions of 24 

allocation that we see that this council is having over time 25 

repeatedly, from an economic standpoint, really show one thing.   26 

 27 

We have reached, right now, the limits of traditional management 28 

for the recreational fishery in terms of bag limit, season 29 

lengths, 1 percent or 2 percent.  To solve this problem, it 30 

seems to me that novel solutions need to be brought forward and 31 

one example, let’s say, for example, the South Atlantic, during 32 

their last socioeconomic meeting, they will start looking at, 33 

for example, the potential use of fish tags within that fishery.  34 

We talked about it, but some of the prerequisites, perhaps we 35 

don’t have them in the Gulf. 36 

 37 

MR. GRIMES:  Did I understand you to say, and I apologize if I 38 

misunderstood though, but that the shifts, these incremental 39 

shifts -- It seemed to me that everything that Mr. Strelcheck 40 

had in his presentation had what I would generically view as an 41 

incremental shift in allocation.  It wasn’t like it went from 42 

60/40 to 20/80 and so please elaborate. 43 

 44 

DR. DIAGNE:  If we looked at the last slide, the one that 45 

shifted all of the increases to, for example, the recreational 46 

sector, by the time you finished, you ended up with 61 percent 47 

to one sector and 39 to the other, starting from 51/49. 48 



75 

 

 1 

That is hardly -- That is what I mean and that is far from 2 

incremental.  The Socioeconomic SSC really looked at 1 and 2 3 

percent shifts, 3, if you would, at best, but shifting from a 4 

51/49 to 61/39, that is certainly not incremental, in my 5 

judgment, and that’s what I meant by that and not in incremental 6 

in the time spent, but in the amount that is reallocated from 7 

one side to the other and that is something that the 8 

Socioeconomic SSC had issue with, because essentially these 9 

studies only determined point estimates and did not really tell 10 

us much about the slope of the curves. 11 

 12 

MR. BOYD:  Andy, my logic may be totally faulty, because I’m not 13 

a statistician, but I have a question for you.  The number of 14 

fish that are in the water are the number of fish in the water 15 

and we try to estimate them and we try to measure them and we do 16 

a job, good or bad, doing that. 17 

 18 

Your scenario is that if we increase allocation to one sector or 19 

the other that the number of days fishing is going to go down 20 

and that’s what all of these scenarios said.  It’s either going 21 

to stay pretty level or it’s going to go down.  If we don’t do 22 

anything, those same number of fish are still in the water and 23 

so, conversely, the number of fishing days ought to go up 24 

because those fish are still in the water and they’re still 25 

spawning and they’re still alive and well. 26 

 27 

MR. STRELCHECK:  What you have to keep in mind is comparing 28 

status quo relative to any shift in allocation, because you’re 29 

going to get more fishing days if you shift the allocation.  30 

You’re not taking any more fish, necessarily, but the status quo 31 

alternative I think showed an eighteen-day season after five 32 

years, whereas another scenario was showing I think a thirty-day 33 

season by the end of five years and so there is a difference 34 

there in the number of days achieved. 35 

 36 

The problem we’re having is the quota increases right now are 37 

being outstripped by the increase in catch and average weight of 38 

the fish.   39 

 40 

Now, if that does not continue out in the future and if catch 41 

and average weight track much more closely what we expect the 42 

quota increases, then you wouldn’t have this large loss in days 43 

over time, but keep in mind that when comparing the results, you 44 

really need to look at what would status quo be in terms of lost 45 

days relative to a shift in the allocation. 46 

 47 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I think we could carry on for a couple of hours 48 
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on this, but what is your pleasure?  Are you ready to recess as 1 

per our schedule?  We’re about fifteen minutes over.  Does 2 

anybody object to -- We will continue this tomorrow morning.  3 

We’re not going to move on until we have discussed this one, 4 

because this is probably the key issue of this whole meeting. 5 

 6 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I don’t mind discussing this, but I think there 7 

are other things that should have come even before this, which 8 

was right under this to discuss.  As long as you just sit here 9 

and discuss it, but I would like Andy to refresh our memory 10 

tomorrow, if he could, of back when we were looking at -- It’s 11 

about management. 12 

 13 

The traditional management hasn’t worked and we heard Assane say 14 

that and Andy gave us a season length and had we went to days at 15 

sea or I think maybe he looked at fish tags and different things 16 

like that, but it’s a lot more days than what they’re going to 17 

get now and can he bring that forward?  I think we should 18 

discuss that tomorrow. 19 

 20 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Sure and in fact, the days at sea is on the 21 

agenda for the later meeting, but the idea is that he set the 22 

stage of options and scenarios if we don’t address some of these 23 

other things and I think that’s what Shep and Roy are saying 24 

it’s time to, but we will pick this up tomorrow.  Andy is here 25 

and I think this is good fodder to discuss tonight and so we’re 26 

in recess until tomorrow morning at 8:30. 27 

 28 

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed at 5:15 p.m., January 7, 2013.) 29 

 30 

- - - 31 

 32 

January 8, 2013 33 

 34 

TUESDAY MORNING SESSION 35 

 36 

- - - 37 

 38 

 39 

The Reef Fish Management Committee of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery 40 

Management Council reconvened at the Hilton Tampa Airport 41 

Westshore, Tampa, Florida, Tuesday morning, January 8, 2013, and 42 

was called to order at 8:30 a.m. by Chairman Bob Shipp. 43 

 44 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  We are back in session and we’re going to start 45 

off by correcting an error on my part regarding procedure and so 46 

I’m going to turn it over to Shep. 47 

 48 
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DISCUSSION OF COUNCIL CHAIRMAN VOTING IN COMMITTEE 1 

 2 

MR. GRIMES:  I just wanted to clarify on the record that one of 3 

the votes yesterday, eleven votes were cast and there are only 4 

ten members of the Reef Fish Committee and so I didn’t 5 

understand where the eleventh vote came from and it turned out 6 

that the Chair voted and the Chair was advised that he is a 7 

member of the committee. 8 

 9 

That is incorrect.  Under Roberts Rules, he is not a member of 10 

the committee and does not get to vote in committee and Roberts 11 

Rules discusses bylaws, which our case would be the SOPPs, and 12 

the SOPPs could make him a member of the committee; however, 13 

they do not. 14 

 15 

The Chair is allowed to serve as a member of the committee when 16 

it’s necessary to create a quorum or when the committee chair or 17 

vice chair is absent, the Chair can fill that role and so 18 

yesterday, I do recall at one vote anywhere where the Chair 19 

voted and the outcome of that vote, my recollection, was six to 20 

five and the Chair voted on the prevailing side.  21 

 22 

Had the Chair not voted, it would have been a five-to-five vote, 23 

which means that the motion would still have failed, but I do 24 

not know if he voted on other matters and so that’s just 25 

something for us to clarify this morning and if someone feels 26 

it’s necessary, I think it could be appropriate to revote on 27 

those motions as necessary. 28 

 29 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Shep, that being the case, if you go back through 30 

time, this council has always allowed the chairman of the 31 

committee and the chairman of the council to vote and so maybe 32 

we need to go back and pull all our documents back and see who 33 

voted and how they voted, because then they are out of order.  34 

This is a serious matter. 35 

 36 

MR. GRIMES:  We don’t always take roll call votes and so you 37 

wouldn’t know and your recollection is different than mine.  We 38 

do allow the committee chairs -- When we’re meeting in 39 

committee, under Roberts Rules, the committee chair votes as a 40 

matter of routine. 41 

 42 

Under Roberts Rules, when you’re convened as the full body, 43 

generally the chairman does not vote unless it’s to create a tie 44 

or to break a tie, but that being said, in the ten-plus years 45 

I’ve been doing this, I have not seen the council chairman vote 46 

in committee and I don’t see this as a huge problem, but I just 47 

want to clarify that yesterday we did have one issue. 48 
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 1 

MS. WILLIAMS:  To that point, we are in committee.  We are not 2 

here as a full body, because all of these members are not being 3 

paid. 4 

 5 

MR. GRIMES:  Which is why I said the council chairman should not 6 

vote. 7 

 8 

DR. CRABTREE:  My recommendation would be that we ask Doug which 9 

ones he voted on and that we then put those motions up on the 10 

board and vote again. 11 

 12 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I have asked Dr. Bortone to check with staff on 13 

those and Steven Atran, I think, has got the information. 14 

 15 

MR. ATRAN:  There were two motions where there were eleven votes 16 

cast and they both dealt with the Red Snapper Framework Action 17 

which deals with bag limits.  There was a motion to make 18 

Alternative 1 the preferred alternative, which is a two-fish bag 19 

limit, and a substitute motion was made for Alternative 2 to be 20 

the preferred alternative, which is a one-fish bag limit.  The 21 

substitute motion failed by a vote of five to six and then the 22 

original motion passed by a vote of six to five. 23 

 24 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  A tie vote is a fail vote anyway and so it 25 

wouldn’t have made any difference if it failed. 26 

 27 

MR. ATRAN:  It wouldn’t have made any difference on the 28 

substitute motion, but depending upon whether or not the vote 29 

that should have been counted was on the prevailing side of the 30 

original motion, it either passed six to five or it failed five 31 

to five. 32 

 33 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  You’re saying it passed six to five? 34 

 35 

MR. ATRAN:  The original motion, which was that the two-fish bag 36 

limit be the preferred alternative, passed by a vote of six to 37 

five and so it depends upon who was on that set of six votes. 38 

 39 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Doug, I think you were on the prevailing side 40 

of that one and so I think we need to bring that one back up for 41 

a revote. 42 

 43 

DR. CRABTREE:  Doug, when we had the vote over changing the 44 

accountability measures such that the EEZ would be shortened off 45 

of each state, my recollection was you voted on that one and did 46 

you? 47 

 48 
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MR. BOYD:  There were two motions that I voted on. 1 

 2 

MR. ATRAN:  On the motion that Dr. Crabtree just brought up 3 

regarding state boundaries, that passed seven to four and so 4 

that would have passed in any case. 5 

 6 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  The only one of issue is the bag limit vote and 7 

so if staff can pull that motion back up, let’s go through that 8 

procedure again.  That motion is up on the board and is there 9 

any discussion on that motion, any further discussion?  This is 10 

the one of the two-fish bag limit, which we finally voted. 11 

 12 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BORTONE:  You need to read the motion again. 13 

 14 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  The motion is in Action 2 that the preferred 15 

alternative be Alternative 1.  Alternative 1 is no action, 16 

maintain the recreational red snapper bag limit at two fish per 17 

angler per day.  All in favor of that motion raise your hand; 18 

opposed. 19 

 20 

MR. ATRAN:  I had six to four in favor. 21 

 22 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I think we’ve settled that issue and I 23 

apologize for the mistake, but let’s move forward and we’re back 24 

to allocation.  Assane, do you want to pick it back up?  We’ve 25 

had a number of alternatives. 26 

 27 

CONTINUATION OF DISCUSSION OF RED SNAPPER ALLOCATION 28 

 29 

DR. DIAGNE:  Thank you, Dr. Shipp, and good morning.  Just to 30 

finish up, if the council wants us to add alternatives to the 31 

ones that we presented and discussed yesterday, please let us 32 

know so that next time you see the document it will be updated. 33 

 34 

At the IPT level, we have started really looking at the purpose 35 

and need and by the time you see this document the next time, 36 

the purpose and need will be also expanded and perhaps centered 37 

around the species that we have, more so than now. 38 

 39 

DR. ABELE:  I guess I was a little confused yesterday on the 40 

discussion of purpose and need by Roy and I wonder if he could 41 

refresh my memory or maybe Shep.  I thought that it wasn’t clear 42 

enough on purpose and need that we should move forward at this 43 

time with it and is that correct? 44 

 45 

MR. GRIMES:  I had commented that I thought the purpose and need 46 

could be refined a little bit.  It seems to me it’s a little 47 

more open ended and perhaps what you’re actually looking to do 48 
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is something more specific than what’s contained in the 1 

document. 2 

 3 

I did speak to staff yesterday and the feedback I got was that 4 

that may be so, but nobody on the council has provided that 5 

guidance and they are not able to read people’s minds on it and 6 

develop that more specific purpose and need. 7 

 8 

Now, it may come out as we continue to discuss it, but one of 9 

the other issues that I mentioned with this is my personal view 10 

is that in order to really identify the purpose and need of this 11 

and what allocations should exist for these species, we need to 12 

have an idea of precisely what the objectives are in terms of 13 

managing the recreational sector and the objectives in the reef 14 

fish fishery as a whole and perhaps revisiting those would help  15 

guide some of these decisions, or at least it would all feed 16 

into the process. 17 

 18 

DR. CRABTREE:  If you read the current purpose and need now, it 19 

just has general statements about prevent overfishing while 20 

achieving optimum yield.  There’s just nothing in it to indicate 21 

what we’re trying to do and I think you need to determine if 22 

you’re trying to stabilize the recreational fishery or what is 23 

it you’re trying to do?  What are your objectives here? 24 

 25 

Is it because you perceive there is some inequity now in how the 26 

benefits and restrictions are distributed?  I think those are 27 

things you need to address. 28 

 29 

The other advice I would give you is, given the complexity of 30 

this, I would suggest that you consider dealing with red snapper 31 

and red snapper only in this amendment and then come back to and 32 

follow up with gag and black grouper and red grouper.  It seems 33 

to me the immediate problem we have right now is to deal with 34 

red snapper and that’s going to be difficult enough to get done, 35 

but lumping all these others in I’m afraid just makes this 36 

extremely difficult to us. 37 

 38 

We need to have some discussions about what are we trying to 39 

achieve, particularly with the recreational fishery.  I am often 40 

asked how many days do you need?  I don’t know.  The council has 41 

never figured it out and so we need to talk about some things 42 

we’re trying to achieve and then we need to look at, all right, 43 

is shifting the allocation a way to get to that and is it fair 44 

and equitable if we do that?  I think that’s what we ought to 45 

have a real discussion of this morning, but I do think splitting 46 

and trying to deal with red snapper alone would be a wise 47 

decision. 48 
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 1 

MS. WILLIAMS:  There are several points here, Roy.  This council 2 

developed a policy of how we would go about addressing 3 

allocations.  What you’re suggesting -- We haven’t even followed 4 

that policy, because now we’re going to sit around here and try 5 

and develop a purpose and need. 6 

 7 

The very first requirement was that whoever brings it to the 8 

table is supposed to lay all of that out for us, to see if we 9 

even want to go there.  Go read the policy and see how it says 10 

you go about even addressing this issue. 11 

 12 

DR. CRABTREE:  To that point, Mr. Chairman? 13 

 14 

MS. WILLIAMS:  But I’m not through, but go ahead. 15 

 16 

DR. CRABTREE:  Just to that point.  Could I ask that staff email 17 

the policy out to all of the committee members this morning, so 18 

that we can look at it and have it in front of us? 19 

 20 

DR. DIAGNE:  We have attached it to this document.  It’s an 21 

appendix to this document right now. 22 

 23 

MS. WILLIAMS:  What it said was if there was a need to discuss 24 

allocations then a member would have to bring it to the table 25 

and they would have to state what the purpose and need was and 26 

what we were trying to do and that’s how it began, but that’s 27 

not what is being suggested around this table. 28 

 29 

The other thing is that when we had all of this discussion, it 30 

was red, gag, black, and then somebody come in and they wanted 31 

red snapper added to it and so then we added red snapper to it 32 

and then all of this got tabled and then it got untabled and 33 

then when we had already set a time definite of when we were 34 

going to address it. 35 

 36 

To me, that was a violation, if you want to start talking about 37 

Roberts Rules and how we operate and what we’re supposed to be 38 

doing, but then yet someone untabled it and instead of bringing 39 

that document that they untabled back, we didn’t do that.  We 40 

picked and pulled red snapper out and just started a whole new 41 

thing and so, to me, this entire meeting is out of order. 42 

 43 

DR. CRABTREE:  I am looking at the policy and I just don’t see 44 

that.  It says an approved council motion constitutes the only 45 

appropriate means for requesting the initiation of allocation or 46 

reallocation of fishery resources.  That’s exactly what 47 

happened. 48 
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 1 

We had a motion and it says the motion should clearly specify 2 

the basis for purpose and objectives of the request for 3 

reallocation.  There is a purpose and need in this document.  I 4 

am saying that we need to refine that and that’s exactly what 5 

we’re here to do and so I don’t think there’s anything going on 6 

here that violates the policy or anything else. 7 

 8 

I don’t know what the council is going to want to do with the 9 

allocation, but we need to review it and we need to look at it 10 

and just resistance at even looking at it isn’t going to get us 11 

anywhere and so I would suggest that we move on with the 12 

discussions. 13 

 14 

I think, according to the allocation, what we ought to focus on 15 

right now is specifying the basis for purpose and objectives of 16 

what we’re trying to achieve with the allocation, which gets 17 

directly to the purpose and need issue that General Counsel has 18 

raised up and that’s what we ought to have a discussion of and 19 

we’ve been some analysis about what’s going on in the 20 

recreational fishery and how allocation shifts may affect that. 21 

 22 

We ought to talk some about how the benefits and restrictions 23 

are being distributed among the two sectors and figure out 24 

exactly what the problem we’re trying to solve is and then come 25 

to is the reallocation a way at addressing a problem. 26 

 27 

MS. WILLIAMS:  To that point, Mr. Chairman, that is what we were 28 

supposed to have done before we ever brought it to this table.  29 

That’s exactly what the whole discussion was when we developed 30 

this policy and it says to prohibit measures that have economic 31 

allocation as its sole purpose and shall consider efficiency in 32 

utilization of the fishery resource, but should not just 33 

redistribute gains and burdens without an increase in 34 

efficiency. 35 

 36 

All of this is in there and we have not even been able to come 37 

up with measures that will even help this particular sector 38 

staying within their allocation and so how in the world we would 39 

come up with a way to even justify taking from one group that 40 

stays within their allocation and giving it to another group 41 

that we haven’t given them the opportunity because every time 42 

they suggest something, we don’t want to do it and we won’t even 43 

try it.  We need to start listening to some of the industry and 44 

try some of those ideas and see if it will help them.   45 

 46 

DR. ABELE:  I think the issue of red snapper is sufficiently 47 

complicated that it does deserve its own standing and I also 48 
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agree with Kay that we can’t do business as usual. 1 

 2 

As you saw, if we transferred all of the allocation to the 3 

recreational sector, we don’t really gain any days and there has 4 

to be some other ways to do things.  I am in favor of tags and 5 

how many days do you need?  I don’t know, but if you talk to 6 

marinas, tackle stores, bait stores, motel owners, what they 7 

want is people coming down to the coast and spending money in 8 

their communities and having an opportunity to fish. 9 

 10 

With a twenty-seven-day season, I just don’t see that happening.  11 

It also kills the for-hire industry and it also hurts the 12 

tourist industry in every single state when people come down and 13 

want to go out and catch red snapper and they can’t do it. 14 

 15 

There is fewer and fewer opportunities for visitors to the 16 

various states to spend a day on the water and catch fish.  17 

There has to be some other way to approach these issues.  18 

Reading the reasons for the IFQ is nothing that we did -- 19 

Nothing the council did apparently worked and so we want to try 20 

something new.   21 

 22 

I would make a motion that we separate red snapper from the 23 

others and that the red snapper allocation issue be treated 24 

independently of other species in a separate amendment. 25 

 26 

DR. CRABTREE:  I will second it for discussion. 27 

 28 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  We have a motion and it’s seconded that we 29 

separate out red snapper in this discussion.  Is there further 30 

discussion? 31 

 32 

DR. CRABTREE:  I think our intent with this would be that we’re 33 

going to deal with this first and then when we’re done dealing 34 

with this, we will come back and deal with gag, red grouper, and 35 

black grouper. 36 

 37 

I do want to make one -- I agree with what you said, Larry, but 38 

I want to make one correction to it.  All of the scenarios that 39 

were presented to you yesterday, any level of reallocation does 40 

increase the number of days in the recreational fishery relative 41 

to the status quo. 42 

 43 

If you reallocate the recreational fishery, it does get more 44 

days than they otherwise would have.  One scenario shows that 45 

the number of days actually increases if you reallocate all of 46 

the fish and it shows some increase if you only reallocate a 47 

little of the fish, from thirty to thirty-seven days in one 48 
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scenario and thirty to thirty-four in the other ones. 1 

 2 

The other couple of scenarios show that the fishery stays stable 3 

at thirty days if you reallocate all of the fish, but even 4 

remaining stable at thirty days, and let’s be clear, that is an 5 

increase in days relative to the status quo allocation. 6 

 7 

MR. HARLON PEARCE:  I am not on this committee and I’m here to 8 

really listen and get ready for the full council is what we’re 9 

going to do, but everything that went on yesterday -- We watched 10 

an SSC that has a one-vote swing on one issue with a million-11 

and-a-half pounds and then we go to a ten-to-three vote and we 12 

look at A1 and A2 and A3 and see the disparity in the 13 

differences of those scenarios. 14 

 15 

We look at one fish and two fish and we look at whatever days 16 

it’s going to be and we look at this stuff and then we look at 17 

allocation and none of it is helping. 18 

 19 

Nothing we do in here today, the way we’re going, is going to 20 

help the recreational sector or any sector, for that matter.  21 

You’re not gaining what we need to do and it amazes me that the 22 

harder we work as a council, the more we do, we go backwards.  23 

Everything we do to try and enhance the fishery for everyone in 24 

this country, we go backwards. 25 

 26 

What I’m looking at, I don’t see allocation working that way.  I 27 

am not against it.  I would rather see allocation done 28 

holistically across the whole board in every species, but that’s 29 

not the point and I agree with what Larry says. 30 

 31 

We’re going to have to get radical with our thinking.  We’re 32 

going to have to change what we’re doing, because the way we’re 33 

managing, it’s not working.  We are going downhill fast and I 34 

don’t see any way it’s going to change and I don’t care how much 35 

you reallocate or how much of it is here.  It’s going to be the 36 

same way next year. 37 

 38 

We’ve got a stock assessment coming in 2013 and hopefully that’s 39 

going to show that we’ve done a whole lot more and we’ve rebuilt 40 

it more.  Larry Abele tells me that we’ve got large snapper in 41 

thirty foot of water in Florida and Robin tells me they’re 42 

catching large snapper off the rocks in Galveston. 43 

 44 

In Louisiana, you can’t get to the mangroves for the snappers 45 

and so I don’t care if you have one fish or two fish or no fish, 46 

but we’re killing as many fish after the season as we are before 47 

the season, because we can’t get to the fish, but the way we’re 48 
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going here, I don’t see this working at all.  What are you going 1 

to gain, five days or four days or ten days?  That’s not enough.  2 

That’s not going to help the issue here. 3 

 4 

I sure wish we could vote against what the SSC does, but we 5 

can’t, so that we maybe keep status quo for one more year and 6 

the same as last year until we get the assessment in, but that’s 7 

not in our ability to do things, but right now, I think 8 

everything we’re doing here is a moot point unless we radically 9 

change the way we manage it with some sort of effort limitations 10 

or fish tags or something. 11 

 12 

I don’t want to limit anybody, but I’m just seeing what we’re 13 

doing and we’re going the wrong way and I would love to figure 14 

out a way to help us go the other way, but I don’t see it. 15 

 16 

MR. GRIMES:  I just wanted to point out that you can’t vote to 17 

exceed the catch level recommendation from your SSC, but you can 18 

absolutely maintain the status quo, which is lower than the 19 

increase that was embodied in the SSC vote.  You want to 20 

maintain status quo for another year, that is absolutely within 21 

your authority. 22 

 23 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Status quo as quota though and not forty days.  24 

That’s the quota and so that translates to about twenty-four 25 

days. 26 

 27 

MR. GRIMES:  Twenty-seven, I believe. 28 

 29 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  So that’s not status quo in the minds of most 30 

people.  I just want to comment on something.  We need -- This 31 

is ludicrous, that we have a fishery that strong, a stock that 32 

strong, and we’re managing a fishery that -- For the record, I 33 

think it’s just obscene, the whole process. 34 

 35 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I am sure you are probably tired of me talking 36 

and I’m actually tired of talking, because evidently I am not 37 

getting through to Roy.  The motion that’s on the board, Larry, 38 

that’s perfectly fine if we’re going to go and start another 39 

document. 40 

 41 

We have started documents and piecemealed them and then we’re 42 

going to do something and then we’ve went and we’ve moved them 43 

out and then we decide to go and do something else and it all 44 

depends on just who happens to feel a certain way a certain day 45 

when they call Roy and Roy changes his mind and he’s like a duck 46 

and he wakes up in a new world every day. 47 

 48 
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One day we’re doing something for one reason and the next day 1 

we’re doing something for another reason.  It makes absolutely 2 

no sense to take, when you’ve got a fishery that’s accountable 3 

and a system that NMFS pushed upon the fishermen and it finally 4 

worked, after all the tweaking regardless, because I remember 5 

how it was and how it is today. 6 

 7 

Are there some improvements that need to be made?  Absolutely, 8 

but to take and reallocate a fishery from our consumers to the 9 

recreational industry, you are going to wake up a sleeping 10 

giant.  I can see it across the newspaper, Stealing Fish from 11 

the Consumers, Gulf Council Votes. 12 

 13 

Believe me, it’s coming, because the consumer needs food.  Yes, 14 

they have imports, but the imports are not the quality and that 15 

isn’t what we should want for our citizens of America.  They 16 

should be able to eat our wild-caught, domestic seafood and the 17 

consumer is just as important as any other player on this field 18 

and so we need to do something that’s going to help our charter 19 

for-hire industry stay in business. 20 

 21 

We need to do something that’s going to keep fish on the menu 22 

for our consumers and we need to do something so that when a man 23 

is off on the weekend, maybe he’ll have a fish tag so he can go 24 

fishing on the weekend and the season won’t be closed, but what 25 

we’re doing is not working. 26 

 27 

To take from one group and give it to another group that we 28 

can’t even control is ludicrous, but what we need to do is take 29 

some of the suggestions from the fishermen.  They have talked 30 

about fish tags and they’ve talked about days at sea and they’ve 31 

talked about transferability. 32 

 33 

They’ve talked about a lot of things they would like to try and 34 

it’s not set in stone.  If it don’t work in a year, anything has 35 

got to be better than what’s going on now and then you do 36 

something else, because that’s what we did with the commercial 37 

red snapper fishery. 38 

 39 

We went from license limitation to -- Excuse me.  We first had 40 

an endorsement and then we went to a license and then we went to 41 

fifteen days and then we went to a ten-day and then finally we 42 

got to the ITQ and so now they’ve addressed over half of the 43 

issues.  Are there some other issues that need to be addressed?  44 

Like I said, absolutely, and they’ve been waiting for us to do 45 

that and it still keeps getting pushed down on the agenda. 46 

 47 

We should have talked about the five-year review before we ever 48 
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even got to this, but we didn’t do this.  It’s well over past 1 

the five-year review, but just remember when you sit here around 2 

this table, you’re talking about taking food from the consumer.  3 

Food is extremely important. 4 

 5 

You’re talking about jobs that you’re going to do away with and 6 

you’re talking about affecting communities and so there are 7 

issues that has not been brought before this council in our 8 

assessments that should have been brought before us dealing with 9 

the communities and the consumers.  They’ve been left out of the 10 

picture, but they need to be brought in, because I assure you 11 

they will be brought in at some point and it’s not going to look 12 

good on us.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 13 

 14 

MR. GRIMES:  Just to the motion that was on the board but has 15 

disappeared, my -- I just wanted to clarify and you say that red 16 

snapper be treated independently and since Amendment 28 has been 17 

sitting around and we’re almost at Amendment 40, I guess it 18 

would be my recommendation that you just turn Amendment 28 into 19 

red snapper only and move forward with that and then it’s 20 

basically moving all the others to some amendment in the future 21 

and I just wanted to clarify that for staff and once we’re -- If 22 

this motion passes, once we’re packaging things.  I would assume 23 

that is your intent and that the council wouldn’t have a problem 24 

with that. 25 

 26 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Is that appropriate, Shep?  Can we just assume 27 

that or do we need to state it explicitly? 28 

 29 

MR. GRIMES:  I think it’s a minor procedural thing and so if 30 

you’re okay with it, that’s the way we’ll handle it.  I see 31 

staff nodding and they’re the ones that do all the writing. 32 

 33 

DR. CRABTREE:  I have no problems, Kay, with looking at 34 

different ways to manage this fishery and I have generally been 35 

supportive of trying to look at some of those and so if the 36 

council wants to move to fish tags or some of these other 37 

things, that’s fine, but the notion that the allocation is set 38 

in stone and the council can never change it, which seems to be 39 

your position, just isn’t consistent with the Magnuson Act and 40 

our obligations. 41 

 42 

It’s not consistent with the Catch Share Policy, which says that 43 

we need to review the allocations every five years.  That’s what 44 

we’re doing here. 45 

 46 

I don’t know what the council is going to decide to do with the 47 

allocation, but we need to review it and we need to go through 48 



88 

 

the analysis and the council needs to make some decisions on 1 

that and as difficult as it may be and as strong as folks 2 

feelings are, we need to do that, but we just can’t take the 3 

attitude that you can never change the allocation. 4 

 5 

That’s just not, to me, a workable thing here, but a lot of the 6 

ideas we talk about, like fish tags in the recreational fishery, 7 

they may be good ideas, but they’re going to require the 8 

cooperation and very deep involvement of the states, because, in 9 

all likelihood for it to be successful, we would need the states 10 

to distribute the fish tags and we would certainly have to have 11 

all of the states agree to require the fish tags or I don’t see 12 

how it’s workable. 13 

 14 

If that’s where we want to go, we ought to start looking at that 15 

and working with the states on it, but that’s really a separate 16 

issue from the allocation. 17 

 18 

If we want to go to regional management, that’s fine and I think 19 

that resolves some issues in terms of state compatibility, but 20 

it doesn’t solve the fact that we’ve got a recreational season 21 

that’s getting shorter every year and that’s just shifting that 22 

problem to the states. 23 

 24 

I want to come back to some of the things Harlon said.  The 25 

statement that what we’re doing is not working, that seems, to 26 

me, to be an overly broad statement.  In many respects, what 27 

we’re doing with red snapper is clearly working. 28 

 29 

Look at the average size of a fish now.  It’s almost eight 30 

pounds compared to three pounds some years ago.  We’ve made huge 31 

progress in rebuilding this stock.  Red snapper are now abundant 32 

all the way down the Florida Peninsula. 33 

 34 

Millions of people on the west coast of Florida have access to 35 

red snapper and they weren’t there fifteen years ago.  The red 36 

snapper commercial fishery has benefited tremendously from the 37 

IFQ program and the recovery of these stocks and I think they’re 38 

probably doing better financially now than they’ve done in a 39 

long time and so a lot of these things are working and are 40 

succeeding, but we do have problems clearly in the recreational 41 

fishery and when we say it’s not working in the recreational 42 

fishery, the first question is comes to my mind is what does 43 

that mean? 44 

 45 

What would it mean to have to say it is working in the 46 

recreational fishery?  How long of a season do we need in the 47 

recreational fishery that’s realistically achievable?  Where are 48 
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we trying to get to in the recreational fishery?  We seem to be 1 

all over the map on that. 2 

 3 

One day we’re talking about we need to maximize number of days, 4 

yet yesterday we voted not to change the bag limit and so it’s 5 

just not clear to me where we’re trying to get to on the 6 

recreational fishery. 7 

 8 

If we want to get to something like effort limitation, fish tags 9 

and that sort of thing, then let’s do it, but my concern is that 10 

yesterday that our votes were largely to preserve the status quo 11 

and that’s not going to do any of us any good. 12 

 13 

We’re in a very difficult position right now with recreational 14 

red snapper where I’m not sure we’re going to be able to keep 15 

states onboard with us this year and I don’t know where that 16 

leaves us and potentially if Florida goes inconsistent, all the 17 

Gulf states may go inconsistent and we could end up with the EEZ 18 

closed and no red snapper season and that’s not what any of us 19 

want and so we need to think hard about making some changes 20 

here. 21 

 22 

I think the first step is to decide what are we trying to 23 

achieve in terms of the recreational fishery and what would 24 

constitute success and then how does the allocation play into 25 

that and is that a part of it? 26 

 27 

You may decide at the end of the day that the allocation right 28 

now is the perfect allocation, but we do have an economic study 29 

that shows that efficiency could be gained by shifting fish to 30 

the recreational fishery, but they can’t tell us how much to 31 

fish. 32 

 33 

We’ve got a variety of scenarios that look at shifting different 34 

amounts of the allocation and how that would affect the 35 

recreational fishery and so we just need to get on with the 36 

discussion about looking at this and what the implications are 37 

and make some decisions about it. 38 

 39 

MS. WILLIAMS:  To that point. 40 

 41 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I would like to keep us on track though.  We 42 

have a motion. 43 

 44 

MS. WILLIAMS:  This will be on track.  Roy, you keep leaving out 45 

two other sectors.  You keep talking about the recreational 46 

fishery and where do we want to go with it and what do we want 47 

to do with it?  We already know what we want to do. 48 
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 1 

We would like to keep -- Come up with a program that will keep 2 

the recreational fishery within their allocation so that the 3 

charter for-hire group can manage their business, because they 4 

don’t know how many days they’re going to have from year to 5 

year. 6 

 7 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Kay, this is out of order. 8 

 9 

MS. WILLIAMS:  No, it’s not.  It’s dealing with red snapper and 10 

allocations. 11 

 12 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I realize that, but the issue is do we want to 13 

treat red snapper separately?  As soon as we move on that 14 

motion, then we can have this further discussion, but I would 15 

like to vote on that motion first and then I’ll come back to 16 

you. 17 

 18 

MS. WILLIAMS:  All right and we’ll vote on it, but come back to 19 

me, because what Roy said, I have got to comment to what he 20 

said. 21 

 22 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Is there any further discussion on this motion?  23 

All in favor of the motion say aye; opposed.  Okay and now, Kay.  24 

I want to point out that Lance has taken Robin Riechers’ place.  25 

Robin is back in Texas and Lance is -- I guess we’ll call you a 26 

proxy. 27 

 28 

MS. WILLIAMS:  You said I could finish my comment to Roy. 29 

 30 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Finish yours and then we’ll go back to Harlon. 31 

 32 

MS. WILLIAMS:  We’re going to look at the allocation of red 33 

snapper and we did some quick -- We had some people come in here 34 

doing some quick analysis, except I found out there was some 35 

parts left out of those analysis, because I went and read the 36 

entire document and you’re talking about this willingness to 37 

pay. 38 

 39 

In the document, it actually talked about where they got their 40 

data and it was from your passengers on your for-hire vessels 41 

and it also said, under the willingness to pay, that they were 42 

willing to pay more for a larger fish.  It didn’t talk about two 43 

fish, but they would just pay more for a larger fish. 44 

 45 

That kind of throws that whole discussion kind of out of whack 46 

as to how they were presenting it on this willingness to pay and 47 

so they’re willing to pay just as much for a larger fish as they 48 
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would to catch two fish or three fish.  Nobody can guarantee 1 

what kind of fish they’re going to catch, because you don’t know 2 

what’s going to bite the hook, but still, that was part of that 3 

study that wasn’t discussed. 4 

 5 

Why is that we do not go out -- Because something that is this 6 

important, we need some analysis done on what is it going to do 7 

to a fishing community and to the processors and dealers and the 8 

restaurants and to the consumer when we take fish away?  That’s 9 

who we’re taking fish away from. 10 

 11 

The commercial industry just catches them for them and that’s 12 

all, just like the for-hire sector, they just take them fishing 13 

and they don’t actually catch the fish to keep for themselves to 14 

consume and so there are so many of these analyses that are so 15 

lopsided and I don’t understand why we’re afraid to go out 16 

there. 17 

 18 

We’re actually required to look at all of these ramifications 19 

and we haven’t been doing them and so I think what our goals are 20 

is to keep these sectors within their perspective allocations.  21 

We have already went through and set all of the allocations when 22 

we were doing the ACLs and stuff. 23 

 24 

What would it be if the commercial industry got more fish?  What 25 

would that mean?  That would mean more fish for the consumer.  26 

You can’t just discuss one and leave everyone else out.  This is 27 

about everyone and so everyone needs to be discussed and you’re 28 

right about the commercial red snapper fishery. 29 

 30 

They about starve to death until they finally come up with a 31 

program and the recreational fishery, I can feel their pain, 32 

because our charter for-hire is having it very difficult because 33 

we won’t do anything they’ve suggested for us to do. 34 

 35 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Kay, can you come to an end? 36 

 37 

MS. WILLIAMS:  All of this is going to come into motions. 38 

 39 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I realize that, but let’s have a motion before 40 

we have further discussion.  Do you want to make a motion? 41 

 42 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I am still answering Roy. 43 

 44 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Let’s have a motion.  We’re supposed to have a 45 

motion on the floor if we’re going to have a discussion. 46 

 47 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Then the motion is for staff to develop an 48 
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options paper from the option papers that already exist, that 1 

you’ve already done, and we need to take all of those, the days 2 

at sea, the fish tags, all of that, and put it into this 3 

document. 4 

 5 

Now, how we structure that and let’s see and it’s request that 6 

staff develop an options paper from the existing options papers 7 

and bring that before this council for them to decide what they 8 

want to go forward with.  You’ve already done the work. 9 

 10 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Is that your motion? 11 

 12 

MS. WILLIAMS:  That’s my motion. 13 

 14 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Is anybody going to second that motion?  We 15 

don’t have a second and so the motion fails.  What I would like 16 

to do is go back to Assane -- Well, first of all, Harlon, I said 17 

I was going to recognize you. 18 

 19 

MR. PEARCE:  That’s okay and let’s vote whatever we’re doing up 20 

or down and then come back to me. 21 

 22 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  It didn’t get a second. 23 

 24 

MR. PEARCE:  Then, Roy, I don’t disagree with what you’re 25 

telling me.  I don’t disagree that we’ve done some good and I 26 

don’t disagree that the IFQ is working.  It needs some tweaking, 27 

sure, and I don’t disagree that our three-pound fish or 28 

abundance is twice what it was in 2008. 29 

 30 

All that is fine, but it hasn’t done anything for the 31 

recreational sector and what we’re doing here today is not doing 32 

anything for the recreational sector.  It’s not helping them 33 

have 120 days or a whole summer with fishing some kind of way 34 

and so what I’m saying is yes, we’ve done good and we’ve been 35 

fine, but what we’re talking about today is not helping and so 36 

we’ve got to change how we manage that fishery to make it work 37 

for them and give them an option that they can live with, 38 

because this is not an option that they can live with. 39 

 40 

Trust me, if you bring a one fish or whatever to the states, 41 

they’re going against you quick, but I can’t understand how we 42 

can manage a fishery and do the job that we’re doing and have 43 

all the abundance of fish we have and we’re still going 44 

backwards in the recreational fishery. 45 

 46 

Where is -- Did our ad hoc committee meet yet?  No, our 47 

recreational data collection.  They haven’t met yet and so I 48 
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mean they want to do something to help find different ways and 1 

let’s give them an option, but allocation isn’t going to work 2 

and I agree with Kay. 3 

 4 

There’s more people out there than just what we’re talking about 5 

at this table, but allocation, from what I’m seeing, is not 6 

giving the recreational sector anywhere near what they need to 7 

survive.  They are not going to survive with what we’re doing 8 

here today. 9 

 10 

DR. CRABTREE:  I think, Harlon, part of what we need to figure 11 

out is what would it take for them to survive and that, we don’t 12 

know yet.  We need to separate some things here. 13 

 14 

You need to separate the quota overages from this issue.  The 15 

problem with the recreational fishery is there whether we ever 16 

have another quota overage or not.  Based on the analysis we 17 

have, their season continues to get shorter even if we never 18 

have a quota overage and so if we had the perfect data system in 19 

place to manage them and manage their catches, their season 20 

still gets shorter. 21 

 22 

To say that shifting the allocation doesn’t benefit them at all, 23 

that’s just contrary to the analysis you’ve been presented.  In 24 

every one of these scenarios, shifting more allocation to the 25 

recreational fishery gives them more days relative to the status 26 

quo. 27 

 28 

Now, I am not aware of any scenario that ever gets you to a 120-29 

day season.  If you look at what we have now, you’re, at best, 30 

talking of getting up into the fifties or maybe sixty, if you 31 

lower the bag limit, and I think that you will find in February 32 

that there are a lot of fishermen out there who will support 33 

going to a one fish bag limit. 34 

 35 

We had some fishermen on this council that supported going to 36 

that and so I don’t know where we’re going to wind up with that 37 

one, but the problem we’re facing here goes beyond data 38 

collection and it goes beyond overages and things.  It’s 39 

inherent in the projections that we have. 40 

 41 

Now, it is possible that when we get the new assessment and we 42 

get new projections that it will show that under status quo the 43 

season doesn’t get shorter and that it in fact gets longer or 44 

stays stable, but that’s kind of a roll of the dice at this 45 

point to think that’s necessarily going to be the case, but at 46 

any rate, before we’re anywhere close to final action on the 47 

allocation amendment, we will have the new assessment and we 48 



94 

 

will have rerun these projections with the new numbers on it and 1 

we will be able to see how that is. 2 

 3 

Maybe at that point you decide the allocation is fine and you 4 

don’t want to change it, but based on what we know right now, 5 

you see this problem inherent in almost everything we’re doing. 6 

 7 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  What I would like to do is I believe we left 8 

this pretty much yesterday when we went to Andy’s presentation, 9 

but we had a suite of alternatives on the board and I would like 10 

to return to those alternatives, which are pretty specific and 11 

keep us on track. 12 

 13 

First of all, let me get those up on the board, if we can.  14 

Assane, do you know what I’m talking about?  I think we had four 15 

alternatives or five regarding allocation and reallocation. 16 

 17 

DR. DIAGNE:  Yes, Dr. Shipp. 18 

 19 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Dr. Shipp, I think we’re out of order, because we 20 

just made a new motion to start over with the red snapper. 21 

 22 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  That motion passed. 23 

 24 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Right. 25 

 26 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  That’s correct. 27 

 28 

MS. WILLIAMS:  So you’re going to go with the same document, the 29 

same logic? 30 

 31 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  All the motion did was specify red snapper.  32 

This is red snapper.  Harlon, while they’re trying to pull it 33 

up, would you like to comment? 34 

 35 

MR. PEARCE:  Real quick, I agree that the projections don’t show 36 

us doing anything differently and therein lies the problem.  37 

We’ve got to get a projection that gives these guys 120 days of 38 

summertime to do their job and we have to figure out how that 39 

works and what we’re doing now is not working.   40 

 41 

It’s not going to get them 120 or whatever it’s going to take 42 

and I agree with Roy that we don’t know what it is, but I can 43 

guarantee you if we give them the summer, they’re happy and 44 

they’re working and the charterboats are working and the private 45 

recreational are out there fishing.  What we’re looking at here 46 

today will never give us that scenario. 47 

 48 
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CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  This is where we were.  This is where we left 1 

it yesterday.  I think the appropriate thing is we have these 2 

options and do you want to select a preferred alternative or 3 

not? 4 

 5 

DR. CRABTREE:  We have no analysis and so we’re not anywhere 6 

near selecting preferred alternatives.  We’re still trying to 7 

figure out what the alternatives ought to be. 8 

 9 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Do you think it’s appropriate to discuss these 10 

alternatives?  11 

 12 

DR. CRABTREE:  Absolutely and I think you ought to think about 13 

it in the context of what Andy showed yesterday too, but I 14 

really think the purpose and need is the issue.  Harlon just 15 

brought up that we need 120 days and if you roughly figure 16 

120,000 pounds of fish a day -- 145,000?  I figured 120,000 and 17 

to get to 120 days, you would need 14.4 million pounds. 18 

 19 

The actual catch rate is higher than that and so I suspect you 20 

would need closer to sixteen-million pounds and that’s more than 21 

the estimate of MSY for the whole fishery and so even if you 22 

reallocated everything to the recreational sector and eliminated 23 

the commercial fishery entirely, you still don’t get to that. 24 

 25 

That’s the point, Bob, is we need to figure out what is it that 26 

we’re trying to get to and then we can figure out what 27 

alternatives get you there, but right now, we don’t even know 28 

what we’re trying to get to, which is why we’re struggling with 29 

all these alternatives. 30 

 31 

You’ve got alternatives here of 3 percent, 5 percent, 10 32 

percent, but why?  Why are those percentages relevant?  How do 33 

they get you to wherever you want to go?  We haven’t decided 34 

where we want to get to. 35 

 36 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  What you’ve said is where we want to get to 37 

unattainable.  That’s basically what you just said. 38 

 39 

DR. CRABTREE:  No, I’m saying I don’t know where you do want to 40 

get to.  Figure out where you want to get to and then we can 41 

look at is it attainable. 42 

 43 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I think Harlon stated where we wanted to get 44 

to, but it’s unattainable. 45 

 46 

DR. CRABTREE:  120 days? 47 

 48 
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CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  It’s unattainable under the current situation. 1 

 2 

DR. CRABTREE:  Okay and so realistically, given the amount of 3 

fish we’re likely to have, where can we realistically try to get 4 

to? 5 

 6 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I wish I knew. 7 

 8 

DR. DIAGNE:  Just a very small comment on the lines of what Dr. 9 

Crabtree mentioned.  We presented these options based on 10 

previous council discussion when we started talking about 11 

allocation and we discussed these alternatives and what we are 12 

looking for, really, would be additional alternatives to include 13 

in this document and then go to the analysis and so forth and be 14 

in the position of bringing you a document that you can take 15 

forward. 16 

 17 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Assane has made it pretty clear, I think, that 18 

he’s looking for additional alternatives. 19 

 20 

MR. GRIMES:  I just wanted to point out that I emailed staff an 21 

excerpt from Reef Fish Amendment 15, which was the last time 22 

that the objectives of the FMP were revisited, and it lists the 23 

objectives there and hopefully she will be emailing that out to 24 

you shortly and that should help guide your discussion. 25 

 26 

Keep in mind that you can always change those objectives via 27 

this fishery management plan amendment, but the existing 28 

objectives talk about food production, recreational 29 

opportunities, preventing overfishing, avoiding user group 30 

conflicts and the like, but I would encourage all of you to 31 

review that document when you get it and base your 32 

recommendations for alternatives at least on those objectives or 33 

how you would modify those objectives. 34 

 35 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I would like to ask Andy a question.  Andy, have 36 

you done an analysis to look at the growth of the recreational 37 

fishery?  Is it also not just that the fish are getting larger, 38 

but maybe it’s because we have more people participating?  Could 39 

you model that and show us, because I think that would give us 40 

some information. 41 

 42 

MR. STRELCHECK:  The analysis that we’ve done was presented 43 

about a year-and-a-half ago to you regarding sector separation.  44 

Certainly when you project out into the future, you’re having to 45 

estimate what you think the growth of the recreational sector 46 

would be and the best we can use is license trends or trends in 47 

terms of participation based on effort information. 48 
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 1 

It can be done.  How valid it is, that’s the bigger question, 2 

because you’re dealing with a specific resource, red snapper, 3 

which we don’t have specific information on effort related to.  4 

We have general effort on overall fishing, but not on red 5 

snapper. 6 

 7 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Mr. Chairman, in him saying that and Assane is 8 

asking for more alternatives, what I was trying to do earlier, 9 

and I didn’t get a second, was we have a lot of alternatives 10 

this council has discussed and perhaps if he would take all of 11 

those alternatives that we’ve already discussed for the last two 12 

or three years and put them in the document and bring it to us, 13 

dealing specifically with red snapper, and either take them out 14 

and say we’re just not willing to do this -- That would give him 15 

some place to go, wouldn’t it? 16 

 17 

DR. CRABTREE:  That motion was made and failed.  We are talking 18 

about allocation alternatives here and that’s what we need to 19 

talk about. 20 

 21 

MS. WILLIAMS:  To do allocation alternatives, you’ve got to know 22 

where you’re going and how much you need.  That’s why I was 23 

asking about the growth of the fishery.  Andy said he presented 24 

it to us as to how -- We’re talking about how can we give them 25 

more days?  We know they want more days and we have that 26 

information.  We have those analyses.  We just need to bring 27 

them back and look at them again. 28 

 29 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  We need to keep the discussion to allocation 30 

alternatives. 31 

 32 

MS. WILLIAMS:  That has to do with allocation. 33 

 34 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Fish tags is not an allocation alternative.  35 

We’re talking about allocation here and what you’re saying is a 36 

different issue.  We need to focus on do we need more 37 

alternatives regarding reallocation and if any of the committee 38 

members have some suggestions on other alternatives, we need to 39 

give them to Assane and is that correct, Assane? 40 

 41 

DR. DIAGNE:  Yes, Dr. Shipp. 42 

 43 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  What’s the pleasure of the committee? 44 

 45 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I think this whole thing is out of order.  It has 46 

not followed our guidance, our purpose, our need before we ever 47 

started discussing this and this is ludicrous.   48 
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 1 

I think our Regional Administrator is pushing this and I’m 2 

sorry, but those are just my personal feelings, Roy, because if 3 

you go back through all the -- You just keep talking about 4 

reallocating and reallocating and reallocating and people needs 5 

more.  Everybody needs more fish.  You have got commercial 6 

capped and you’ve got charter for-hire capped and you have not 7 

addressed the private recreational. 8 

 9 

DR. CRABTREE:  Kay, what I’ve told the council is they need to 10 

review the allocations.  That is a part of our Catch Share 11 

Policy that we need to do and that’s a policy set by the 12 

Fisheries Service and I’m trying to encourage you to follow that 13 

policy and the council, so far, has agreed to do that. 14 

 15 

What we need to do here is to review the allocations.  I have 16 

made no statement about what the allocation should be or how you 17 

should change it, but you need to review it and you need to go 18 

through the process and make a decision. 19 

 20 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  We don’t seem to be making any progress at all.  21 

Dr. Abele, can you lead us out of this? 22 

 23 

DR. ABELE:  If it was an easy issue, it would have been solved 24 

by now, but one thing might be to just take the scenarios that 25 

Andy presented as alternatives in terms of Scenario 1, 2, 3, and 26 

4.  At least it gets something, but I have to say that it’s not 27 

very encouraging to make such a shift, an allocation shift, and 28 

pick up so few days. 29 

 30 

I know that’s just the facts of the matter and I completely 31 

agree with Roy that one of the things that I feel like we should 32 

do is step back and say what in the hell is our goal?  What are 33 

we trying to do?  How do we know what to do if we don’t know 34 

where we’re trying to get to? 35 

 36 

Days at sea or tags, but we need to know what our goal is and I 37 

think at one point a number of people in the charter industry 38 

said if we had 120 days to fish within some parameters.   39 

 40 

A lot of the businesses, at least businesses in my area, they 41 

would like to just see ninety days and they don’t care if it’s 42 

split, but they just want ninety days to be able to run their 43 

businesses and have people come down for a charterboat and rent 44 

a motel room, but that’s one little area in the whole Gulf of 45 

Mexico. 46 

 47 

I think Roy is right that we have to know where we want to go 48 



99 

 

and I think it is enormously complicated by what everyone sees 1 

on the water versus what the models are now.  Maybe the next one 2 

will be better, but it’s real hard to tell people that they’re 3 

only going to get one fish when they’re damned near standing on 4 

the beach watching the snapper swim by. 5 

 6 

DR. DIAGNE:  Andy presented yesterday interesting scenarios of 7 

what-if and showed how the season would change under various 8 

let’s say alternative reallocation.  He used the numbers that we 9 

have available today in terms of the future quotas. 10 

 11 

This whole discussion may be very different once the red snapper 12 

assessment is completed and presented before you and once you 13 

have the SSC’s recommendation. 14 

 15 

Not to suggest any delay in making progress here, but if we 16 

could perhaps continue working on this document, but wait until 17 

we have the results of the assessment and we will be then in a 18 

position, with the scenarios that he has, in a position of 19 

giving you realistic, if you would, closer to the numbers in 20 

terms of the season lengths and various alternatives and so 21 

forth. 22 

 23 

If that is something the council would like to consider, we can 24 

continue working on this document, but wait until we get the 25 

results of the assessments and so next time you look at this, 26 

you will know exactly what you can possibly get alongside with 27 

perhaps your suggestions here in terms of a more precise, if you 28 

would, purpose and need and justification for this amendment. 29 

 30 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I couldn’t agree more, Assane, and so I think 31 

that we’ve probably gone as far as we can at this point with 32 

this discussion.  The agenda item says “Discussion of Red 33 

Snapper Allocation” and we’ve definitely had that discussion and 34 

so I certainly agree. 35 

 36 

DR. DANA:  Thank you, Assane, and we were at this at the last 37 

meeting.  We were at the stage where we wanted to look at 38 

reallocation possibilities once the 2013 assessment was complete 39 

and public review had been had. 40 

 41 

Then the last meeting, that was voted -- We voted to go a 42 

different direction and I would be in favor of waiting until the 43 

assessment had gone through, because we may see things that we 44 

didn’t anticipate affecting all the fisheries. 45 

 46 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I agree and it goes back to what Roy said as 47 

far as these alternatives are concerned.  We just don’t have 48 
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enough to move forward, but I applaud Assane for putting 1 

something together and we’ve now started this discussion of 2 

reallocation and when we get the benchmark, it might become a 3 

lot more meaningful.  Is there any further discussion on the 4 

issue of reallocation? 5 

 6 

MR. ANSON:  I would like to add two more suboptions or options 7 

within Alternative 4, but I kind of tend to agree with Dr. 8 

Crabtree that we need to identify the purpose and need and 9 

really be focused on that. 10 

 11 

I see sector allocation or reallocation as another tool that we 12 

can use as part of trying to get at what Harlon got to, which is 13 

trying to provide the maximum access. 14 

 15 

We got a better picture of where we stand five years from now 16 

and where we’re headed, potentially, with Andy’s presentations 17 

and it still just doesn’t satisfy a lot of folks out there, from 18 

what I can gather, and so we’re going to have to be creative in 19 

how we approach this and look at this at different angles and 20 

bring up some of these things that I think were put on the 21 

backburner, like days at sea and such, for the for-hire sector. 22 

 23 

I don’t have any specific guidelines, unfortunately, that I 24 

could help in trying to identify the purpose and need for this 25 

specific issue, but to go back to one of the things that Dr. 26 

Diagne had pointed out in regards to the comments on the 27 

efficiency question that there wasn’t enough information that 28 

the economists felt to go ahead and make large-scale jumps and 29 

so in an attempt to try to look at smaller-scale increases in 30 

the short term is to add two options under Alternative 4. 31 

 32 

That would be for Option c -- My motion is to add an Option c to 33 

Alternative 4 of 35 percent to the commercial sector and 65 34 

percent to the recreational sector and then Option d is 65 35 

percent to the commercial sector and 35 percent to the 36 

recreational sector. 37 

 38 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I am unclear of the procedure here.  We are 39 

giving suggestions to Assane and so I don’t know if that 40 

requires a motion or not. 41 

 42 

DR. CRABTREE:  If you’re adding alternatives to the document, I 43 

think that does require a motion. 44 

 45 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Let’s go ahead and put the motion on the board 46 

then. 47 

 48 
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DR. CRABTREE:  Did you get a second? 1 

 2 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  We need a second.  I will second it. 3 

 4 

DR. CRABTREE:  What rationale is there for this motion?  What 5 

rationale would you have for changing the allocation to 65 6 

percent commercial and 35 percent recreational? 7 

 8 

MR. ANSON:  This is for Alternative 4 and Alternative 4 is if 9 

the red snapper ACL is less than the baseline value to maintain 10 

the commercial and recreational red snapper allocations at 51/49 11 

and after the red snapper ACL reaches baseline value, reallocate 12 

ACL increases as follows and so these would be incremental 13 

allocations above a baseline amount and so they wouldn’t be 14 

strictly wholesale. 15 

 16 

DR. CRABTREE:  I understand that, but what is it that you’re 17 

trying to achieve by doing this? 18 

 19 

MR. ANSON:  I’m trying to achieve incremental increases, which 20 

is what the recommendation of the Socioeconomic SSC was in 21 

relationship to allocations. 22 

 23 

DR. CRABTREE:  But Option d goes in the opposite direction, 24 

doesn’t it, from what the economic efficiency -- 25 

 26 

MS. WILLIAMS:  He is trying to increase food. 27 

 28 

MR. ANSON:  I am only mirroring what is currently in the 29 

document now, but changing the percentages.  Right now, it’s 30 

25/75 and 75/25 and so all I’m doing is just adding two 31 

different numbers or values to those options that are currently 32 

in the document. 33 

 34 

DR. CRABTREE:  I will make the same comment again.  We need to 35 

talk about -- As Larry said, we need to talk about what is it 36 

we’re trying to do here and where do we need to get to?  Just 37 

adding options in here that mirror something I don’t really 38 

think gets you any further down the road and just saying we’re 39 

going to wait until after the stock assessment, I don’t think -- 40 

These aren’t going to be any easier when you get the new stock 41 

assessment than they are right now, only you’re going to be 42 

faced with potentially, I hope, a pretty substantial TAC 43 

increase at that time and you aren’t going to have made any 44 

decisions about how to allocate it. 45 

 46 

I guess I disagree, Dr. Shipp, that we’ve had enough discussion 47 

here.  I don’t think we’ve made any progress in terms of 48 
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figuring out what it is we’re trying to do and I just don’t see 1 

that figuring out what we’re trying to do will be any easier 2 

after we get the new stock assessment. 3 

 4 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  We can’t have further discussion if nobody 5 

wants to discuss it and so if you want to discuss it further, 6 

then fine, but all I hear is the same points being made over and 7 

over again. 8 

 9 

MR. GRIMES:  I have no problem with adding new alternatives or 10 

new suboptions to Alternative 4 and I hear what Mr. Anson is 11 

saying and I agree that that alternative could use a broader 12 

range, certainly at least for analytical purposes, but I -- I am 13 

going to sound like a broken record and I agree with Dr. 14 

Crabtree. 15 

 16 

You have got to start with the objectives.  I would advise that 17 

you take a short break and you review the existing FMP 18 

objectives that were sent around to everybody and look at those.  19 

That’s a starting block for the discussion and are you okay with 20 

those?  Do you want to modify those?  How does that fit into 21 

allocation? 22 

 23 

The National Standard 4 Guidelines require that you justify your 24 

allocation in terms of objectives of the fishery management 25 

plan.  I see that as the necessary starting point for any 26 

subsequent decision and until you get there, you can’t make -- 27 

Until you make those decisions, you can’t get to what’s on the 28 

board, at least in my opinion. 29 

 30 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  We need to deal with what’s on the board for 31 

sure, even if we do take a break. 32 

 33 

DR. CRABTREE:  I move that we table discussion of this motion 34 

and that we take a break and that we come back and we get these 35 

objectives in front of us and we talk through them one-by-one.  36 

Are we meeting them or are we not and what might it take to meet 37 

them? 38 

 39 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  We have a motion to table, which is non-40 

debatable.  All those in favor of tabling the motion signify by 41 

saying aye; opposed.  We will take a fifteen-minute break and in 42 

the meantime, look over what’s been sent. 43 

 44 

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 45 

 46 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I think in the meantime, committee members have 47 

been sent management objectives of the fishery management plan 48 



103 

 

and my understanding is that Roy and Shep have suggested that we 1 

discuss these objectives and so it’s open.  Ms. Williams, I kind 2 

of knew that you might be starting this. 3 

 4 

MS. WILLIAMS:  You knew I was going to have something to say, 5 

didn’t you, Mr. Chairman, and this is probably going to help us 6 

out here and I don’t know.  In listening to the discussion 7 

around the table and in listening to Roy, he keeps talking about 8 

what is the objective of this document. 9 

 10 

The objective of this document is to extend the recreational 11 

fishery and that being said, if that’s the objective of this 12 

document, then everything in this document dealing with 13 

commercial, we need to remove it out of there.  Everything 14 

dealing with commercial we need to move out of this document. 15 

 16 

If this is to extend the recreational fishery and opportunities, 17 

then where we have in there to give the commercial 35 percent or 18 

let’s see, 65 percent, of the TAC, we know we’re not going to do 19 

that and let’s get real and let’s do something and just take 20 

everything dealing with that aspect out of the document. 21 

 22 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I don’t think you can do that, because if 23 

you’re going to change allocations one way or the other, you’re 24 

going to impact each sector one way or the other and so you 25 

can’t just remove it.  You have to leave it in there and I don’t 26 

understand what your point is. 27 

 28 

MS. WILLIAMS:  It doesn’t meet the goal.  The goal and the 29 

objective, Roy said, and correct me if I’m wrong, but Roy said 30 

the objective is to extend the recreational season and that 31 

that’s what they need.  If that is the objective, then 32 

everything dealing with giving commercial more TAC, we need to 33 

remove it out of the document. 34 

 35 

DR. CRABTREE:  Before you put words in my mouth, Kay, it’s for 36 

the council to decide if that’s an objective and if that is an 37 

objective, then maybe you’re right about that, but it’s not for 38 

me to tell you what the objectives are.   39 

 40 

It’s for you to decide what the objectives are and then we’ll be 41 

better positioned to come in and decide what suite of 42 

alternatives do we need to get us to our objectives and so that 43 

was why my suggestion was that we go through all of these and 44 

have a discussion about is this objective still appropriate and 45 

are we meeting it or are we not?  If we’re not, what do we need 46 

to do and then are there other objectives that we need to put in 47 

there? 48 
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 1 

Some of these objectives, I think probably you could have a lot 2 

of discussion about what they even mean exactly and I think that 3 

would be a productive way to spend the rest of the morning. 4 

 5 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Would anyone like to offer some discussion?  At 6 

lunch yesterday, we talked about 20 percent SPR and, boy, that 7 

would sure be nice.  We have far exceeded that. 8 

 9 

DR. ABELE:  Have any of the models run, now that Andy has walked 10 

in, slot sizes and what would be the difficulty -- If one of the 11 

driving forces is fish getting larger and larger, what about a 12 

slot size and what would the effect be on the season and 13 

obviously bycatch and discards?  In the report, there’s one 14 

sentence, but then it didn’t elaborate. 15 

 16 

MR. STRELCHECK:  We certainly could analyze slot limits to look 17 

at how much of an effect it would have on reducing the average 18 

weight of fish caught and bring that back to you.  We haven’t 19 

done so up to this point and we certainly could look at the 20 

bycatch implications of doing so. 21 

 22 

MS. WILLIAMS:  We’re looking at the objectives of the fishery 23 

management plan and it just says to rebuild the declining fish 24 

stocks wherever they occur within the fishery.  Are we doing 25 

that?  How are we doing that?  Do we need to add anything to 26 

that?  I guess those are the questions that you all are asking 27 

for us to put in this document.  Then you just go down the line 28 

to see what we’re doing or we’re not doing and is that the 29 

intent of this exercise? 30 

 31 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  We’re not having much of a discussion.  I don’t 32 

know where to go from here.  I look at these management 33 

objectives and a lot of these things we have already 34 

accomplished and some of them we are in the process of doing. 35 

 36 

There’s reference to artificial structures and to conserving 37 

habitats and this is all apple pie, but actually, we’ve done 38 

some of these things.  To maximize net economic benefits. 39 

 40 

MS. WILLIAMS:  It says to minimize conflicts between user groups 41 

of the resource and establish a fishery -- What are you wanting 42 

us to do here?  You’re wanting us to -- Lead us or guide us as 43 

to what it is we’re supposed to be doing. 44 

 45 

DR. CRABTREE:  Some of these are clearly not appropriate 46 

anymore.  For example, A1-1, a primary objective to achieve at 47 

least 20 percent spawning stock biomass per recruit, we’re not 48 
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trying to do that anymore.  That’s not consistent with MSY and 1 

most all of our assessments.  That has probably been in for 2 

twenty-five years. 3 

 4 

You do have something in here, I think, about maximizing net 5 

economic benefits from the reef fish fishery.  If you are 6 

comfortable with that as an objective, that would tend to 7 

indicate that you ought to change the allocation and shift it 8 

more towards the recreational fishery.  That’s what the economic 9 

analysis indicates. 10 

 11 

With the recreational fishery, do we have something in here that 12 

indicates what we’re trying to do?  Do we want to maximize 13 

number of days, but what do you want to get to?  It’s those 14 

kinds of things and I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, that you just 15 

kind of walk us through these objectives and try to have some 16 

discussion about it. 17 

 18 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I think the first thing to do, rather than walk 19 

through each one of these, is focus in on those that members of 20 

the committee consider to be germane and important.  Like you 21 

say, if 20 percent SPR is no longer relevant, we will just skip 22 

it, but which of these are?  I think A1-7, maximize net economic 23 

benefits from the reef fish fishery, is one that we should 24 

discuss and is that what we want to do?  I think we do and where 25 

does that lead us?  I think Roy just said it. 26 

 27 

MS. WILLIAMS:  It also says, Mr. Chairman, it says the overall 28 

goal is to manage the reef fish fishery of the United States, 29 

and we take this oath actually, within the waters of the Gulf of 30 

Mexico Fishery Management Council jurisdiction to attain the 31 

greatest overall benefit to the nation with particular reference 32 

to the food production and recreational opportunities on the 33 

basis of the MSY as reduced by relevant ecological, economic, or 34 

social factors.  Maybe we need to take food out of there.  Maybe 35 

food is not important. 36 

 37 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  If you’ve got a quota, recreational and 38 

commercial added together, it’s still the same amount of food, 39 

regardless of who it goes to. 40 

 41 

MR. GRIMES:  I would say I think this first paragraph is an 42 

excellent starting point.  I would also say that the language 43 

about particular reference to food production and recreational 44 

opportunities is directly out of the statute itself and the 45 

purposes and policies of the Magnuson Act. 46 

 47 

What this group needs to do is look at -- We’re talking only red 48 
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snapper in this context and let’s look at food production.  The 1 

quota now, the commercial quota, the commercial harvest of fish, 2 

all that fish goes in for food production. 3 

 4 

You balance that against the recreational opportunities that are 5 

provided through the allocation that goes to the recreational 6 

sector and I think you need to have some discussion of what 7 

exactly are recreational fishing opportunities? 8 

 9 

Yesterday, you took a vote to not change the bag limit and it 10 

seems to me that in terms of changing the bag limit that if 11 

recreational opportunities means more days that you can go out 12 

and fish, then the obvious answer there is a lower bag limit.  13 

It provides more days to go out and fish. 14 

 15 

Maybe your idea of recreational opportunities doesn’t 16 

necessarily reflect just days that you go out and fish, but 17 

those are the kinds of basic, generic discussions that you need 18 

to start having and to be honest with you, I don’t really think 19 

that the Fisheries Service should be the one, or myself, to feed 20 

that to you and that’s why you folks are on this committee and 21 

on the council.  22 

 23 

You have those interests and you have that background and you 24 

should bring that stuff forward.  Do you feel that the current 25 

allocation that you have produces more food, red snapper as 26 

food, than is necessary?  Should that food production be reduced 27 

in order to provide more recreational fishing opportunities? 28 

 29 

Do those greater recreational fishing opportunities outweigh the 30 

benefits of the food?  Do those recreational fishing 31 

opportunities also result in food production?  I can’t answer 32 

those things for you.  Those are the kinds of policy decisions 33 

that this group needs to make. 34 

 35 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I have a couple of comments.  First of all, in 36 

the spirit of discussion, yesterday we did have that discussion 37 

about recreational opportunities and it was the opinion of some 38 

members that by going to one fish that you might actually reduce 39 

those opportunities because people are just not willing to pay 40 

for that one fish. 41 

 42 

Whether that’s right or that’s wrong is irrelevant, but the 43 

point is that we have had that discussion and continue to have 44 

that discussion and as far as food production is concerned, I 45 

still say the total amount of the quota is consumed. 46 

 47 

People don’t catch snapper and throw them away, whether it’s 48 
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recreational or commercial, and so I don’t think the discussion 1 

of food production and identifying food production as simply a 2 

component of the commercial sector is appropriate.  The 3 

recreational sector eat their snapper. 4 

 5 

MR. PERRET:  I’m not on your committee, but Dr. Crabtree made 6 

the comment that some of these objectives have been around for 7 

twenty-five years and I suggest that some of them have been 8 

around for a lot longer and I was here then and so if anybody 9 

wants to blame all these problems in the red snapper fishery, 10 

blame it on me, because I was around and probably voted on each 11 

and every one of them. 12 

 13 

Bob, my suggestion, and I think Shep or Roy could comment, is to 14 

just quickly go through each one and the good news is, on 15 

Objective Number 1, we have rebuilt and we are rebuilding the 16 

declining red snapper fish stock in this red snapper fishery. 17 

 18 

The bad news is as we’ve rebuilt this stock, the rules have 19 

changed and the rules have changed at the Washington level and 20 

our hands are constrained somewhat.  We can’t overnight return X 21 

number of fish to any particular segment of the fishery or to 22 

the fishery, but a lot of these things we’ve done and some need 23 

to be massaged. 24 

 25 

For example, on Number 2, establish a fishery reporting system 26 

for monitoring the reef fish fishery, we have established a 27 

system.  None of us are satisfied with the system from the 28 

recreational standpoint, because we don’t have real-time 29 

monitoring information to help us monitor the fishery, but that 30 

would be my suggestion, to just go down the line. 31 

 32 

I don’t think each one should generate a tremendous amount of 33 

discussion, but if anyone wants to comment on a specific one and 34 

hopefully improve it or we add new ones, so be it.   35 

 36 

MR. PEARCE:  I’m not on the committee either, but to your point 37 

about every fish is eaten, I agree, but all sides of this 38 

spectrum are suffering.  We had public testimony from Jim Gossen 39 

at Louisiana Foods the last meeting we had, where his use of 40 

domestic product is down to 16 percent. 41 

 42 

He has been trimmed back dramatically because of what we’ve done 43 

at this council and we have found a way to live with that right 44 

now, but, of course, we need more production across the board in 45 

all of our fisheries to help this country survive. 46 

 47 

I believe that every fish is eaten and I believe that what you 48 
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said is correct, but I do think that we’re all hurting in some 1 

way or some level right now and I agree with what Corky just 2 

said too, that we need to take them one at a time. 3 

 4 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  If you want to take them one at a time, we can 5 

do that.  What’s the sense of the committee?  Do you want to go 6 

down the list one at a time?  Okay, then we’ll do that.  First, 7 

I will recognize Kay and then we’ll go down the line and see 8 

what happens. 9 

 10 

MS. WILLIAMS:  We can, but I’m still not -- In something that 11 

you said, you said all fish are eaten, but where it talks about 12 

-- I am asking you, Shep, I guess, but where it’s talking about 13 

the net benefit to the nation on the food production and Dr. 14 

Shipp is right that all of those fish are eaten, but is it 15 

talking about like when you catch a fish commercially for the 16 

consumer and then that fish goes to -- It has to be trucked to a 17 

processing plant and then from the processing plant to a 18 

wholesaler and then from a wholesaler to a user and is that what 19 

it’s talking about in net benefit to the nation, because of 20 

those dollars that’s following it? 21 

 22 

But yet, when you go and you catch it recreationally, you take 23 

that fish home and you feed your family and so help me with this 24 

net benefit to the nation. 25 

 26 

MR. GRIMES:  I would say, from my perspective, net benefits to 27 

the nation are what you would define them to be.  What are the 28 

benefits?  What are the overall benefits from this?  I view net 29 

benefits to the nation as being something different than let’s 30 

say what’s in Amendment 1, Objective Number 7, net economic 31 

benefits. 32 

 33 

Now, you have a very informed staff that can provide guidance 34 

relative to that, but I would say a lot of it is generally what 35 

you say it is based on the facts. 36 

 37 

Everything that you mention is a valid consideration and 38 

maximizing net benefits to the nation just balances all those?  39 

What’s the maximization point?  I don’t know.  It’s what the 40 

facts demonstrate it is and I don’t think you have that level of 41 

information in front of you today, but I would support the idea 42 

that you go through these and you talk about the individual 43 

ones. 44 

 45 

I think you should go through and identify, at least the first 46 

time through, let’s say like the very first one, the original 47 

management objectives for the FMP, that’s in there and that’s in 48 
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the statute and I think it’s hard to argue that that shouldn’t 1 

be in there. 2 

 3 

Specifically what that means is going to be a more entailed 4 

discussion and so maybe you would look at it and say, okay, we 5 

like the first one, but we’re going to come back to it in terms 6 

of the specificity and let’s move down the list and FMP 7 

Objective 1 is rebuilding declining fish stocks. 8 

 9 

Obviously that’s in the statute and you have to have that and 10 

we’ll agree to leave that and let’s move to Number 2 and then 11 

once you have the list, you can go through and say these are the 12 

ones that are specifically relevant to allocation and identify 13 

those and then come back to them one by one and talk about red 14 

snapper specifically. 15 

 16 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  It seems the sense is to go through them one-17 

by-one and we’ve got a page of them.  To rebuild the declining 18 

fish stocks wherever they occur within the fishery, I disagree 19 

with the wording.  I think the stocks have long since been 20 

rebuilt and we probably have more snapper than we’ve ever had in 21 

history and so I think rebuilding is an inappropriate use of the 22 

word, but we’ve been arguing that before and I’ve gotten nowhere 23 

with it.  Would anyone else like to comment on Number 1? 24 

 25 

Number 2 is establish a fishery reporting system.  Corky has 26 

addressed that already.  We have a good system for the 27 

commercial and we don’t have a really good system, although it’s 28 

better, for the recreational and does anybody want to comment on 29 

our reporting system? 30 

 31 

MR. PEARCE:  For some reason, we tend to be dragging our feet on 32 

helping the recreational fishermen get their job done.  They 33 

want to get their job done and until we get that done, this 34 

Number 2 is not going to be finished.  We’re not there. 35 

 36 

Like Corky said, if we don’t get real-time, some sort of a real-37 

time data collection system at some level recreationally, we 38 

can’t solve our problems. 39 

 40 

We’ve got to get rid of the overruns and we’ve got to get rid of 41 

everything else and I would love to see that we strengthen this 42 

by saying that we have to have that before we make any other 43 

changes.  If we don’t have a baseline, whether it be stock 44 

assessments, which we sorely need, or data collection, then how 45 

do we manage our fishery?  I would love to see that we make sure 46 

that we get this real-time reporting before we do anything else. 47 

 48 
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DR. PONWITH:  To that point, I would be remiss if I didn’t bring 1 

to the attention of the Reef Fish Committee that the headboat 2 

electronic reporting system went live earlier this month and so 3 

now the headboat fleet has the ability to do electronic 4 

reporting. 5 

 6 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  In the original FMP, Number 3 is to conserve 7 

and increase reef fish habitats in appropriate areas and to 8 

provide protection for juveniles while protecting existing and 9 

new habitats.  In a way, we are addressing that.  We’ve got the 10 

EFH issue in committee and it’s moving through.  Does anybody 11 

have any other comments on the habitat issue? 12 

 13 

DR. DANA:  It’s a question.  When is that EFH ad hoc committee 14 

going to meet?  Have they met yet or when will be their first 15 

meeting? 16 

 17 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I will ask Steve. 18 

 19 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BORTONE:  The committee has been formed and 20 

they’re in the process of trying to find a date.  It will be 21 

after the next council meeting, however. 22 

 23 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Steve or Steven, do we have anything on the 24 

agenda for the next council meeting regarding EFH? 25 

 26 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BORTONE:  No. 27 

 28 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Number 4 is minimize conflicts between user 29 

groups of the resource and conflicts for space. 30 

 31 

MR. PEARCE:  I am sorry and I’m not on the committee, but I 32 

don’t think it’s the conflict between the user groups that’s the 33 

problem.  It’s the system that makes conflicts for the user 34 

groups and so the system is what we have to look at and how we 35 

manage and how we look at our fisheries. 36 

 37 

In talking with Russ from Washington, he says we’ve got the same 38 

problem with black sea bass on the east coast and it’s not that 39 

we’re sitting here trying to create problems.   40 

 41 

The problems are given to us and we have to find ways that the 42 

system helps us eliminate that thought process, because we’re 43 

all in the same boat together and we’re rowing it together and 44 

we have to be able to work together.  It’s not a conflict 45 

between user groups, but it’s the way the system has put us 46 

against each other and that’s a shame. 47 

 48 
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MR. GRIMES:  I guess I would just go back -- We went directly to 1 

the objectives in the original FMP, but didn’t specifically 2 

address the overall goal.  I know what I said about it and so 3 

I’m assuming that everyone at least somewhat agreed with what I 4 

said and that your overall goal, which, of what we’ve gone 5 

through so far, seems most directly relevant to allocation, but 6 

that you all agree the overall goal is appropriate? 7 

 8 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  How can you disagree with that? 9 

 10 

DR. CRABTREE:  I think you agree with it, but there are some 11 

nuances to it.  Is everyone in agreement that basically all of 12 

the fish caught contribute to food production?  Really, how you 13 

change the allocation doesn’t change the amount of food 14 

produced, but it only changes how that food is distributed to 15 

people. 16 

 17 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Yes and we’ve talked about that several times. 18 

 19 

MS. WILLIAMS:  It changes the dollars. 20 

 21 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BORTONE:  Just to go back to the previous 22 

one, it’s the 28th of February is the EFH Artificial Reef 23 

meeting. 24 

 25 

MR. ATRAN:  As you go through these things, this original FMP 26 

overriding objective, the wording is taken almost totally out of 27 

the Magnuson-Stevens Act definition for optimum yield and then 28 

as you go through the specific objectives, remember that a lot 29 

of these were set up to address specific issues within that 30 

particular amendment. 31 

 32 

For example, FMP Number 4, which was to minimize conflicts, that 33 

was used -- That was part of the reason why the stressed area 34 

was created and so these are addressing specific issues. 35 

 36 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Any other comments on the original FMP 37 

objectives? 38 

 39 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Under the FMP-4, I don’t know that we have really 40 

addressed all of that, because it’s like Harlon was saying.  41 

It’s the system in which we’re operating under, because we have 42 

two groups capped and we have one group not capped and we’ve got 43 

to come up with some kind of system on how to manage the group 44 

so that there’s not this conflict of not having enough days and 45 

I don’t know how we’re going to do that in this document, but I 46 

think that applies, because that’s where the conflicts --  47 

 48 
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It’s not really a conflict between the user groups, per se, but 1 

it’s just that I think it’s the system.  It’s absolutely what 2 

Harlon said and I don’t know -- Maybe that’s what you’re trying 3 

to get and you’re trying to do something about the system. 4 

 5 

MR. FISCHER:  Mr. Chairman, before you totally get off this 6 

subject, I don’t know where it fits in and it’s not an 7 

objective, but as the fishery evolved over the last couple of 8 

decades, the needs evolved and many changes happened and the 9 

methods we collect data has changed. 10 

 11 

I am sure all the work that Bonnie does in data collection is 12 

exceptional and it’s come a long way and the assessment folks 13 

and Roy and Andy’s staff there and Sean and what they do on the 14 

stock assessments and everything is there, but is that the best 15 

system or is there another system -- I am not saying one that 16 

will create more fish, but I’m saying is there a fairer system 17 

of modeling these fish? 18 

 19 

I have heard anecdotal people come to the microphone and talk 20 

for years that the amount of fish they see in the Gulf isn’t 21 

what we tell them it is and I’m telling you all that it’s -- It 22 

might be anecdotal, but our sampling is just finding fish -- I 23 

don’t agree with what we’re seeing. 24 

 25 

Now, I will agree with the answers we’re getting.  I spoke with 26 

Steve and Andy and I accept the fact that the present model 27 

projects a twenty-seven-day season.  That I accept.  I accept 28 

the math behind it, but I just think we’re missing something and 29 

I don’t know what it is. 30 

 31 

DR. DANA:  I appreciate, Myron, what you just said.  In fact, I 32 

had those same notes right here ready to put it on the record, 33 

is that we hear Roy talking about the success in the fishery and 34 

the abundance of the fish and the fish are getting -- They are 35 

larger, yet the access to the fishery is declining and that 36 

latter part is due to the way that we model. 37 

 38 

The question was asked yesterday by Harlon of the SSC of why 39 

don’t we model differently and well, because this is the way we 40 

do it.  Perhaps we be creative, we being the SSC or what have 41 

you -- I am not a scientist, but I am an economist by trade, or 42 

at least in some academics, and economists, depending on who you 43 

talk to, have different models. 44 

 45 

We need to be more creative and figure out how to address the 46 

success we’ve met and see if there’s different ways that have a 47 

better outcome to meet our goal. 48 
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 1 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I want to comment on that and then I will 2 

recognize you, Bonnie.  For two years, we have been pleading 3 

with the Science Center to give us a valid reason as to why 4 

we’re using weight rather than numbers of fish and we’ve had 5 

presentations.  6 

 7 

In talking to SSC members, they are divided on this as well and 8 

just for the record, I want to put it out there that I think we 9 

ought to be using numbers of fish for fishing mortality rather 10 

than the proxy of weight and if we did that, we would be far 11 

better off than we are now. 12 

 13 

DR. PONWITH:  Just a couple of comments on the stock assessments 14 

and just in the short time that I’ve been with the Center, I’ve 15 

seen growth in the maturation of the stock assessment process 16 

and some of that growth comes from the standpoint of the quality 17 

and the amount of data. 18 

 19 

The emergency supplemental that was provided had a special chunk 20 

of money set aside for collecting data that was going to improve 21 

stock assessments and one of the biggest stock assessments we’re 22 

going to be using those data, that will benefit from those data, 23 

is the red snapper stock assessment that’s underway right now. 24 

 25 

It creates an unprecedented caliber of data, both in terms of 26 

quantity and quality, that’s going to be going into a stock 27 

assessment.  We’ve also seen some improvements in the number of 28 

stock assessment scientists that we’ve brought in to try and 29 

help with the throughput issue. 30 

 31 

This is just a short time series of the five years that I’ve 32 

been working with the council and so we have seen stock 33 

assessments evolve over time.  This benchmark is going to be one 34 

to watch, because we’ve got more inputs and we’ve got a system 35 

that enables the APs to weigh in on what they’re seeing and so 36 

this is good. 37 

 38 

I think what I am hearing is a lot of people longing for the 39 

days where the season was 120 days, but the thing to remember is 40 

it was those seasons that drove us to the situation where we 41 

were undergoing overfishing and overfished with red snapper and 42 

did see three-pound averages. 43 

 44 

I think that you need to weigh the combination of what the 45 

status of the stock was in the glory days with the fishing power 46 

of the fleet when you’re looking for a way to reconcile those 47 

two things. 48 
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 1 

I think the discussion of having desired outcomes is a really 2 

important discussion, so that what you decide you want doesn’t 3 

drive you back to the condition that you were in when you had 4 

those seemingly ideal fishing circumstances. 5 

 6 

MR. FISCHER:  I really think what we need, Bonnie, and I see 7 

where you are, but I think what we need is what is the 8 

photograph of what the fishery is going to look like rebuilt?  9 

What is the average size weight? 10 

 11 

Anglers are thinking, my God, we’re catching big fish and I will 12 

admit they’re probably all within eight to ten to twelve years 13 

old.  They’re not twenty and thirty and forty years old and so 14 

we’re still cropping off that part of the population that didn’t 15 

come back because it was going to take twenty or thirty more 16 

years for them to come back. 17 

 18 

When it’s rebuilt, I would like to see a presentation on what 19 

are the commercial and recreational fishermen going to see when 20 

they go out on the water?  The norm may be large fish and we 21 

don’t know the norm is. 22 

 23 

I guess we do know that fishing on fifteen-inch immature fish 24 

won’t get us out of overfished and that we have to fish on these 25 

larger fish and so if there’s any way to request it, I think 26 

that’s something that Andy could probably put that together just 27 

real shortly and say this is the pyramid and this is the growth 28 

curve and this is where you should be catching ten and twelve 29 

and fifteen-year-old fish down the road when it’s rebuilt and 30 

maybe that will answer the questions and we’ll realize where 31 

we’ve come from and where we’re going. 32 

 33 

DR. CRABTREE:  A couple of points.  One, to Dr. Shipp’s comment 34 

about specifying the -- I guess you mean the recreational quota 35 

in numbers. 36 

 37 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  The quota, period, the overall quota, in 38 

numbers rather than weight.  Weight is a proxy for the number of 39 

fish taken.  It’s a proxy and why use a proxy when we could have 40 

the real numbers? 41 

 42 

DR. CRABTREE:  We don’t have the numbers.  The commercial 43 

landings come to us in pounds and so it makes sense there, but 44 

in the recreational fishery, I think you could set the quota in 45 

numbers. 46 

 47 

In fact, I’m not sure that you couldn’t take the current 48 
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regulatory amendment that sets the 2013 quota and ask staff to 1 

change the recreational quota into numbers of fish.  I think 2 

you’ve got to get into the selectivities and it’s not just as 3 

simple as dividing the average fish size by it, but I don’t 4 

think it’s a particularly challenging thing to do. 5 

 6 

The reason we’ve never set the quotas in numbers is because the 7 

council has never set the quotas in numbers.  I think you could 8 

do that.  I don’t think you would gain anything from doing the 9 

commercial side, because I think the metric there is pounds, but 10 

in the recreational fishery, it might be more straightforward if 11 

the quota was in numbers. 12 

 13 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  The point is we’re killing far fewer fish 14 

because they’re so much larger.  We meet the quota killing 15 

probably 60 percent less fish than we killed ten years ago. 16 

 17 

DR. CRABTREE:  Right and that has to do with the selectivities 18 

and that’s just a reality that won’t change if you specify the 19 

quota in numbers, but I think you could do that.  We’ve just 20 

never made a decision to do it. 21 

 22 

We’ve had presentations and we’ve talked about it, but we never 23 

made a decision, which is a lot of our problem right now, is we 24 

just aren’t making decisions. 25 

 26 

You can talk about models and all kinds of things, but it seems 27 

to me what we have, back to the FMP Objective Number 4, is 28 

you’ve got a situation where there’s a limited number of fish 29 

available to be harvested and the demand to harvest exceeds the 30 

amount of fish we have available and that seems, to me, to 31 

inevitably set up some sort of a conflict when you have to make 32 

the allocation. 33 

 34 

The question really is have we minimized that conflict and if 35 

you shifted the allocation, could you ease the conflict by doing 36 

so?  It seems, to me, that’s the real issue with respect to 37 

allocations, but the conflict seems inherent any time you’re in 38 

a rebuilding plan and are having to put real limits on the 39 

number of fish that are available. 40 

 41 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Actually, two things.  I know that that’s how the 42 

SMZ actually came about, was due to user conflict, back when 43 

they were doing those ten-day seasons and stuff off of Alabama.  44 

I recall all of that and that’s maybe where this user conflict 45 

came in under FMP-4, but I do know that that was some of the 46 

rationale for the SMZ off of Alabama. 47 

 48 
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Back to what Dr. Shipp said, and this is to Sean, but we are 1 

throwing less fish back, although I don’t really know what all 2 

numbers you’re using, both commercial and recreational, due to 3 

the size limit being dropped on commercial and due to the fish 4 

being larger on recreational.  Surely that’s added to the quota 5 

somewhere along the line. 6 

 7 

I know in the discussions you all were having that there was 8 

information missing that you all have asked for over the years 9 

to do this assessment with that you haven’t been getting and 10 

that’s why I said I realize we’re having a benchmark, but it was 11 

my understanding this is a modified benchmark and I don’t know 12 

what that meant and I don’t know what was left out, but there 13 

was some discussion about that. 14 

 15 

I am sorry, but I don’t recall exactly what this was that was 16 

left out, but it seemed like it was awful important to our SSC 17 

member, but Bonnie may could tell us what was left out, but even 18 

above that, if our SSC members were to get together, do you 19 

think they could come up with a different model that would 20 

better fit the situation with what we’ve got with us not having 21 

the bycatch that we had in the past that would perhaps reflect 22 

more as to what’s going on on the water? 23 

 24 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Before Sean answers that, I would give it to 25 

Bonnie.  She seems to have an answer. 26 

 27 

DR. PONWITH:  You have mentioned a modified benchmark assessment 28 

two times now, Kay, and I am really having a hard time.  I can’t 29 

even imagine what that means, because this is a full benchmark 30 

stock assessment and all the data that meets the standards in 31 

the data assessment are going to be included. 32 

 33 

The only thing that I can think of that you might be thinking 34 

about is the projections that we just did and those projections 35 

-- The point that we were trying to make over and over again on 36 

the projections is that we need to be careful about projections 37 

because they are not a full update assessment and that this is 38 

an update of the projection using the current year actual in 39 

landings, but it doesn’t update the indices of abundance or the 40 

age composition. 41 

 42 

That may be the thing that you’re thinking about.  When I rack 43 

my brain, that’s the one thing that we’ve mentioned over and 44 

over again.  Each of these projections only updates those two 45 

things.  It updates the landings and it isn’t updating the 46 

indices of abundance and the age composition. 47 

 48 
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MS. WILLIAMS:  Thank you and I believe those are the two things 1 

that was very important that was missing, because there was this 2 

discussion and do you recall?  Was it the two things that Bonnie 3 

is talking about that was missing? 4 

 5 

DR. POWERS:  Bonnie is talking about the update of the 6 

projections.  The SSC requested an update and it was deemed that 7 

there wasn’t enough time to do a true update and that with the 8 

benchmark coming so close, there really wasn’t -- That would 9 

have been a waste of a lot of resources for the Science Center. 10 

 11 

There is no modification on the benchmark.  A benchmark is the 12 

benchmark and the benchmark will be limited by the data streams 13 

we have and the things that the SSC has requested specifically, 14 

trials of density-dependent mortality of juveniles and things 15 

like that, have all been considered and those datasets 16 

identified for the benchmark. 17 

 18 

There is some internal discussions over whether the modeling 19 

framework and what model is the most appropriate, but my 20 

understanding, and I’ve been to the data workshop, is that 21 

everything is on the table for a benchmark, from the model on 22 

up, if we have the data streams. 23 

 24 

Now, the data streams that several on the SSC want to see go in 25 

there is more socioeconomic data and, A, we don’t have those 26 

data streams and, B, that calculation, where those data are 27 

needed the most, is where you start balancing risk and 28 

uncertainty and we just simply don’t have those data streams.  29 

The benchmark will -- Anything we have a data stream on it, the 30 

benchmark will incorporate, if we think it’s useful. 31 

 32 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I think we need to move on here and we’ve 33 

discussed user conflicts and it’s going to come up again in 34 

Amendment 1.  We have already mentioned that the 20 percent 35 

spawning stock biomass, and this is A1-1, is probably no longer 36 

relevant. 37 

 38 

Number 2 is to reduce user conflicts and near-shore fishing 39 

mortality.  I don’t recall where the near-shore fishing 40 

mortality was an issue and, Steven, can you refresh us on that? 41 

 42 

MR. ATRAN:  That was also stressed area.  The original amendment 43 

created the original stressed area, which was two small 44 

locations, one off of Louisiana and I forget where the other one 45 

was, and Amendment 1 extended the stressed area to cover the 46 

entire contiguous EEZ out to either twenty fathoms or fifty 47 

fathoms. 48 
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 1 

That was primarily to address this in-shore fishing pressure, 2 

where there was a lot of both commercial and recreational 3 

fishing going on, and there was concern with protecting 4 

juveniles and reducing user conflicts. 5 

 6 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  It didn’t have anything to do with shrimp 7 

bycatch? 8 

 9 

MR. ATRAN:  It may have, because one of the requirements within 10 

the stressed area had to do with the use of roller trawls and I 11 

forget the exact wording, but it was primarily to protect 12 

juvenile reef fish and to reduce the conflicts between the 13 

commercial and recreational fishery, due to the high level of 14 

overall effort. 15 

 16 

DR. ABELE:  Obviously if we wanted to attain the greatest 17 

overall benefit, as in the overall management objective, we 18 

would need more fish.  Well, that’s not on the table at this 19 

time. 20 

 21 

Another way to do that, at least for the recreational side, 22 

would be additional days and additional days, we’ve seen 23 

reallocation -- I think it’s a very slight gain for that much 24 

reallocation. 25 

 26 

Slot size might give us some.  One time, when I first joined the 27 

council, there was talking about intersector leasing and trading 28 

and that might be another option, but I don’t know how to get 29 

there from here.  I was very surprised that a couple of million-30 

pound reallocation yields a maximum of I think it was seven days 31 

in 2017.  That’s a lot of pain for a little gain. 32 

 33 

We’ve talked about reallocation and what about slot size and 34 

open leasing?  Does someone else have ideas about how to get 35 

additional days for people to fish?  I still think, and I’ve 36 

said it all along, but I think that the for-hire industry is 37 

different from the private industry in a lot of ways. 38 

 39 

They have business plans that the private don’t and they serve 40 

not only recreational fishermen, but they serve a huge tourist 41 

industry.  You go anywhere where there’s charterboats and people 42 

are coming down and wanting to fish and so how do we do it?  I 43 

don’t have the experience that many people around this table do, 44 

but I would like to see some ideas put out there.  They may be 45 

terrible ideas and I don’t know. 46 

 47 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Larry, along those lines, specifically to your 48 
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last point, there are some ideas out there and one of them is 1 

days at sea and I believe it’s on the agenda for the Reef Fish -2 

- It’s on the agenda for the next meeting, isn’t it, Steven, the 3 

discussion of days at sea? 4 

 5 

DR. DIAGNE:  Yes, it is. 6 

 7 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  There are some other ideas and you’re right 8 

that they may be bad, but we certainly need to address them. 9 

 10 

DR. CRABTREE:  Is one of your objectives to maximize days in the 11 

recreational fishery?  We talked about we have maximize 12 

recreational opportunities, but is that an objective for the 13 

recreational fishery for red snapper, to maximize days? 14 

 15 

DR. ABELE:  Listening to public testimony, I would say yes and I 16 

will throw tags out there as another possible mechanism. 17 

 18 

DR. CRABTREE:  But I don’t think having tags is an objective.  19 

Having tags is a means to get to an objective, but my question 20 

is -- 21 

 22 

DR. ABELE:  Right and I’ve already agreed the objective is to 23 

get more days. 24 

 25 

DR. CRABTREE:  But my sense is the council doesn’t agree with 26 

that, because the council has taken actions that aren’t 27 

consistent with that as an objective. 28 

 29 

DR. ABELE:  In the two-and-a-half years I’ve been here, all I’ve 30 

heard in public testimony is additional days. 31 

 32 

DR. CRABTREE:  My question is do you want to make a motion to 33 

add an objective to the list to maximize days in the 34 

recreational fishery? 35 

 36 

DR. ABELE:  Yes. 37 

 38 

DR. DANA:  Second. 39 

 40 

DR. ABELE:  I move that under 4.2, Management Objectives, that -41 

- I don’t know where it goes in this, but an objective is to 42 

maximize the available days for recreational fishing. 43 

 44 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Shep, help us here.  Where are we in the 45 

process of making a motion and where would it fit? 46 

 47 

MR. GRIMES:  I would go back to my original recommendation, 48 
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which is that I think you should first -- You want to end up, I 1 

presume, with Reef Fish Amendment 28 establishing the new 2 

objectives or the list of objectives for the fishery management 3 

plan. 4 

 5 

I presume they will largely reflect what you have and you can 6 

tweak that, but what I suggested you do is that you go through 7 

the list, go through all of them, and identify ones that, okay, 8 

this one is there and it’s good and let’s leave it as is for now 9 

and go through and decide what should go and what should stay. 10 

 11 

Then come back and that should leave you with a list of 12 

everything.  Some of them will be particularly relevant to 13 

allocation and some of them will not be, but you’ll have the 14 

list and then I think you should add to those, if you want to 15 

create new alternatives, or in this case, I think this largely 16 

elaborates on your overall goal. 17 

 18 

It’s translating fishing opportunities into number of days, it 19 

seems to me, but I suggest you get the list of the ones that you 20 

want to keep and then add to that and then the ones that are 21 

specific to allocation, you could go in and deal with those 22 

specifically and translate those into your actions in Amendment 23 

28. 24 

 25 

Obviously that is not all going to happen today, but I think you 26 

could make significant steps in that direction and then the IPT 27 

could bring you back a list of your objectives from this 28 

committee meeting to the next council meeting and you could 29 

refine that as we go through different iterations. 30 

 31 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I don’t know where that leaves us, Shep.  Are 32 

you suggesting that this motion be withdrawn until we go through 33 

the list? 34 

 35 

MR. GRIMES:  That is what I would do and without any comment on 36 

the validity of the motion, I think you should wait and go 37 

through the list and get rid of some things that obviously are 38 

outdated, like the Amendment 1 objective about 20 percent SPR. 39 

That’s gone, necessarily, and it’s been superseded and so let’s 40 

get rid of everything and then come back and add to it and then 41 

you can move to specifically address it. 42 

 43 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I don’t know exactly what you mean by getting 44 

rid of it though. 45 

 46 

DR. CRABTREE:  We’re going to amend the plan.  We’re going to 47 

come up with a new list of objectives and some of these won’t be 48 
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in it and so they will no longer be objectives of the FMP.  Now, 1 

it’s not clear to me, did we decide to remove A1-1, the 20 2 

percent SPR?  The first order of business, Bob, is do you want 3 

to proceed as Shep suggested and hold off on this motion, Larry? 4 

 5 

MR. GRIMES:  Like I said, we’re not going down the list as we 6 

originally discussed that we would do.  Let’s sit here and we 7 

haven’t even gotten to -- We talked about -- The original FMP 8 

Objective 4 was the last one that I heard discussed and then we 9 

were talking about assessments and numbers of fish and we’ve 10 

just sort of gone off from there. 11 

 12 

I suggest we go back on the list that was sent around and we’re 13 

at Amendment 1 that added the following objectives and let’s 14 

continue to go through those.  You can decide, again, which ones 15 

you would like to propose removing and at the end of that, you 16 

should have a list of all the stuff that you want to keep and 17 

you can identify new ones at that point. 18 

 19 

DR. ABELE:  Have we actually been -- Are there still -- FMP-4, 20 

as I read it, suggests that there is competition between two 21 

boats for a specific spot to fish.  Is that what that means, the 22 

conflicts for space?  If so, is that relevant anymore? 23 

 24 

DR. DANA:  This is a little bit different than what you just 25 

said, Larry, but with all due respect, Dr. Crabtree said what’s 26 

your goal, what’s your goal, what’s your goal and Larry just put 27 

up a goal and it got seconded and I think it’s a fine goal to 28 

stick with and we can continue to cull down the list as to which 29 

objectives have been met, but I don’t see harm in putting a 30 

universally-accepted goal up on the screen right now and voting 31 

on it. 32 

 33 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  We do have a motion and it was seconded on the 34 

board and it’s been recommended that we wait, but the maker of 35 

the motion decided that he didn’t want to wait and so any 36 

further discussion on that motion? 37 

 38 

MR. ATRAN:  I don’t want to really get into the pros and cons of 39 

it, but you might want to be very careful on the wording, 40 

because when I’m reading this motion, it sounds like if your 41 

objective is to maximize the number of days, that’s arguing for 42 

reducing all of our bag limits to one fish, one grouper, one 43 

snapper. 44 

 45 

MR. ANSON:  Just a point of clarification.  In the Reef Fish 46 

Amendment 15 Objectives Handout, an objective under Amendment 1, 47 

can we just simply state to add as an objective to Amendment 28 48 
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to maximize the available days to recreational fishermen, 1 

because that just seems confusing. 2 

 3 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  That was my confusion, is where does this fit? 4 

 5 

MR. ANSON:  I would make a friendly amendment to eliminate 6 

everything from “in the Reef Fish” to “Amendment 1” and replace 7 

it with “include as an objective in Amendment 28 to maximize the 8 

available days to recreational fishermen”. 9 

 10 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Is there discussion? 11 

 12 

DR. ABELE:  Didn’t we just put off Amendment 28 until we got the 13 

new assessment? 14 

 15 

MR. ANSON:  I thought we were talking about red snapper 16 

allocation and I thought was originally Amendment 28, was red 17 

snapper allocation. 18 

 19 

DR. ABELE:  But I thought we put it off. 20 

 21 

MR. ANSON:  Then, Shep, can you provide --  22 

 23 

MR. GRIMES:  Dr. Abele made a motion earlier today that 24 

Amendment 28 be red snapper allocation only and I have no 25 

discussion today to put that off.  It was Amendment 28 was on 26 

the agenda and we’re discussing allocation and so my 27 

understanding is that you’re moving forward with the development 28 

of Reef Fish Amendment 28 and it’s going to deal with red 29 

snapper allocation. 30 

 31 

Per the discussion related to that, you must address the 32 

objectives of the Reef Fish FMP to guide that allocation 33 

decision.  That’s what we’re doing now and so you will end up 34 

with a list of objectives of the fishery management plan and 35 

that will be a final list in Amendment 28 that will change all 36 

the prior stuff and so when it’s done, it will say, okay, here 37 

are our objectives of the Reef Fish FMP and here are the ones 38 

that are relevant to allocation and here is how our allocation 39 

decision pursues those objectives. 40 

 41 

MR. ANSON:  Then I withdraw everything I said, because the 42 

original verbiage then applies. 43 

 44 

MR. GRIMES:  Having said that, I thought your motion made a lot 45 

of sense.  I would just focus on that here are the objectives we 46 

want and, again, it doesn’t matter how you do it procedurally, 47 

but it made more sense, to me, to go through the list and 48 
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identify what you don’t want and then come back in and add 1 

things so that hopefully, at the end of this process, you have a 2 

semi-agreed-upon list of objectives. 3 

 4 

Those that are relevant to allocation then can be specifically 5 

addressed in the context of the allocation decision to 6 

ultimately be made in Amendment 28. 7 

 8 

MS. BADEMAN:  It could be that Kevin’s motion -- Maybe we still 9 

want to get more days, but it’s not the allocation and in which 10 

case, maybe we need to think broader here and not just think 11 

inside the Amendment 28 box.  Maybe we just need to have a 12 

broader discussion here about what we want. 13 

 14 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Is everybody context that they understand the 15 

current motion on the board?  Any further discussion on that 16 

motion?  All in favor of the motion signify by saying aye; 17 

opposed.   18 

 19 

All right and shall we continue down the list then?  I kind of 20 

disagree with Shep a little bit, because we did go down the list 21 

and he said he didn’t hear anything further beyond FMP-4, but we 22 

went through A1 to remove -- Is there any objection to removing 23 

A1-1, 20 percent spawning stock biomass, because that’s no 24 

longer relevant?  That’s out, unless somebody wants to indicate 25 

otherwise.  Reduce user conflicts and near-shore fishing 26 

mortality, Steven Atran addressed that, to a point. 27 

 28 

DR. CRABTREE:  It seems redundant, to me, to FMP-4.  I’m not 29 

quite sure why we would want to particularly reduce near-shore 30 

fishing mortality and so it seems, to me, that would be one to 31 

come out. 32 

 33 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I agree and any objection to pulling that one 34 

out?  Okay, to respecify the reporting requirements necessary to 35 

establish a database for monitoring the reef fish fishery and 36 

evaluating management actions and that’s also redundant and it’s 37 

been done. 38 

 39 

To revise the definitions of the fishery management unit and 40 

fishery to reflect the current species composition of the reef 41 

fish fishery. 42 

 43 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I want to make sure we’re clear on this.  Now, 44 

all of these amendments that we’ve got, all of the goals and the 45 

objectives, they stay there, because those were the goals and 46 

objectives and we’re not changing that.  This is just the goals 47 

and the objectives under Amendment 28. 48 
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 1 

MR. GRIMES:  No, there are lists of objectives in the fishery 2 

management plan.  Every amendment that you make to the fishery 3 

management plan is just changing what’s in the plan.  The list 4 

of what’s -- The document that I provided, this is directly from 5 

Amendment 15, Reef Fish Amendment 15, which was the last time 6 

the objectives of the FMP were revisited. 7 

 8 

It is not crystal clear, to me, from the wording that was used 9 

at the time, that all of these remain, but my assumption is 10 

everything that was listed there is still an objective in the 11 

fishery management plan.  Don’t get hung up on the vehicle that 12 

is being used to change it. 13 

 14 

Amendment 28 is going to address red snapper allocation and part 15 

of deciding what the allocation should be is addressing the 16 

underlying objectives in the fishery management plan, which you 17 

are also amending in that vehicle, but the objectives are FMP-18 

wide, unless you suddenly decide that you want to create 19 

objectives that are species-specific, which I guess is certainly 20 

something you could do and have done. 21 

 22 

MR. ANSON:  I am just confused here, because we seem to be 23 

addressing red snapper allocation and we’re going through the 24 

list here of things that have already been addressed in prior 25 

amendments, as it relates to Amendment 15 here, and so I thought 26 

we were just simply picking and choosing which ones would be 27 

applying to red snapper at the issue of red snapper allocation. 28 

 29 

Now it seems like we’re going to be adding things to Amendment 30 

15 that will then carry over into red snapper allocation and so 31 

I’m lost here, yet we’re going to be doing it through Amendment 32 

28 and so I’m sorry, but I’ve lost you. 33 

 34 

MR. GRIMES:  Red snapper allocation is on the agenda and we’re 35 

not making -- This is a committee meeting, among other things, 36 

and so there will be no council action today.  There can be no 37 

council action, because you are not meeting as the council and 38 

you are meeting as the Reef Fish Committee. 39 

 40 

To go back to what I originally said, there are objectives in 41 

the fishery management plan.  You have all of those objectives 42 

in front of you.  The allocation decision that you’re talking 43 

about making must be guided by those objectives and must pursue 44 

those objectives. 45 

 46 

As part of guiding that process, my recommendation was that you 47 

go through the objectives and you update them.  I don’t know 48 
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when Amendment 15 was, but it was before I came on the scene and 1 

so this stuff has not been revisited in some time and I 2 

suggested that you revisit it as a whole. 3 

 4 

If you want to change the objectives to have general FMP 5 

objectives and then additional species-specific objectives, 6 

that’s fine, but my point was to go through and have a list of 7 

objectives and once you’ve identified all the objectives, you 8 

could identify which ones are relevant to allocation and use 9 

those specifically to guide the subsequent allocation decision 10 

that you’re going to make. 11 

 12 

MR. ANSON:  Does that mean, for instance, that in A1-1, that we 13 

go back and we change -- To say 26 percent for red snapper?  Do 14 

we have to add something that says 26?  This is a generic or 15 

these have been used to drive previous amendments and so I 16 

thought we were, again, just selecting these and adding ones 17 

that would be more appropriate to carry over into the purpose 18 

and need statement of Amendment 28, for which we’re trying to 19 

move forward, which strictly deals with red snapper and 20 

allocation of red snapper. 21 

 22 

I think we’re just using this as the master list, in my mind, 23 

and we would take those things that were appropriate to trying 24 

to address the one specific topic of red snapper allocation, but 25 

I’m not getting that as the answer and so I am still lost. 26 

 27 

MR. GRIMES:  That is the second stage in what I thought I just 28 

outlined, in identifying which ones are relevant to that.  You 29 

cannot address -- You can leave the FMP objectives as they are 30 

and you can go through now and just say, okay, we’re not 31 

changing the objectives and we’re just picking which ones are 32 

relevant to our decision in Amendment 28 and we’re outlining 33 

those now and discussing those and those will guide subsequent 34 

decisions. 35 

 36 

To me, the Amendment A1-1 on the board there is clearly 37 

outdated.  Why wouldn’t you revisit that?  I don’t know what the 38 

decision that -- That was probably, obviously, the governing 39 

standard at the time, but it also seems, to me, to be overly 40 

specific for something as general as the objectives in your FMP.  41 

Obviously my efforts to guide this have failed miserably and you 42 

can choose to proceed however you want. 43 

 44 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I have been confused on both sides, but it 45 

seems to me the clearest way to go is to continue down the list 46 

and then identify which of the changes or which of the issues 47 

are appropriate to Amendment 28 and when we get to Amendment 28, 48 
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we will add or modify those objectives as it relates to 1 

Amendment 28. 2 

 3 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Shouldn’t we be looking at our allocation 4 

document instead of this? 5 

 6 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  We will look at the allocation document after 7 

we choose which of these should be incorporated in the 8 

allocation document. 9 

 10 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Because the allocation document is what we were 11 

supposed to go by in setting up our whole allocations and it’s 12 

kind of structured and it would have included Dr. Abele’s. 13 

 14 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  These are the goals and objectives that we need 15 

to incorporate in Amendment 28.  We need to select those several 16 

or few out of this list so that we can incorporate those into 17 

Amendment 28 when we deal with red snapper allocation.  That’s 18 

the way I see it.  Kevin, is that the way you see it? 19 

 20 

MR. ANSON:  Yes, that’s how I see it now. 21 

 22 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  In that spirit, we’re moving on and we’re 23 

discussing which of these might be appropriate for Amendment 28.  24 

We’re down to A1-4 and I don’t think that’s relevant, because it 25 

refers to the species composition and we’ve already decided that 26 

we’re only going to deal with red snapper. 27 

 28 

The next one is interesting.  It’s to revise the definition of 29 

optimum yield to allow specification at the species level.  I 30 

don’t know what that means. 31 

 32 

DR. CRABTREE:  I suspect at one time we had an overall optimum 33 

yield for the fishery that wasn’t species specific and I think 34 

we’ve done that and we have optimum yield specifications on a 35 

species level now and so that one seems, to me, to be done. 36 

 37 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I agree.  To encourage research on the effects 38 

of artificial reefs, we’re doing that and we’ve done that.  I 39 

don’t know that that would fit into Amendment 28.  To maximize 40 

the net economic benefits from the reef fish fishery. 41 

 42 

DR. CRABTREE:  This one seems, to me, to be central to Amendment 43 

28.  You have an economic study that indicates to do this that 44 

you need to reallocate the fishery more towards the recreational 45 

side and so I think you need to have a talk about this one. 46 

 47 

It seems to me you have alternatives to allocate more fish to 48 
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the commercial sector in Amendment 28 and that seems contrary to 1 

this objective.  It seems contrary to the objective of 2 

maximizing days and so I think this one is really relevant to 3 

the discussion. 4 

 5 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I do too and I think it goes back to something 6 

Kay said of why even include those alternatives that would 7 

increase allocation toward the commercial sector. 8 

 9 

DR. DIAGNE:  Just a quick question.  I think also we were told 10 

not to allocate solely on the basis of economic efficiency, 11 

which this would clearly do.  The second thing is that your SSC 12 

told you that one of the values is clearly higher and you should 13 

clearly look at reallocating in favor of the recreational 14 

sector, without a question. 15 

 16 

The difficulty comes from the fact that they suggest very small 17 

shifts in allocation and so if we could -- It would be really 18 

something that could be done in small steps over time, 19 

essentially. 20 

 21 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  To that, Assane, yesterday we had a table up 22 

there that showed about a 3 percent change each year for several 23 

years and it came out, overall, about a 15 percent shift and you 24 

indicated that that was extreme, but it was only about 3 percent 25 

per year, which doesn’t seem, to me, to be extreme.  That’s part 26 

of this discussion that I think we need to talk about. 27 

 28 

DR. CRABTREE:  This is like a whole lot of things and a lot of 29 

the things in the Magnuson Act.  You have a number of objectives 30 

you’re trying to achieve and there are conflicts between some of 31 

these objectives and to accomplish one may create problems with 32 

the other and so it’s all a balancing act. 33 

 34 

We have this net benefits study that says efficiency could be 35 

increased by reallocating some fish to the recreational fishery, 36 

but my understanding, Assane, was they couldn’t tell us how much 37 

to reallocate to maximize efficiency.  Is that correct? 38 

 39 

MS. WILLIAMS:  They said a small amount. 40 

 41 

DR. CRABTREE:  But no one told us what a small amount was and if 42 

small means 1 to 2 percent, then I don’t even know why we’re 43 

having this discussion, because an allocation shift of 1 to 2 44 

percent would not result in any discernible change in anything 45 

we’re doing. 46 

 47 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Right. 48 
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 1 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Assane, did they state a percentage, 1 or 2 2 

percent? 3 

 4 

DR. DIAGNE:  No, Ms. Williams, they couldn’t do that. 5 

 6 

MR. ANSON:  Dr. Diagne, did they likewise say or identify a 7 

number that was too large of a shift, an increase? 8 

 9 

DR. DIAGNE:  That also they didn’t do.  Essentially, they really 10 

just basically advised the council to be cautious, because they 11 

said that they wouldn’t be able to quantify the potential 12 

efficiency gains because the study, at the end of the day, just 13 

provided point estimates and for us to measure the efficiency 14 

gains, you would need to know the slopes of the two benefit 15 

schedules and at this point, we don’t know those. 16 

 17 

DR. CRABTREE:  Where we are, Assane, is they said incremental, 18 

which all of the options we looked at yesterday were incremental 19 

and they gradually changed things over a period of time, but 20 

they don’t tell us how much to shift it and that’s up to the 21 

council.  So we know the direction.  We have advice, which is 22 

just advice, that you should do it incrementally over time and 23 

how far you go with it is up to you to figure out. 24 

 25 

DR. DIAGNE:  Yes and I would say instead of incremental, small, 26 

so that it is fairly clear. 27 

 28 

DR. CRABTREE:  I believe the wording from the panel was 29 

“incremental” and was it not? 30 

 31 

DR. DIAGNE:  I can just provide the motion that they passed at 32 

the two SSCs, because the same issue keeps coming up.  They 33 

provided the same recommendation following the study of 34 

allocation for the groupers, red, black, and gag grouper, and 35 

again when we reviewed the red snapper and so I will look in my 36 

notes and provide the two motions that they passed. 37 

 38 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Any further discussion on this maximize net 39 

economic benefits from the reef fish fishery? 40 

 41 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Should that say socioeconomic? 42 

 43 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  It might should say that, but this is what it 44 

was in Amendment 1. 45 

 46 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I mean ours could change it to be socioeconomic. 47 

 48 
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CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  We are pulling the elements out that we want to 1 

include in Amendment 28 and so obviously A1-7 is one of those 2 

elements and when we get to Amendment 28, we can specify 3 

socioeconomic.  Any further discussion on that one? 4 

 5 

That takes us down to Amendment 15, which broadened the 6 

objectives as follows.  Then the first one is to increase the 7 

stability of the red snapper fishery in terms of fishing 8 

patterns and markets.  That’s certainly relevant. 9 

 10 

DR. CRABTREE:  I suppose we’ve done that through the IFQ program 11 

on the commercial side, but I think this gets to the heart of 12 

our problem in the recreational fishery and is one of our 13 

objectives in the recreational fishery to stabilize the season, 14 

meaning to get to a point where the season doesn’t get shorter 15 

each year? 16 

 17 

That’s directly relevant to the allocation question and to the 18 

allocation analyses that we saw yesterday, because you can 19 

stabilize the fishery though adjustments to the allocation if 20 

you want to do that.  I think this one is directly relevant to 21 

what you’re trying to do. 22 

 23 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I need to ask staff, I guess Steven or Assane, 24 

as we go through this and we verbally indicate which elements 25 

are important, is someone making a list of that or checking it 26 

off so that it won’t be based just on our memory? 27 

 28 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I think A-15 addresses what Dr. Abele said, to 29 

increase the stability of the red snapper fishery in terms of 30 

fishing patterns and markets.  The charter for-hire needs to 31 

know how to market their fishing days and so therefore, that 32 

ties in with what Dr. Abele was saying. 33 

 34 

DR. CRABTREE:  What we’ve heard from the for-hire fishery is 35 

they would like some certainty as to what their season is going 36 

to be and stabilizing the fishery would accomplish that, but I 37 

think -- I think this is probably a valid objective now, but I 38 

think it probably could use some rewording to be more clear 39 

about what you mean. 40 

 41 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Especially in terms of recreational versus 42 

commercial.  Again, I ask Steven and Assane, are you all taking 43 

notes on our comments? 44 

 45 

DR. DIAGNE:  We are taking notes, but we will have to pull them 46 

together afterwards. 47 

 48 
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CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  That’s fine.  I just want to make sure that 1 

we’re not just leaving it hanging.  A15-2 is to avoid, to the 2 

extent practicable, the derby-type fishing season.  I think we 3 

have addressed that. 4 

 5 

DR. CRABTREE:  I think you have in the commercial fishery, but I 6 

don’t think you have in the recreational fishery.  It seems to 7 

me we have created a severe derby fishery in the recreational 8 

fishery, where people are going out -- We heard it from Johnny.  9 

They are going out in terrible weather because they have very a 10 

limited season. 11 

 12 

I think this one ties into the one that -- There’s one in here 13 

about capacity I think somewhere, in A15-6.  We did put in place 14 

the charterboat moratorium to try and put some cap on capacity 15 

there, but we’ve done nothing on the private sector side with 16 

that and so I think the discussion you need to have is did this 17 

one just apply to the commercial fishery, and that may have been 18 

the intent at the time this was put together, because they were 19 

probably thinking about the IFQ program and so we’ve met that, 20 

but we do have a problem on the recreational side that I think 21 

is reminiscent of a derby fishery. 22 

 23 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I think reminiscent of it is appropriate.  I 24 

don’t think -- I think it’s a semantics problem, because it’s 25 

not really a derby in the traditional sense.  They didn’t go out 26 

in bad weather because they knew the quota was going to be 27 

caught early if they didn’t.  It was just the season.  They knew 28 

they only had X number of days and so I don’t think it’s really 29 

a derby, but I understand the -- 30 

 31 

MR. GREENE:  Dr. Shipp, I disagree.  If you give me forty-four 32 

days to go fishing and that’s what I’m going to base my income 33 

on, I’m going to make forty-four days if I can get the boat 34 

untied from the dock and get the people halfway talked into it 35 

and get off the rocks before they change their mind. 36 

 37 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I agree, but it’s -- A derby, you’re usually 38 

thinking about a quota that’s going to be reached if you don’t 39 

get out there and do it right away and in that sense, I didn’t 40 

think it was a derby, but it’s a semantics thing. 41 

 42 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I see it as a derby, because that’s just like in 43 

the commercial fishery.  If they had fifteen days, that’s what 44 

they did and they were going to do those fifteen days no matter 45 

what it was.   46 

 47 

The recreational industry, they know they’ve got so many days 48 
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and they’re going to do it no matter what, because that’s the 1 

short period of time they’ve got, especially for the for-hire 2 

sector, mainly.  That’s what they know that they’ve got to work 3 

with. 4 

 5 

I think we’re trying to do something to address that, so that 6 

they can have some stability, but I also want to make sure, at 7 

the end of the day, that as we’re going down this list and I’m 8 

not insisting that such and such be included, it’s because it’s 9 

my intent that this is to address the allocation for the 10 

recreational red snapper fishery and as far as changing and 11 

giving more allocation to the commercial -- All of that is going 12 

to be removed from this document and is that right?  If not, 13 

we’ve got to do the goals and needs considering them.  Is that 14 

your intent, Mr. Chairman, that the commercial part is going to 15 

be removed? 16 

 17 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  It’s whatever the intent of the committee is 18 

and not me. 19 

 20 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Well, I mean that’s something that -- 21 

 22 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  That seems to be the spirit in which we’re 23 

operating, yes. 24 

 25 

DR. CRABTREE:  My take on it is that we’ve achieved this on the 26 

commercial side, but we still have a real problem on the 27 

recreational side with the derby fishery and while I think 28 

allocation shifts could meet Goal A15-1, which is stabilize the 29 

fishery, I haven’t seen any analysis that would indicate to me 30 

that just by altering the allocation that you could eliminate 31 

the derby fishery. 32 

 33 

It seems like under almost any of those allocation schemes that 34 

we’ve looked at that you’re still talking about forty or fifty-35 

day seasons and I think you would still have a derby fishery 36 

taking place in that and so it would seem to me, if your intent 37 

is to address that derby fishery at some point, you’re going to 38 

need to look at other ways to manage the fishery, such as fish 39 

tags and things like headboat cooperative that you’ve reviewed 40 

and some of these other kinds of things at some point down the 41 

road. 42 

 43 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Roy, what is your advice here as it regards to 44 

Amendment 28? 45 

 46 

DR. CRABTREE:  I don’t think you can resolve the derby fishery 47 

in Amendment 28.  You could, at best, ease it a little bit, but 48 
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I don’t think you can eliminate it through the allocation thing.  1 

If you still want to have one of your objectives is to address 2 

the derby and the recreational fishery, I think that you can 3 

clarify that that still remains an objective, but I don’t think 4 

you can get there just through the allocations in Amendment 28. 5 

 6 

I think you’re going to have to come up with a subsequent 7 

amendment and talk about more fundamental changes to how you 8 

manage recreational fisheries, but I think that would be in a 9 

subsequent amendment.   10 

 11 

I don’t think it’s realistic to think every problem and every 12 

objective you have here that you’re going to meet it through 13 

Amendment 28.  Some it may help and some it could probably 14 

address very well and other things are going to have to be 15 

addressed in some other amendment and down the road. 16 

 17 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Couldn’t this committee do that though?  If this 18 

committee wants to put other things in there, as you suggested 19 

of tags or days at sea or leasing, couldn’t we combine those?  20 

We do it all the time. 21 

 22 

DR. CRABTREE:  As a point of order, that motion was made and 23 

failed. 24 

 25 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I think what Roy is saying is we can address 26 

those issues, but not as part of Amendment 28.  We would have to 27 

do a separate amendment.  Amendment 28 is simply allocation of 28 

red snapper and what we’re doing is going through the objectives 29 

that are relevant to that goal and allocation and tags are two 30 

different things.  That’s the way I see it.  The next one is 31 

somewhat related and it’s to promote flexibility for the 32 

fishermen in their fishing operations. 33 

 34 

DR. CRABTREE:  I think we’ve achieved that in the commercial 35 

sector.  We’ve had a great many discussions about this in terms 36 

of days at sea and headboat IFQs and other kinds of things in 37 

the recreational sector and sector separation ties into that, 38 

because it’s not clear to me how you can have a days at sea 39 

program or a lot of these programs without sector separation.  I 40 

think if you want to keep that as a goal in your fishery, that’s 41 

fine, but I don’t see that the allocation issue really addresses 42 

that. 43 

 44 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I think it does, because if you go and you read 45 

in Magnuson -- I guess it all -- Attorneys have different 46 

opinions, but that language could be read in two different ways 47 

where it talks about to include charter for-hire when you’re 48 
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talking about allocations. 1 

 2 

That could very well have meant -- If you go back and you read 3 

that on page 92 or whatever it was, it all depends on 4 

interpretation and we know attorneys interpret things 5 

differently, but if you read that, it says to -- It’s under the 6 

allocation and it’s under the overfishing. 7 

 8 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  While you’re looking, Kay, Assane has some 9 

comments. 10 

 11 

DR. DIAGNE:  Dr. Shipp, I just wanted to -- We looked through 12 

our notes and this is what your Socioeconomic SSC said relative 13 

to the allocation of groupers and red snapper.  This was the 14 

motion that they passed in October of 2012 and essentially, they 15 

agreed that the study used the best methods that they could, 16 

given the data that we had available and they essentially listed 17 

those concerns relative to the data in the body of the motion. 18 

 19 

I will just read the last part: We cannot specify the potential 20 

efficiency gains from possible quota shifts because we do not 21 

know how the marginal valuation will change with the switch. 22 

 23 

There is another problem in this or not a problem, but another 24 

challenge.  While you are reallocating, obviously then you are 25 

moving down the valuation curve and so the values are going to 26 

change.  When you have a sense of the slope of those curves, 27 

then you can know, possibly, how far you want to go.   28 

 29 

This was their advice and there is a second motion.  The last 30 

time they looked at this in April of 2012 -- This was for the 31 

groupers, but the argument is essentially the same.  The SSC 32 

recommends that while incremental allocation, and, here, 33 

“incremental” clearly means small, may be warranted, it is 34 

premature for the council to consider significant reallocations 35 

because of the reasons specified here, that there have been a 36 

lot of regulatory changes and so forth in the fishery. 37 

 38 

DR. CRABTREE:  It’s not entirely clear to me, Assane, that this 39 

is applicable to the red snapper situation.  We haven’t changed 40 

the bag limit for red snapper since 2007.  We’ve been a long 41 

time and the IFQ program for red snapper is much mature than 42 

grouper and has been in place for a number of times and so I 43 

don’t think those concerns are really there or at least those 44 

concerns are less for red snapper. 45 

 46 

What I get from that is that likely there would be some increase 47 

in efficiency and beyond that, I don’t see -- They can’t tell us 48 
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how much to shift and so those are things the council is going 1 

to need to figure out, but I -- That’s essentially the advice 2 

from them, is some shift towards the recreational fishery would 3 

increase efficiency, but they don’t know how much. 4 

 5 

DR. DIAGNE:  Yes and I think there is no question that based on 6 

these studies a reallocation in favor of the recreational sector 7 

would potentially increase efficiency, but, that being said, it 8 

has to be very small, because the justification for that 9 

reallocation would no longer be valid should you decide to make 10 

large swings in allocations. 11 

 12 

As far as the comments for the groupers, even though the IFQ 13 

program for the red snapper is more mature, at the end of the 14 

day, it’s the same vessels that participate, if you would.  We 15 

have a reef fish permit and we have an IFQ in red snapper and an 16 

IFQ for the groupers and so the fundamental reasons stated in 17 

April would still apply, although to a lesser extent, when we 18 

are discussing red snapper. 19 

 20 

DR. ABELE:  Assane, that’s really not your role.  Your role is 21 

to put it up there and let the council interpret it and you’re 22 

putting words into people’s mouths and the council can take care 23 

of that itself. 24 

 25 

DR. DIAGNE:  I am sorry, Dr. Abele, and I was speaking as an 26 

economist who participated in that meeting on your behalf and 27 

that’s what I’m doing. 28 

 29 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I do think Assane provides us advice just as our 30 

attorney provides us advice.  I don’t like what he says most of 31 

the time, but he says it and that’s his opinion and he’s at the 32 

meeting and so I can’t really speak against that, because I 33 

think he is there to provide us what took place at the meetings, 34 

because we don’t have verbatim minutes, which I wish we had 35 

verbatim minutes, just as our attorney instructs us on some of 36 

these things. 37 

 38 

Getting back to the attorney on page 160 of the Magnuson, to me, 39 

this could be interpreted either way.  Under catch limits, it 40 

says, under (d)(1), any fishery management plan, plan amendment, 41 

or regulation submitted by the Gulf Council for the red snapper 42 

fishery after the date of enactment of the Sustainable Fisheries 43 

Act shall contain conservation and management measures that (1) 44 

establish separate quotas for recreational fishing (which, for 45 

the purposes of this subsection shall include charter fishing) 46 

and commercial fishing that, when reached, result in a 47 

prohibition on the retention of fish caught during recreational 48 
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fishing and commercial fishing, respectively, for the remainder 1 

of the fishing year. 2 

 3 

Couldn’t that be read both ways?  Do we really -- Because why 4 

would they take the time to make some kind of -- To distinguish 5 

some type of a difference, because, to me, this is telling us 6 

your recreational fishery and your charter for-hire and your 7 

commercial are all supposed to have quotas. 8 

 9 

If they just meant recreational fishing and they weren’t trying 10 

to separate charter for-hire out of there, having their own 11 

quota, why would they even specify to this length and I am 12 

saying this to you, Shep. 13 

 14 

MR. GRIMES:  I guess I don’t understand what your point is or 15 

what you’re saying.  Do you mean that this language prevents 16 

having a separate for-hire and private recreational quota? 17 

 18 

MS. WILLIAMS:  No, I’m asking you doesn’t this language tell us 19 

to develop a separate quota, to where you have private 20 

recreational quota, charter for-hire quota, and commercial quota 21 

and in other words, a whole sector-specific quotas? 22 

 23 

MR. GRIMES:  No. 24 

 25 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Could it be read as that? 26 

 27 

MR. GRIMES: I would say no.  I say what this language says is 28 

that you have to have a commercial quota and you have to have a 29 

recreational quota and that recreational quota shall include 30 

charter fishing. 31 

 32 

Now, I would not read this language to prohibit having a 33 

recreational quota that included subquotas for for-hire and for 34 

private recreational, but what the language seems to say, and it 35 

seems crystal clear to me, is that you have to have separate 36 

quotas for recreational fishing, which also includes charter 37 

fishing, and then commercial fishing. 38 

 39 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I would like to move on and try to finish this 40 

discussion at least by lunchtime. 41 

 42 

MR. GRIMES:  I guess I would just say, since there’s been sector 43 

separation discussion, that I do read this language, and I think 44 

any reasonable read of this language says, that there are 45 

implications for sector separation and that you have to have an 46 

aggregate recreational quota that, according to -- Later in that 47 

Subparagraph (1), when it’s caught, it results in no more 48 



136 

 

recreational fishing. 1 

 2 

To me, that, in some respects, limits your ability to truly 3 

separate the sectors, because there must be an aggregate quota 4 

for for-hire and private recreational and when that’s reached, 5 

regardless of who is responsible for reaching it, there is no 6 

more recreational fishing and that includes for-hire and private 7 

recreational. 8 

 9 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Thank you, Shep.  Again, let’s try to move on 10 

here.  That takes us to A15-4, to provide for cost-effective and 11 

enforceable management of the fishery.  Is that relevant to 12 

Amendment 28?  No comments? 13 

 14 

Here’s another, A15-5, that’s so similar to the previous ones 15 

and it’s to optimize, to the extent practicable and allowed by 16 

law, net benefits from the fishery.  Obviously that’s quite 17 

germane. 18 

 19 

MS. WILLIAMS:  It’s redundant. 20 

 21 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  It is, but the language certainly applies to 22 

Amendment 28 and how we finally word it is up to staff and to 23 

council, but obviously -- 24 

 25 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Isn’t this where the socioeconomic should come 26 

at, since these are the ones that we can change? 27 

 28 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Yes, but, again, what we’re doing is pulling 29 

out elements that are appropriate for Amendment 28 and we will 30 

reword as appropriate. 31 

 32 

Then, finally, A15-6 is to reduce the harvesting capacity of the 33 

red snapper fleet in an equitable manner utilizing demonstrated 34 

historical dependence on the red snapper resource as a 35 

criterion. 36 

 37 

DR. CRABTREE:  I think we’ve put in place the IFQ program, which 38 

has reduced capacity in the commercial fishery.  We have put in 39 

place a permit moratorium in the charterboat fishery, which has 40 

reduced, over time, the number of permit and so I guess capacity 41 

has come down there.  It’s an open question of whether 42 

harvesting capacity remains too high in the for-hire fishery. 43 

 44 

The real one we haven’t touched is the private sector and I 45 

think you ought to give some consideration of do you want to 46 

have an objective here to somehow reduce capacity in the private 47 

sector for red snapper or do you now, because that gets into a 48 
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whole lot of things and a whole lot of issues and so I think 1 

that’s really the crux of the question here, is, one, have we 2 

succeeded in the charterboat fishery and do you intend to do 3 

anything on the private sector side? 4 

 5 

DR. ABELE:  That’s probably a good discussion, but I don’t see 6 

that as an allocation in Amendment 28.  That’s why I was asking 7 

earlier, what are all the things that we could do to get more 8 

days at sea?  Tags would be one method to limit capacity and 9 

whether slot size would do it or something else, but I don’t see 10 

how allocation plays into that particular one. 11 

 12 

MS. WILLIAMS:  If I may, it talks about in an equitable manner, 13 

right?  We are showing where one particular sector of that -- 14 

Didn’t we have some information that showed that the private 15 

recreational take is continuing to increase each year over the 16 

charter for hire and so that’s why necessarily later down the 17 

line the fish tags will play in, to try and address this issue 18 

of -- Of course, they would have like a fixed percentage of 19 

whatever at some point and then to where the private 20 

recreational can fish when they want to fish, should we go to 21 

fish tags.  Wouldn’t that still be germane to this? 22 

 23 

DR. ABELE:  It would be germane to this, but not Amendment 28.  24 

Amendment 28 is only addressing reallocation.  It is germane to 25 

the general conversation and eventually I hope to ask staff to 26 

give us some options and pluses and minuses of looking at ways 27 

to increase days at sea or fishing or whatever you want to -- 28 

 29 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  We have completed the list and is there any 30 

further discussion or advice from Roy or Shep on the next steps 31 

we should take? 32 

 33 

DR. CRABTREE:  It seems to me there are a number of objectives 34 

in here that seem relevant to the purpose and need in Amendment 35 

28.  Clearly maximizing net economic benefits is one of the 36 

objectives of the FMP that you have validated today and so that 37 

ought to be part of the purpose and need for Amendment 28.  It 38 

would be to increase net economic benefits. 39 

 40 

It seems to me you have one in here about increasing stability 41 

of the red snapper fishery and so it seems to me that 42 

stabilizing the recreational fishery is legitimately a goal of 43 

Amendment 28 and then you’ve added one to maximize days in the 44 

fishery and you might want to make that part of your purpose and 45 

need that you’re looking at in Amendment 28. 46 

 47 

It’s up to you to figure out what you want to do, but that’s 48 
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kind of what the purpose of looking at this was, to decide how 1 

to bring some more specificity to your purpose and need 2 

statement in terms of trying to accomplish your objectives. 3 

 4 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I agree with everything you said, Roy, and I 5 

guess the question is do we need to formalize it by making a 6 

motion for staff to specifically include those three or has 7 

Assane and Steven gotten enough from the discussions that 8 

they’re able to go ahead and include that into the goals and 9 

objectives and needs? 10 

 11 

DR. DIAGNE:  Are you asking us? 12 

 13 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Yes and do you all think that you have enough 14 

from the discussion to include all these items that Roy 15 

mentioned in the purpose and need, et cetera, for Amendment 28? 16 

 17 

DR. DIAGNE:  To make sure that we don’t miss anything, if I may, 18 

Dr. Crabtree, now mentioned the maximization of net economic 19 

benefits and stabilizing the recreational fishery and maximizing 20 

the number of days in the recreational fishery and those three 21 

things should be reflected in the purpose and need.  If that’s 22 

it, we already got it, but if I missed something, Dr. Crabtree 23 

will tell us. 24 

 25 

DR. CRABTREE:  I am looking to you guys to decide.  Is that what 26 

you’re trying to do here or not?  I don’t want to put words in 27 

your mouth and there’s a lot of silence. 28 

 29 

MR. ANSON:  I think that was a good start and I think Ms. 30 

Williams had indicated socioeconomic benefits and I don’t know 31 

if that’s the pleasure of the group, to expand it to include 32 

socioeconomic benefits or just strictly economic benefits. 33 

 34 

Going back to Dr. Abele’s comment regarding that we’re just 35 

looking at sector separation and of just changing the allocation 36 

between commercial and recreational, if that’s simply what we’re 37 

trying to do, I think that the list of objectives is fairly 38 

short, but if we want to go and do some other things, I think 39 

the list can be increased or added and so that’s something that 40 

we need to decide as a group or a committee, is are we just 41 

looking at sector allocation or reallocation as the only 42 

objective under this amendment. 43 

 44 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  For Amendment 28, I don’t think we can do any 45 

more than that and as far as drafting or as far as the committee 46 

making a decision, normally staff develops the language for 47 

those sorts of things, given discussion of the committee.  I 48 
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think that’s where we are, that staff has indicated that they’ve 1 

gotten enough from this discussion that they can draft.  Assane, 2 

are you saying no? 3 

 4 

DR. DIAGNE:  Dr. Shipp, as Dr. Crabtree mentioned before, we 5 

would really like to know what it is that you want to do, so 6 

that the purpose and need would reflect that, because we can 7 

maximize net economic benefit and socioeconomic benefit and 8 

increase stability of the recreational fishery and maximize the 9 

number of days, but we are still not clear and we would 10 

appreciate more guidance from the council as to exactly, at the 11 

end of the day, what you want this amendment to do. 12 

 13 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I will tell you what we want it to do if nobody 14 

else wants to.  We want to be able to extend the season, the 15 

days, for the recreational sector.  If it’s the things that Dr. 16 

Abele talked about or some of the things that’s been talked in 17 

the past, as far as sector-specific quota -- I see all that -- 18 

That’s what you’re asking and is that where we’re going with all 19 

of this?  Isn’t that what you’re asking us? 20 

 21 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  No, we’re talking about Amendment 28 and I 22 

think what Assane wants is more guidance on the needs and goals 23 

and objectives of Amendment 28.  Doug, did you want to add to 24 

that? 25 

 26 

MR. BOYD:  Yes and as our counsel pointed out earlier, I am not 27 

on your committee, but as we went through here, I highlighted 28 

what I thought you said you might want to carry into Amendment 29 

28 and I came up with six items. 30 

 31 

What if you just listed those and not as motions or anything, 32 

but just list them on the board and talk about them and add and 33 

subtract from that and then you could make a motion of whatever 34 

that list is to give to staff. 35 

 36 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I think that’s an excellent idea and I think 37 

that’s in keeping with what Shep advised at the very beginning 38 

and so do you have that list that you could read out? 39 

 40 

MR. BOYD:  I can read to you what I did, but I think -- 41 

 42 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Phyllis, can you put it on the board? 43 

 44 

MR. BOYD:  Phil was keeping a list too and I think we’re one off 45 

and so we’ll add part of his.  It was FMP-2, to establish a 46 

fishery reporting system for monitoring the reef fish fishery.  47 

Then I had A1-7 and, again, I may have missed something or I may 48 
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have added something in my understanding, but we can go from 1 

there.  I had A1-7, A15-1, A15-2, A15-3, and A15-5. 2 

 3 

MR. ATRAN:  What about 6? 4 

 5 

MR. BOYD:  I did not hear the committee say that 6 should be 6 

carried forward.  I heard Roy say they might want to, but I did 7 

not hear the committee say that and so that’s up for you all.  8 

That’s the list I had and Phil concurs. 9 

 10 

DR. DANA:  Since we voted on Dr. Abele’s maximizing the number 11 

of days for the recreational fishery, would that then be added 12 

to this list of six? 13 

 14 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Since we’re going to go ahead and put this in 15 

the form of a motion, I think that would be appropriate to add 16 

and so let’s go ahead and add that. 17 

 18 

MR. GRIMES:  My only question would be that the original -- If 19 

you go up to the very top of the list, the overall objective of 20 

the FMP, the overall goal, that, to me, seems to clearly be 21 

relevant to this and I think Dr. Abele’s motion gets at the 22 

recreational opportunities aspect of that language, but I would 23 

also say -- I guess it’s muddling things somewhat because Dr. 24 

Abele proposed a new objective that is not on the list that’s 25 

not highlighted here. 26 

 27 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  That’s okay.  It was a motion that passed and 28 

so all we’re doing is giving direction to staff, as I understand 29 

this, and so we could add the motion that was passed by Dr. 30 

Abele to increase the number of days. 31 

 32 

MR. GRIMES:  Which is, I guess, creating a new objective in the 33 

FMP. 34 

 35 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Yes.  Are you suggesting, Shep, that all of the 36 

overall objectives be included in the advice to staff? 37 

 38 

MR. GRIMES:  No, I am not suggesting anything for the rest of 39 

the meeting, but I was just asking. 40 

 41 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  We need to formalize this in a motion and so, 42 

Kevin, are you ready to do that? 43 

 44 

MR. ANSON:  I am not, Mr. Chairman.  I want to get maybe some 45 

information from Dr. Abele as to Number 2.  It was just up on 46 

the board, but FMP-2, to establish a fishery reporting system 47 

for monitoring the reef fish fishery, is this applicable to 48 
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Amendment 28 and sector separation?  Does that fall into what we 1 

could do in that or is that for some other amendment that you 2 

had mentioned?  For allocation, if I misspoke. 3 

 4 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  That’s a good point. 5 

 6 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Haven’t you all been wanting to have a better way 7 

of monitoring? 8 

 9 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Yes, but I don’t know what that has to do with 10 

allocation. 11 

 12 

MS. WILLIAMS:  It has everything to do with allocation. 13 

 14 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  We need to move on and put this in the form of 15 

a motion as advice to staff.  The question is do we want to 16 

delete FMP-2? 17 

 18 

MS. BADEMAN:  I didn’t have that on my list of ones that would 19 

go in this amendment.  Another one that I want to pick at also 20 

is the one that Doug was questioning, A15-6, to reduce the 21 

harvesting capacity of the red snapper fleet in an equitable 22 

manner utilizing demonstrated historical dependence on the red 23 

snapper resource as a criterion. 24 

 25 

Getting into the historical dependence part, if we’re trying to 26 

-- If the idea is to apply this to the recreational sector, I 27 

don’t even know how to go about doing that.  I mean who has 28 

their fishing license the longest?  I think that one -- If we 29 

decide we want to pull something like that in here, it’s going 30 

to need some work, I think. 31 

 32 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  You’re suggesting that we not include it, 33 

right? 34 

 35 

MS. BADEMAN:  I think so, yes. 36 

 37 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I would agree with that.  Now, we need to get a 38 

motion to include whatever we want to include and then either 39 

add or subtract from that motion and so let’s have a motion and 40 

Doug can’t make it because he’s not on the committee, but if 41 

someone would make a motion to address the six that he had and 42 

then we can add or subtract from that list and add Dr. Abele’s, 43 

but we need a motion. 44 

 45 

DR. DANA:  So moved. 46 

 47 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Pam moves it and will someone second?  We have 48 
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a second.  The motion, as I understand it, is to advise staff 1 

for the needs and objectives of Amendment 28 to include those 2 

six items that Doug had and that were highlighted on the board. 3 

 4 

MR. BOYD:  Mr. Chairman, Shep also wanted us to include the 5 

overall goal, I believe, didn’t he?  I think that should be part 6 

of it, but, again, I’m not on your committee. 7 

 8 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  While she is putting it up on the board, let’s 9 

discuss whether we want to add Dr. Abele’s to this list or not.  10 

Would that be part of your motion, Pam? 11 

 12 

DR. DANA:  Yes, it would. 13 

 14 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Okay and so in the original motion, we will 15 

have that one included as well as the overall goal and since I’m 16 

finessing your motion, did you also want to exclude what Martha 17 

had included or excluded. 18 

 19 

DR. DANA:  I would move so. 20 

 21 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  You want to take that out? 22 

 23 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I would like to have some discussion on that. 24 

 25 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  We are and as soon as the motion is up, we 26 

will. 27 

 28 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I mean as far as excluding it. 29 

 30 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Right and we will.  If the motion excludes it 31 

to begin with though, you can move to include it and we’ll have 32 

discussion on it.  It’s up to Pam what she wanted in her motion.  33 

She made the motion.  Pam, do you want to look at it and see if 34 

that’s your motion?  Is that okay? 35 

 36 

DR. DANA:  Yes. 37 

 38 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  That’s the original motion and I think, Martha, 39 

you seconded that motion and so we can discuss it and make some 40 

changes, if you will, in terms of a substitute motion or an 41 

amendment to the motion or not. 42 

 43 

MS. BADEMAN:  The thing that Kevin mentioned before was pulling 44 

out FMP-2, the first one about a fishery reporting system, and I 45 

would certainly be in favor of removing that as well. 46 

 47 

DR. DANA:  I take that as a friendly amendment and up for 48 



143 

 

discussion if someone wants to reintroduce it. 1 

 2 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  This is a friendly amendment and not a 3 

substitute motion to remove item FMP-2.  Now we have the final 4 

motion up and it’s up for discussion. 5 

 6 

DR. CRABTREE:  It seems to me that A1-7 and A15-5 are redundant 7 

and say the same thing.  Maybe there is a subtle difference 8 

between optimize and maximize and I don’t know, but it seems to 9 

me you ought to have one of those and not both of them. 10 

 11 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I have a substitute motion.  I just want to add 12 

something, an amendment to add to this as a substitute motion, I 13 

guess, or however you’re supposed to do that.  I would like to 14 

add to increase the harvesting capacity of the recreational red 15 

snapper sector in an equitable manner utilizing demonstrated 16 

historical dependency on the red snapper resource as a criteria. 17 

 18 

If you’re trying to increase the allocation, you’re trying to 19 

increase the harvesting capacity and that’s what was taken out, 20 

except it said to reduce the harvest.  We’re trying to increase 21 

the harvest.  Excuse me.  It’s to increase the harvest and not 22 

harvesting, but harvest. 23 

 24 

It’s to increase the harvest, period.  To increase the harvest 25 

of the recreational red snapper sector in an equitable manner 26 

utilizing demonstrated historical dependency on the red snapper 27 

resource as a criteria.  You don’t understand what it’s doing? 28 

 29 

MR. ANSON:  I will second it for discussion. 30 

 31 

MS. WILLIAMS:  We have heard about how historically the charter 32 

for-hire has been in this fishery since back in the 1800s and 33 

we’ve heard how they are dependent on this fishery and we’ve 34 

heard about how they’re wanting to be able to plan their market 35 

and different things and that’s their demonstrated historical 36 

dependence.  That’s just another reason to increase their 37 

allocation, in my mind. 38 

 39 

UNIDENTIFIED:  Whose allocation? 40 

 41 

MS. WILLIAMS:  The recreational.  That’s who we’re talking 42 

about. 43 

 44 

UNIDENTIFIED:  You said charter. 45 

 46 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I am talking about the charter as far as their 47 

historical dependency on the red snapper fishery.  They started 48 
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a business and they operate this business catching red snapper 1 

and we’re trying to increase their harvest so that they can have 2 

-- Or increase the number of days so that they can operate their 3 

business as they have done historically, aren’t we? 4 

 5 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Kay, it just -- That just doesn’t make any 6 

sense to me. 7 

 8 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I will withdraw it. 9 

 10 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Roy, as far as your problem with redundancy, 11 

again, this is advice to staff on -- This is not a verbatim 12 

mandate from us that they have to use the exact wording, but I’m 13 

just trying to procedurally get this thing through as a motion 14 

and if you want to amend it, you can, but I think staff has 15 

enough flexibility that they can take out any redundancy. 16 

 17 

MR. ANSON:  Prior to that comment, I was just going to suggest, 18 

since I thought it was specific direction to staff, to add, in 19 

A1-7, “socio” in front of “economic”, just for clarification and 20 

for the record. 21 

 22 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Any further discussion of this motion?  All in 23 

favor of the motion signify by saying aye; opposed.  It’s 24 

exactly 12:00 and let’s take a one-hour lunch break and not an 25 

hour-and-a-half.  It’s a one-hour recess and be back here 26 

promptly at one o’clock. 27 

 28 

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed at 12:00 p.m., January 8, 29 

2013.) 30 

 31 

- - - 32 

 33 

January 8, 2013 34 

 35 

TUESDAY AFTERNOON SESSION 36 

 37 

- - - 38 

 39 

 40 

The Reef Fish Management Committee of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery 41 

Management Council reconvened at the Hilton Tampa Airport 42 

Westshore, Tampa, Florida, Tuesday afternoon, January 8, 2013, 43 

and was called to order at 1:05 p.m. by Chairman Bob Shipp. 44 

 45 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  We are a little late getting started and we’ve 46 

got a couple of housecleaning items still on the allocation and 47 

I think the first one, Dr. Abele, is you have a motion? 48 
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 1 

DR. ABELE:  I move that we request staff to consider the 2 

alternatives, add alternatives, that are shown in Slide 15 of 3 

the Strelcheck presentation and that is incremental shift until 4 

allocation 4.65 commercial is reached or shift quota increases 5 

to the recreational sector as two additional alternatives. 6 

 7 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Do we have a second to that motion? 8 

 9 

DR. CRABTREE:  Second. 10 

 11 

DR. DANA:  Can someone explain what the motion is? 12 

 13 

DR. ABELE:  In the allocation document, we were asked to provide 14 

certain alternatives.  There’s no preference at this point.  The 15 

two alternatives under the four scenarios that extend the 16 

season, Alternative 1 is an incremental shift until 4.65 17 

commercial quota is reached and that’s Alternative 1 to add and 18 

Alternative 2 would be to shift future quota increases to the 19 

recreational sector, so that in addition to doing the 20 

percentages that were listed, this would mirror the four 21 

analyses that resulted in lengthened seasons presented earlier. 22 

 23 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  This was discussed earlier and there was 24 

general consensus, but we didn’t have a formal motion and we 25 

wanted to make sure that we had a motion, so that staff would 26 

include those scenarios. 27 

 28 

DR. ABELE:  That’s all they’re doing, is including the 29 

scenarios.  I thought they would have included them when I asked 30 

them to earlier, but we need a motion. 31 

 32 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  That’s the basis for this.  Are there any 33 

objections? 34 

 35 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I don’t know what happened, because I got my 36 

lunch late. 37 

 38 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Kay, it was something we discussed earlier and 39 

it was just to include something for staff to include in 40 

Amendment 28, but we didn’t formally make it a motion and it was 41 

just kind of consensus that yes, let’s have those scenarios, but 42 

Roy informs us that we do need a formal motion to make sure that 43 

they include it and that’s all it is.  It’s nothing different or 44 

new. 45 

 46 

DR. ABELE:  We’re going to ask that they include the two 47 

alternatives that Andy went through and I thought that was 48 
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enough and I am told that we need a motion to do that and so 1 

that’s what I did. 2 

 3 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Again, are there any objections to this?  4 

Hearing none, that’s taken care of.  The other thing is that -- 5 

Steven, can I direct something to you, since Assane is not here, 6 

and that is to clarify that we would like what we decided this 7 

morning, that the needs section, that it be done so that we have 8 

it for the next council meeting? 9 

 10 

MR. ATRAN:  For the February meeting? 11 

 12 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Yes. 13 

 14 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BORTONE:  It wasn’t the intent, I thought, of 15 

this particular committee to recommend things for the next 16 

council meeting.  It still needs to be approved by the full 17 

council. 18 

 19 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I meant for the committee and have it ready for 20 

this committee again. 21 

 22 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BORTONE:  Okay. 23 

 24 

DR. CRABTREE:  I guess so we made those lists of objectives and 25 

I guess what we’re asking staff to do is to incorporate those 26 

into the purpose and need statement in the document? 27 

 28 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Yes, that’s exactly it.  With that, I think 29 

we’re temporarily -- Go ahead, Kay, and then Kevin. 30 

 31 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Staff is going to remove all of the stuff that 32 

was in there having to give the commercial industry more quota 33 

is my -- Is staff going to remove those sections in there where 34 

it discussed about giving the commercial industry more quota, 35 

because no one has come to the podium and ever asked to raise 36 

the quota on commercial and take away from recreational. 37 

 38 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Kay, I think that’s the feeling. 39 

 40 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I want someone to say yes, because Steve is 41 

looking confused. 42 

 43 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I want you to make a motion to that effect, 44 

because that’s what we need to do. 45 

 46 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I make a motion that the sections in there 47 

dealing with taking allocation from the recreational fishery and 48 
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moving it to the commercial fishery be removed. 1 

 2 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Is there a second for that?  I will second it. 3 

 4 

DR. CRABTREE:  Your rationale for this would be that, based on 5 

the guidance we’ve given on the purpose and need, that those are 6 

not consistent with the purpose and need? 7 

 8 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Right. 9 

 10 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  It should be a slam dunk, but I know it’s not 11 

going to be.  Does anyone object to that? 12 

 13 

MR. ATRAN:  Just for clarification, it says sections and you 14 

mean alternatives, right? 15 

 16 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Right. 17 

 18 

MS. BADEMAN:  I understand that this would be more consistent 19 

with the purpose and need and I am going to object solely 20 

because I really just need to talk to the commission about this 21 

whole situation before I even go down any kind of road and make 22 

any kind of recommendations about where we want to go. 23 

 24 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Any other discussion on the motion?  This, 25 

again, fits with our purpose and need introduction that we 26 

charged staff to draft.   27 

 28 

DR. ABELE:  I am just going to speak against it because I don’t 29 

know enough and I am worried about intended consequences. 30 

 31 

MS. WILLIAMS:  There are sections in the document that says -- 32 

That talks about the quota being commercial 75 and recreational 33 

25 percent and we know we’re not going to do that.  It’s not 34 

going to help us and we’ve already seen the analysis and that 35 

would be counterproductive of what the whole purpose and need 36 

and goals of this document is for and so therefore, why have it 37 

in there? 38 

 39 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I think that’s right and especially since we 40 

just drafted the purpose and need this morning or didn’t draft 41 

it, but outlined it.  I am going to call for a vote on this.  42 

All in favor of this motion signify by raising your hand; 43 

opposed.  The motion passes. 44 

 45 

DR. SIMMONS:  I think something that happened very quickly 46 

before we could catch you is we agreed to have an updated 47 

allocation document for the February council meeting and is that 48 
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correct? 1 

 2 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Yes, based on what we did today, but it’s for 3 

the committee and not full council.  This is going to come back 4 

to the committee for a continuation of this meeting. 5 

 6 

DR. SIMMONS:  Staff has expressed some concerns about that and 7 

if that is the wish or the higher priority, is it possible that 8 

we move the days at sea scoping document to April, if that is 9 

the case? 10 

 11 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  No.  We have to move something else.  We’ve 12 

already had a discussion about this and the days at sea has been 13 

delayed and I know there’s a lot of controversy about it.  Dr. 14 

Crabtree and I actually disagree on this issue, but I think we 15 

need to find something else and I’ll work with Steven on this 16 

and if we need to save some space somewhere else. 17 

 18 

MR. ATRAN:  I don’t know if you want to discuss it now or not 19 

and although I hate to do this, because I’m working so hard on 20 

it right now, but the final action on vermilion snapper, 21 

yellowtail snapper, and the venting tool, that framework action 22 

is not time critical and so we could move that to the next 23 

council meeting. 24 

 25 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I would certainly prefer that than delaying 26 

days at sea. 27 

 28 

DR. SIMMONS:  I guess just keep in mind that we have a limited 29 

amount of time between this meeting and the February council 30 

meeting and the briefing materials will probably not be in 31 

there, a draft of them, until the very last briefing book for 32 

these particular changes we just discussed here and we’ll do the 33 

best we can. 34 

 35 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I appreciate that and I know you always do, but 36 

it’s just that’s why we’re having this special meeting, is 37 

because of time constraints. 38 

 39 

MR. ANSON:  That adds one more thing to my list for my motion I 40 

would like to propose, but before I propose it, I just want to 41 

address some things relative to sector separation and it being 42 

tabled until June. 43 

 44 

I think there’s some issues here that can help us with trying to 45 

get more days and more access and more net benefits to the 46 

fishery that sector allocation is trying to achieve and so I 47 

would just -- In light of the tight timeline here, I would make 48 
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a motion that we table red snapper sector allocation until June 1 

as well. 2 

 3 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BORTONE:  A point of order, but please don’t 4 

put a timeline on tabling and just table. 5 

 6 

MR. ANSON:  I will make a motion that we table Amendment 28 7 

until a future date. 8 

 9 

DR. CRABTREE:  You are moving to table the allocation amendment? 10 

 11 

MR. ANSON:  Yes. 12 

 13 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Second. 14 

 15 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  A motion to table is non-debatable and so all 16 

those in favor of -- 17 

 18 

DR. CRABTREE:  This motion is out of order and needs to be ruled 19 

out of order.  A motion to table is a motion to table a motion 20 

that you have in front of us and not to just delay discussing 21 

something.  I think you’re talking about a motion to postpone 22 

until a later date, which is debatable. 23 

 24 

MR. ANSON:  You would be correct, Dr. Crabtree, and that would 25 

be what I would like to do, is to postpone this until a later 26 

date.  I would say the June meeting. 27 

 28 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  This is debatable and so obviously we have some 29 

discussion. 30 

 31 

DR. CRABTREE:  It seems to me just asked them to bring it to the 32 

committee at the next meeting. 33 

 34 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I agree and, Kevin -- 35 

 36 

MR. ANSON:  I wanted to make sure all that cleared the air, so 37 

to speak, and that we got direction and that staff got direction 38 

for whatever document, because, to be honest, I don’t think this 39 

will pass, but because of some of the concerns that were voiced 40 

for sector separation, but they also apply to this issue, which 41 

we just identified now the objectives of trying to do it and put 42 

in this document apply to the sector separation and I don’t see 43 

any difference in proceeding with one and not proceeding with 44 

the other and that’s all. 45 

 46 

DR. CRABTREE:  Are you trying to bring them -- The discussion 47 

that we had when we split separation out from the allocation is 48 
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that the allocation amendment has to precede sector separation.  1 

I don’t think we can do sector separation until we have 2 

completed the allocation, because depending on what you do with 3 

the allocation, the amount of fish and everything available in 4 

the sector separation document will change. 5 

 6 

Now, we voted at a meeting or two ago to separate the two and 7 

that, to me, implies there’s a sequence.  It seems to me we went 8 

through a lot of changes in this document at this meeting that 9 

we ought to look at and we ought to see the changes to the 10 

objectives and the purpose and need and, guys, we’ve delayed and 11 

delayed and delayed and it seems to me that’s about all we do 12 

anymore, is delay and postpone and we need to make some 13 

decisions. 14 

 15 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I totally agree and I just don’t see any sense 16 

in delaying it. 17 

 18 

DR. DANA:  Earlier in this meeting, we did discuss the 19 

postponing of the allocation considerations until after the 20 

assessment had come out and folks had had a chance to see what 21 

that looked like and so I see this motion as almost that same 22 

item that we discussed earlier and that it seemed like we had 23 

fairly good support for and then I have another item. 24 

 25 

Does the June 2013 though come before the assessment is 26 

complete?  That’s number one and then the second thing, and I 27 

think Chairman Boyd can help me out with this, is at the 28 

previous Reef Fish Committee meeting that we had back in 29 

whenever it was, back in October, I had made the motion and it 30 

never was acted upon, not even voted upon, to postpone the 31 

consideration of sector separation until after the assessment 32 

was complete and folks had a chance to review it. 33 

 34 

Somehow, that motion that I had brought up morphed into another 35 

motion on the table that was to separate the sector separation 36 

amendment from the current one that we’re looking at and somehow 37 

my motion just disappeared without being acted upon and so I 38 

just wanted to put that on the record. 39 

 40 

MS. WILLIAMS:  What I see this as doing -- As earlier, I know 41 

Pam, as she just stated, she wanted to wait, as we told the 42 

public we were going to do, until after the June or until the 43 

June meeting, because the assessment results would be out by 44 

then and that would give us a clearer picture of this whole 45 

allocation issue and where we’re going and I think this is 46 

appropriate and it also would give staff time to maybe answer 47 

some of the questions that Larry had earlier with a motion where 48 
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he wanted to look at maybe some days at sea or fish tags or 1 

something. 2 

 3 

They kind of sort of all work together and yes, this one could 4 

come first and then another one on down the ladder and it’s also 5 

going to buy some more time for staff to have the materials to 6 

us in a more timely manner and so I support this motion. 7 

 8 

DR. CRABTREE:  Toward Pam’s question about the new assessment, 9 

we will have that at the June council meeting and everyone 10 

understands too that there won’t be final action taken on this 11 

allocation amendment -- I would be astonished if we could take 12 

final action at the August meeting. 13 

 14 

I expect, realistically, we’re talking the October meeting and 15 

so you’re going to have all of this information before you 16 

before you probably even pick a preferred alternative, but as we 17 

just went through, we have got a lot of work of figuring out 18 

just what it is we’re trying to do and could make a lot of 19 

progress on this before the June meeting. 20 

 21 

To just delay things isn’t getting us anywhere and so I would 22 

speak against the motion, but everyone understands that we’re 23 

not going to take final action on any of this until we have the 24 

new assessment and all the new assessment results and yield 25 

streams will all be incorporated into the document, but we ought 26 

to at least take a look at the changes we’ve made at this 27 

meeting and see if they’re the way we want them and what we’re 28 

going to do with them and continue this discussion. 29 

 30 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I totally agree with Dr. Crabtree.  We have a 31 

time sequence here and all we’re asking for the next meeting is 32 

that we get another draft of the alternatives and not selecting 33 

preferreds or anything else.  I just don’t see any need to delay 34 

that function.  Any further discussion? 35 

 36 

DR. DANA:  Could that then be clarified in the motion?  To me, 37 

it’s not a problem to have the staff refine the amendment. 38 

 39 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  That’s already understood. 40 

 41 

DR. DANA:  Well, that’s not what Kevin has explained that motion 42 

and so if it could be clarified, maybe that would make folks a 43 

little bit more -- 44 

 45 

MR. ANSON:  Originally -- I understand Dr. Crabtree’s analysis 46 

of the scheduling and the earliest we would have some product or 47 

pass the amendment and all I was doing is to just try and seek 48 
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some sort of common ground, because, again, there’s similar 1 

issues, similar, and I understand the process of trying to get 2 

this done before you do sector separation, but a lot of the 3 

things that we’re trying to identify as the objectives in this 4 

amendment really have some overspill and some play into the 5 

sector separation issue and so that’s all I was trying to do, is 6 

to bring some common ground to both those issues. 7 

 8 

DR. CRABTREE:  I agree with you on that, which is why I think 9 

the quicker and the more progress we make on this, then the 10 

better positioned we’ll be to deal with these other issues down 11 

the road. 12 

 13 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Except where he is going with this motion, I 14 

understand, because if we come in in February, we may pick a 15 

certain percentage and that percentage would more than likely, 16 

or could very possibly, change as far as shifting percentages, 17 

because we will pick something in February. 18 

 19 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  To that point, no, we won’t. 20 

 21 

DR. CRABTREE:  We won’t be picking preferred alternatives in 22 

February.  What we’re trying to do now is just get the purpose 23 

and need straightened out and get some sort of range of 24 

alternatives, but we’re not going to pick preferreds, I don’t 25 

believe, until after we have the new assessment, which would be 26 

June, but if we just postpone and delay and stop all work on 27 

this, then we aren’t even going to be prepared to do that, but I 28 

don’t see picking preferreds probably until June. 29 

 30 

MS. WILLIAMS:  As long as that’s the understanding that that’s 31 

where we’re going, because, to me, it’s going to make a 32 

difference on choosing those and maybe even adding some more. 33 

 34 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I agree with you, Kay, but, again, we’re not 35 

going there until we have the benchmark. 36 

 37 

MR. ANSON:  I will withdraw my motion. 38 

 39 

DR. CRABTREE:  Kay, I can’t control when we pick preferreds, but 40 

we won’t have sufficient analysis certainly at the next meeting, 41 

to pick preferreds and I don’t think -- I guess our next meeting 42 

after that would be April and I would doubt we would do that 43 

then.  I would think we would want to see the assessment 44 

results. 45 

 46 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  With that discussion, I think maybe we’ve 47 

completed our discussion of allocation and come move on to Roman 48 
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Numeral V, which is a Discussion of the Red Snapper IFQ Five-1 

Year Review, and we have three name presenters and maybe one or 2 

two more and so the first one is Overview of the IFQ Program and 3 

who is going to do that?  Jessica? 4 

 5 

DISCUSSION OF THE RED SNAPPER IFQ FIVE-YEAR REVIEW 6 

OVERVIEW OF THE IFQ PROGRAM 7 

 8 

DR. JESSICA STEPHEN:  What we would like to start with is just 9 

an overview of what the red snapper IFQ program was and when it 10 

was first established.  The purpose of the red snapper IFQ 11 

program was to reduce overcapacity and to eliminate, to the 12 

extent possible, problems that were associated with derby 13 

fishing, improve the profitability for the industry, and to give 14 

fishermen a long-term interest in the health and productivity of 15 

red snapper in giving them incentives to conserve it for future 16 

use. 17 

 18 

I am just going to point out some of the key alternatives that 19 

were selected.  The program duration, they decided not to limit 20 

the duration of the IFQ program.  However, they were requiring a 21 

program evaluation every five years.  That’s what we’re at now. 22 

 23 

There were decisions about ownership caps and restrictions.  For 24 

any single fishing year, no person shall possess IFQ shares that 25 

were more than the percentage of the totals which exceeded that 26 

maximum percentage at the time of initial apportionment and that 27 

is 6.0203 percent. 28 

 29 

The eligibility for the initial allocation was restricted just 30 

to people who owned Class 1 and Class 2 licenses.  The initial 31 

apportionment of shares were allocated to the IFQs 32 

proportionally among the eligible participants based on their 33 

historical landings.  There were different time periods selected 34 

for Class 1 and Class 2 and these are listed up here. 35 

 36 

For transfer eligibility requirements, IFQ shares and allocation 37 

could only be transferred to individuals who had a valid 38 

commercial reef fish permit during the first five years of the 39 

program.  Thereafter, anyone who is a U.S. citizen or a legal 40 

resident could accept red snapper shares and allocation.  Just 41 

to remind you all, that to land red snapper shares, you still 42 

need a permit. 43 

 44 

With respect to a type of use-it-or-lose-it clause, there was no 45 

action taken on this initially.  There was no need to specify a 46 

minimum landings requirement for retaining IFQ shares and so 47 

currently, that means we do have shares that are retained with 48 
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people who no longer have permits, but that was the decision at 1 

the time. 2 

 3 

For adjustments in the commercial quota, they decided that 4 

allocation adjustments in the commercial quota should be 5 

proportionally distributed among the recognized IFQ shareholders 6 

at that time based on their percentage of the quota held when 7 

the adjustment was made. 8 

 9 

With respect to cost recovery, it was determined that cost 10 

recovery would be the responsibility of the IFQ shareholders.  11 

This is based on the 3 percent of ex-vessel cost.  It was 12 

collected by the IFQ dealer and is collected from the dealer 13 

quarterly by the IFQ program. 14 

 15 

We actually redefined ex-vessel price in mid-2011 to say that 16 

the price paid per pound of fish before any deductions are made 17 

for transferred or what is also called leased allocations, good, 18 

services, such as bait, ice, fuel, replacement machinery, et 19 

cetera.  You will see that that plays a factor later on when we 20 

look through the data.  Does anyone have any questions of any of 21 

the key alternatives before we get into the actual data? 22 

 23 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Did you have anything in there after safety at 24 

sea? 25 

 26 

DR. STEPHEN:  That was one of the initial ones and I didn’t 27 

highlight it as a key alternative, but it was one of the reasons 28 

for the IFQ program. 29 

 30 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Because that was extremely important and that was 31 

one of the key reasons. 32 

 33 

DR. STEPHEN:  Yes and that was one of the things associated with 34 

derby fishing conditions.   35 

 36 

DR. DANA:  On the cost recovery portion, is that 3 percent 37 

that’s collected by the dealer, is that 3 percent the burden of 38 

the IFQ holder or the fisherman that catches the fish, so in the 39 

case of a lease? 40 

 41 

DR. STEPHEN:  That’s a good question and it is the fisherman who 42 

catches the fish and so it’s from the ex-vessel price and so 43 

with the account that was associated with the landing.  That may 44 

not have been the account that originally had the shares given 45 

to them and so it’s the harvest of the fish. 46 

 47 

DR. DANA:  Would that reduce then that 3 percent if the 48 
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fisherman -- Would that 3 percent be on what they sold that fish 1 

for to the dealer? 2 

 3 

DR. STEPHEN:  Yes, that’s correct and so it’s on ex-vessel 4 

price, which is the price per pound sold to the dealer and so we 5 

calculate 3 percent off their total cost to the dealer. 6 

 7 

DR. DANA:  So the owner -- Let’s say the value of the fish was -8 

- 9 

 10 

DR. STEPHEN:  $4.50 a pound or so. 11 

 12 

DR. DANA:  $4.50 a pound at the original with the person who 13 

owns the stock and rather than that 3 percent coming off the 14 

$4.50, if that fisherman sold it for a buck, it’s going to be 3 15 

percent of the buck that comes back? 16 

 17 

DR. STEPHEN:  What comes back is -- An example would be someone 18 

could have shares and they get allocation and they lease or sell 19 

the allocation to someone else.  The person who lands the fish 20 

gets a price for it at the dealer and so let’s say that was 21 

$4.50.  That’s where the 3 percent comes from. 22 

 23 

It does not come from the transaction between the person who 24 

originally held the allocations and who they sold it to.  It 25 

comes from the harvest of the fish. 26 

 27 

DR. DANA:  So 3 percent off the buck? 28 

 29 

DR. STEPHEN:  If they sold it for $4.50, it would be 3 percent 30 

off of that.  The redefinition of that ex-vessel price was 31 

because people were subtracting say the $3.00 that they sold the 32 

allocation for and in which case, it was then landed as an ex-33 

vessel price at say $1.50 and that’s why we redefined ex-vessel 34 

price, because it’s off the harvest, the landed, price.  There 35 

is no cost recovery on any trading of shares or allocation and 36 

the 3 percent is the maximum value. 37 

 38 

What we’re going to go over next is some updates to the data.  I 39 

presented quite a bit of data at the last council meeting and 40 

we’ve been able to go back through and give you some updates and 41 

look at the data in some different ways. 42 

 43 

Just as an overview, I’m going to show you what the different 44 

changes are since the October meeting and some preliminary 45 

results for the council to have discussion for.  We have also 46 

received comments on the draft set we had out and we’ll present 47 

some of those comments as well as possible changes for the 48 
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council to consider. 1 

 2 

The first thing I want to start with is IFQ price data.  As 3 

shown in the October meeting, we had numerous prices that were 4 

either not reported or were substantially less than market value 5 

and this can lead to inaccurate pricing and where we have a bias 6 

in the results and that affects how we interpret the data and 7 

the trends that we see. 8 

 9 

In order to take care of looking at these problems, we 10 

reanalyzed our data and determined how the price trends were 11 

being affected when we included all prices, some of those which 12 

were considered low, versus excluding those to what we 13 

considered realistic prices, and I’ll get into what we 14 

determined as a realistic price later. 15 

 16 

In order to try and figure out what would be considered a 17 

realistic price versus that which would be lower than expected, 18 

we analyzed all the data, first by year and then across all 19 

different years. 20 

 21 

What we noticed and what you can see in the example graph down 22 

is we have kind of a bimodal distribution, where you see two 23 

different sets of peaks.  This was apparent both for allocation 24 

and ex-vessel price. 25 

 26 

What we did is we looked at the intersection point where the two 27 

modes would come down and so right about here where this red 28 

line shows.  You can see that’s the lower end of this bimodal 29 

distribution and the lower end of this one. 30 

 31 

We selected that intersection point as our cutoff for realistic 32 

prices.  We noticed across the years that it was a very similar 33 

point and when we compared it to discussions about what market 34 

conditions were, it was fairly agreeable with those. 35 

 36 

Share transactions were a little bit different.  We don’t have a 37 

lot of share transactions compared to allocation and ex-vessel 38 

and so we didn’t have a robust statistical analysis to analyze 39 

this on a yearly basis.  What we did is looked at cost in all 40 

years and what we found is that we had a multimodal 41 

distribution, lots of peaks and valleys. 42 

 43 

In order to make what our criterion was for that, we looked at 44 

the minimum allocation value that we had selected and decided 45 

that a share minimum value for an equivalent pound would be the 46 

same -- It should never be the less as the allocation price and 47 

so we set it as the same and that’s being fairly conservative on 48 
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what we’re including for share prices and we could look at 1 

alternatives down the road. 2 

 3 

What we ended with is for allocation, previously we included any 4 

price that was greater than a penny.  In the next set of 5 

analyses, which you’ll see here, we cut that off at $1.20 per 6 

pound and so that means anything had to be greater than $1.20 7 

per pound to be included in the analysis and the maximum was 8 

still capped at $5.50 per pound. 9 

 10 

For shares, we set the current minimum similar to allocation.  11 

That would be $1.20 per equivalent pound and the maximum for 12 

that would be $36.00 per equivalent pound.  For ex-vessel 13 

prices, before we didn’t have a minimum.  We included all prices 14 

available on the low end and the high end and now we’ve set a 15 

minimum value of $2.60 per pound. 16 

 17 

MR. ANSON:  Was the $5.50 just an arbitrary number or did you 18 

not have any data that indicated that prices that were actually 19 

reported were in excess of $5.50? 20 

 21 

DR. STEPHEN:  The only prices that were higher than $5.50 were 22 

ones where it was an obvious typographical error within it and 23 

so our system currently won’t let you type in more than $10.00 24 

per pound.  If you typed in a $100.00 by accident, it would 25 

reduce it to $10.00 and so $5.50 was the last real data point we 26 

had and thereafter, they jumped to $10.00. 27 

 28 

The next series of graphs are all fairly similar.  This is for 29 

share transactions and what you see in the dark blue is the 30 

realistic prices and the light blue are previous prices and all 31 

this graph shows you is a percentage of transactions that we can 32 

now use as an analysis. 33 

 34 

Of course, you’ll see that we’ve decreased the amount of prices 35 

we can use, but we’re also more comfortable with the fact that 36 

they’re fairly representing the market conditions for these 37 

prices and what you can also see is the larger effect we’ve seen 38 

in these later years, where the gap between the realistic prices 39 

and what we’ve previously used is greater. 40 

 41 

This graph shows you what the average price per equivalent pound 42 

for shares was over time, since the start of the IFQ program.  43 

The light green color on the bottom is what our previous values 44 

were and the dark blue color is what we’ve now adjusted to with 45 

the realistic prices and the light blue color just shows you 46 

with inflation adjustment across the years. 47 

 48 
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If you want to look on an even comparison across all years, take 1 

note of the light blue color and following it through.  What you 2 

can see is that share prices have increased over time and we see 3 

a definite increase occurring in 2011. 4 

 5 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Is this for if they’re selling it but not leasing 6 

it? 7 

 8 

DR. STEPHEN:  Correct and so shares are permanent transfers.  9 

When you sell your shares, every year whoever has a share gets 10 

allocation from it.  When they sell allocation, that’s typically 11 

what is considered the term “leasing”, because allocation is 12 

only good for a yearly basis. 13 

 14 

Again, this is on an equivalent pound basis.  Most people think 15 

in a pound and so keep in mind that a pound is not the same 16 

every year and I guess I should back up.  This share percentage 17 

doesn’t equal the same pound every year, because the quota 18 

changes, and so when we move to an equivalent pound, that’s the 19 

same unit across time. 20 

 21 

MS. WILLIAMS:  If the quota decreases, the price goes up? 22 

 23 

DR. STEPHEN:  If the quota decreases, the amount of pounds they 24 

receive decreases for the same share percentage and that, of 25 

course, could have an effect on price, but it’s not necessarily 26 

a direct effect.  That would be more due to economic conditions 27 

and what they felt like the share price would go for. 28 

 29 

Now, this is allocation transactions and, again, on a per-pound 30 

basis and, once again, we see similar that we have less 31 

realistic prices for the percentage we can use over time, but, 32 

unlike shares, there’s not as big of a difference occurring in 33 

the later years, although we will see a difference when we look 34 

at comparing what the actual price per pound is over time. 35 

 36 

Similar to the other one, the dark green color was our previous 37 

values, where, again, we had no minimum cutoff value and we were 38 

using a penny or greater versus the $1.20 cutoff point in the 39 

dark blue and, again, the inflation adjusted price in the light 40 

blue. 41 

 42 

What you see, again, is that allocation prices have increased 43 

over time, although within the last three years, there’s not as 44 

big of an increase and it’s somewhat stabilized at that point. 45 

 46 

When we look at ex-vessel prices, this is the raw data for ex-47 

vessel prices and so everything included and I just wanted to 48 
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show you how the change in ex-vessel price has occurred over 1 

time.  If you look after this third bar here, that’s about the 2 

$2.60 mark or close to it, which is where our cutoff value was. 3 

 4 

What you can see is that you start getting these bimodal 5 

distributions as you’re getting further along in time, which is 6 

why in mid-2011 we redefined ex-vessel price, thinking that that 7 

was the major component in these low ex-vessel prices that were 8 

being reported and that they were, in essence, deducting 9 

allocation. 10 

 11 

Here, we see a little bit different pattern.  The green line, 12 

again, is what our previous values were and you see that it 13 

actually looks like ex-vessel prices dropped over time.  When 14 

you adjust our realistic values, you see that it’s been holding 15 

steady and up slightly in 2011 and if you look at the ones with 16 

inflation adjustment, you can see ex-vessel price has been 17 

fairly steady, just above the $4.20 mark for the last four 18 

years. 19 

 20 

This table we presented to you at the last meeting, in October.  21 

That was presented with median values and this is now presented 22 

with mean values adjusted for inflation and adjusted for 23 

realistic prices. 24 

 25 

There actually wasn’t a lot of change in the overall 26 

percentages.  The biggest change has occurred in the proportion 27 

of allocation to ex-vessel price percentages.  In the last three 28 

years, the value has actually dropped slightly from what we had 29 

calculated before.  When it came to the ratio of allocation to 30 

share prices, those were still similar and you can see those 31 

values highlighted here. 32 

 33 

Another thing we did with ex-vessel price is calculate what we 34 

call imputed prices and so for all those ex-vessel prices that 35 

were below $2.60 for all the previous analyses, we dropped those 36 

values, but in order to get what the total value was for the 37 

fishery, we wanted to replace those prices with a value that 38 

would seem appropriate. 39 

 40 

What we did is we looked at average price per pound by year, 41 

quarter, and the facility state where the landing occurred and 42 

we know that prices vary throughout the year and as well as 43 

within different states, which is why we looked at these three 44 

factors. 45 

 46 

From these, we were able to compute what’s called an imputed 47 

price for these regions and we then took that price and applied 48 
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it back to any value that was less than $2.60 for that area, for 1 

that quarter, and that year.  We then used these values to 2 

estimate what the total ex-vessel price should have been. 3 

 4 

This shows the difference between the actual reported ex-vessel 5 

prices through the IFQ system and what they would have been with 6 

the imputed price, assuming the value for that quarter, year, 7 

and region.  You can see that the difference between them has 8 

grown significantly by 2010 and 2011, where we’re at a $240,000 9 

difference between the two. 10 

 11 

Moving on from price data, one of the things we wanted to look 12 

at is how were crew days, as a social indicator -- How did that 13 

change over time with the IFQ program? 14 

 15 

What we did is we took the number of crew days and in order to 16 

standardize it against post-IFQ and pre-IFQ years, we divided by 17 

the one-million pounds of quota available, assuming that the 18 

amount of pounds of quota available would be an indication of a 19 

type of length of time that a crew could be out. 20 

 21 

When we do that, you will note that the crew days for vertical 22 

lines has increased on a crew days per million pounds compared 23 

to pre-IFQ and post-IFQ.  We did the same thing for longlines 24 

and it was a little bit more of a different pattern.  Now, one 25 

thing I want to caution is that longlines only make up roughly 26 

say around 5 percent of the landings and this is using the 27 

entire quota and so this has not been adjusted for what 28 

proportion of landings that longlines tend to use, but overall, 29 

we see an increase where there’s been an increase in the amount 30 

of crew days post-IFQ. 31 

 32 

We also took another look at safety at sea using the LSU survey.  33 

We looked at what the fishermen felt the safety at sea had done 34 

post-IFQ and the majority of them, especially in the western and 35 

central regions, felt that safety at sea had increased.  Those 36 

in the eastern were more towards neutral or slightly increased. 37 

 38 

If you look at large, medium, and small shareholders, the large 39 

and medium shareholders felt that safety at sea had increased 40 

and the small guys were a little bit more towards neutral. 41 

 42 

We were able to compile some safety at sea statistics and we 43 

looked at the number of fatalities over time and now this is for 44 

the entire reef fish industry and not just red snapper boats.  45 

There were three fatalities during the five years pre-IFQ and 46 

there was only fatality during the years post-IFQ. 47 

 48 
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I would just like to go over some of the preliminary results 1 

we’ve had, including some of the updated information as well as 2 

previous information.  Overall, with regards to the goal of 3 

reducing overcapacity, shareholder consolidation has occurred.  4 

We had a 22 percent decrease in shareholders from 2007 through 5 

2011. 6 

 7 

We have accounts with allocation declined from the beginning of 8 

the IFQ through 2009.  There was an increase in 2010, but this 9 

is probably due to the grouper tilefish IFQ program coming 10 

online and since then, we’ve seen a decrease again in the number 11 

of accounts in 2011. 12 

 13 

For our dealers, there’s been an increase in dealers, 14 

particularly dealers who are only dealing with one to two 15 

fishermen and so what we would call small dealers.  We were up 16 

to eighty-two dealers within 2011 from the seventy-five 17 

originally in 2007. 18 

 19 

When we look at vessels, trips, and days away, they have all 20 

decreased, but trip duration itself has increased and the catch 21 

composition has changed.  Remember from the October meeting, 22 

vermilion snapper was originally the dominant part of the catch 23 

and now it makes up about 50 percent and so that would have an 24 

effect on types of trips that they’re doing and durations.  In 25 

essence, there were fewer trips, but they were longer fishing 26 

trips. 27 

 28 

When we looked at the concentration of market power and 29 

technical efficiency, we found that the market was concentrated, 30 

but considered competitive, based on the Gini Coefficient and 31 

the HHI Index.  Technical efficiency increased by 5 percent for 32 

the vertical line fleet and 11 percent for the longline fleet.  33 

 34 

With respect to optimizing yield, there have been no overages in 35 

the IFQ program since it began.  Annually, we tend to land 36 

between 95 to 98 percent of the commercial quota.  When it comes 37 

to the unused allocation, or that which is not landed, we have 38 

currently, in 2011, 102 inactive accounts and they totaled just 39 

over 50,000 pounds gutted weight, which is less than 1.5 percent 40 

of the quota.  I would like to take note that these numbers have 41 

decreased every year since 2007 through 2009, the number of 42 

accounts and the percentage of quota that has remained in 43 

inactive accounts. 44 

 45 

With mitigating the race to fish, the IFQ season is year-round 46 

and prior to that, it was 135 days.  While the IFQ season is 47 

open year-round, that does mean that every fisherman fishes 48 
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every day.  They are limited to what they have by the amount of 1 

allocation they hold and so that would limit individual 2 

fisherman’s trips and number of days at sea. 3 

 4 

Ex-vessel prices, pre-IFQ, from 2001 to 2006, there was an 11 5 

percent increase of when we looked at inflation-adjusted price.  6 

When we look at 2006 through 2011, we see that there was a 22 7 

percent increase in the inflation-adjusted prices and I just 8 

want to take note that we used these based on those realistic 9 

ex-vessel prices that we determined. 10 

 11 

DR. ABELE:  I thought your earlier chart showed that if the 12 

price was basically stable since 2008, $4.24 to $4.26. 13 

 14 

DR. STEPHEN:  Right and so it was from 2006 to 2011 were the 15 

comparisons for the 22 percent increase and so that year prior 16 

to IFQ to the 2011.  If you remember in the graph, we saw a 17 

fairly big increase initially in the ex-vessel and then 18 

stabilizing out. 19 

 20 

With regard to price volatility, industry has indicated that 21 

price fluctuations have decreased.  We’re still looking into 22 

gathering some more data to analyze that appropriately. 23 

 24 

With respect to the biological results, these are the same as we 25 

presented in the October meeting, as we’re awaiting the results 26 

from the 2013 stock assessment, but based on what we have to 27 

date with fishing mortality, there’s a decline during 2007 and 28 

2008 and with regards to dead discards, we saw it also decline 29 

in 2007 through 2008 and increased discards in the eastern Gulf 30 

and less discards in the western Gulf and the most recent 31 

discard estimates are currently being developed. 32 

 33 

With regards to the stock abundance, the increasing abundance is 34 

a result of geographic expansion.  We see red snapper now off 35 

the peninsula of Florida, where we haven’t seen it before, as 36 

well as we have quota increases that we’ve seen since 2010 each 37 

year and on the catch rates, we’re waiting that to be determined 38 

from the stock assessment results. 39 

 40 

Looking at social impacts, with regards to allocation 41 

distribution, we saw little change in the distribution of the 42 

allocations by either state or community.  With regards to new 43 

entrants, we noticed that it’s difficult for participants to 44 

enter the program and this is mostly due to what’s a high 45 

considered cost for shares or allocation.  It makes it 46 

prohibitive for some people to join the program and the federal 47 

loan program for IFQ has still not yet been implemented. 48 
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 1 

Safety at sea has increased for what we consider the medium and 2 

large shareholders in the western Gulf and there has also been 3 

fewer mortalities seen post-IFQ.  4 

 5 

With regards to crew, we saw that small and medium shareholders, 6 

and in the eastern Gulf, generally believe that their crew 7 

members are better off compared to the non-IFQ fishery.  Those 8 

results were from the LSU study. 9 

 10 

DR. CRABTREE:  Jessica, it says that they believe crew members 11 

are not better -- 12 

 13 

DR. STEPHEN:  Sorry, not better off. 14 

 15 

DR. CRABTREE:  So they believe they’re not better off? 16 

 17 

DR. STEPHEN:  Sorry, yes.  That’s my bad.  I was reading 18 

slightly wrong.  It is that they are not better off compared to 19 

the IFQ. 20 

 21 

Finally, what we would like is some input from the council on 22 

the results presented to date.  Questions we’re looking for is 23 

what kind of conclusions do you draw from the preliminary 24 

findings?  Do you have any specific recommendations you would 25 

like the staff to incorporate into the review or is there 26 

additional information you would like us to include?  I will let 27 

you guys think about that and then we can come back to this.  28 

I’ve got a few more slides to present. 29 

 30 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Go ahead and finish up, Jessica, and then Dr. 31 

Abele is going to have a presentation. 32 

 33 

DR. STEPHEN:  As I mentioned before, we had some public comments 34 

received from the draft that was out in the October meeting and 35 

I’m just going to go over some of these.  One felt that it would 36 

appear that enhanced safety has not yet been studied.  Again, I 37 

presented some updated safety information and so we did not have 38 

that in the initial one. 39 

 40 

There was concerns about the efficiency gains and the increases 41 

at dockside or what are considered ex-vessel prices.  Other 42 

problems that were considered with the program included the 43 

consolidation of the fleet, the inability of new entrants to 44 

become fishers, increased economic concentration among the 45 

active fishing firms, windfall profits of initial shareholders, 46 

and detrimental effects on the skippers, crew, and coastal 47 

communities. 48 
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 1 

Some other comments received is that the goals and objectives of 2 

the review are subjective and should be quantified to measure 3 

success or not being successful, to add a discussion indicating 4 

whether or not the council believes each goal has been met, 5 

remove any goals if they have been successfully accomplished and 6 

consider replacing them with new goals for the program. 7 

 8 

If any goal has not been met, the council should consider 9 

changes to the program to better meet those goals and the 10 

document should also consider the council’s view of future 11 

changes to the program and, in addition, any type of law 12 

enforcement information, both from the state and federal 13 

investigations, would be helpful. 14 

 15 

With regards to those, what we would like the council to think 16 

about is whether you agree with any or all of the submitted 17 

comments and what comments would you like us to address in the 18 

review document?  Do you feel that any of our goals have been 19 

successfully accomplished?  Are there new goals that we should 20 

incorporate into the program?  If our goals are not being met, 21 

what changes does the council propose making in Amendment 36 to 22 

meet these goals? 23 

 24 

MS. WILLIAMS:  When you’re showing the comments and then you’re 25 

asking us to make comment on the comment, who is making the 26 

comments?  Where did the comments come from? 27 

 28 

DR. STEPHEN:  These were public comments that were sent to us 29 

through a variety of different sources.  I am not sure how each 30 

one -- Who it came from exactly, but we can look that all up 31 

then. 32 

 33 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Okay, but you’re not asking us to comment on 34 

their comments or you do want us to, because I saw a lot of 35 

comments where your own presentation actually speaks against 36 

what their comments were. 37 

 38 

DR. STEPHEN:  Right and so these comments were, again, based on 39 

the original draft from October and so we have gone through and 40 

addressed just by the nature of what we were doing, because that 41 

was a draft only, some of those comments and so some of those 42 

there have been already addressed, although there could be a 43 

feeling -- If the council feels we need to look into it more 44 

closely or in another way, we’re open to that.  We would like 45 

your feedback on which of those would be helpful to address more 46 

carefully in going forward with the program. 47 

 48 
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The final bit I have is potential program changes.  The advisory 1 

panel met and they had a series of recommendations.  They 2 

recommended that we establish a cap on the amount of commercial 3 

quota a vessel can use. 4 

 5 

Remember that a shareholder can have multiple vessels and so 6 

this would be just a vessel-specific cap.  Limit the amount of 7 

shares or allocation a new entrant may possess.  Develop options 8 

for distributing quota above the 9.12-million pounds of TAC for 9 

new entrants, specifically to try and address bycatch or for the 10 

current shareholders. 11 

 12 

Redistribute unused allocation if it is not transferred to 13 

permitted holders by a certain date each year or if X percent of 14 

the allocation is not landed or transferred to a permitted 15 

entity within two out of three years or if accounts are 16 

inactive. 17 

 18 

There are also administrative recommendations that have been 19 

proposed.  We did a bunch of public meetings and got some 20 

feedback between that as well as going through the regulations 21 

and the rulemaking we’re intending to do this spring has the 22 

following changes. 23 

 24 

One of them would be to allow a vessel to land early if a law 25 

enforcement officer is present.  Currently, they cannot land 26 

earlier than their stated time.  Allow a specification of a 27 

landing window, anywhere from thirty minutes to one hour, for a 28 

landing time and a process for amending notifications that have 29 

already been submitted. 30 

 31 

When we went to amend the landing notifications, we want to 32 

specify when an additional three hours is required and when it 33 

would not be required.  We also would like to allow for multiple 34 

landing notices to be entered on one landing notification and 35 

consider extending the submission of that timeframe from twelve 36 

hours as a maximum to twenty-four hours as a maximum. 37 

 38 

Other recommendations were to extend the offloading time from 39 

6:00 P.M. to 9:00 P.M. as long as it was begun prior to 6:00 40 

P.M. and specify that offloading must occur within X amount of 41 

hours of landing.  Prohibit ice and water weight from being 42 

deducted during landing transactions. 43 

 44 

Clarifying when landing transactions must be completed.  For 45 

example, the same day as offloaded, but no more than X hours 46 

from time of landing.  Clarify the language about landing and 47 

transactions, so that it is explicitly stated that they cannot 48 
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occur at sea. 1 

 2 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Are you wanting us to give you our 3 

recommendations on these administrative, because I see some 4 

there are just kind of ludicrous. 5 

 6 

DR. STEPHEN:  We will take feedback on all of these.  A lot of 7 

these were recommended by fishermen and endorsed by law 8 

enforcement. 9 

 10 

MS. WILLIAMS:  They want us to count water and ice weight 11 

against -- Who would recommend that? 12 

 13 

DR. STEPHEN:  No, it’s to prohibit counting of that.  In some 14 

states, the practice is to -- It’s to prohibit ice and water 15 

weight from being deducted.  What happens in some states is that 16 

when they weigh the fish, they weigh them with ice on them and 17 

then take a percentage of that weight and subtract it to 18 

consider that their total weight.  Our regulation would be to 19 

state to prohibit that, so that all fish are being weighed in 20 

the same manner. 21 

 22 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I want to make sure I’m certain on this.  In some 23 

cases, people are weighing the fish and the ice together, which 24 

is going to, one, cost them more money for the 3 percent, which 25 

doesn’t make any sense to me, nor would you want to weigh the 26 

ice with the fish, for those simple reasons. 27 

 28 

DR. STEPHEN:  What they’re doing is they’re weighing the ice and 29 

fish together and they get a total weight of X and then they 30 

subtract 1 percent and they report that remaining value and so 31 

what we’re saying is that you report the weight of the fish.  32 

Does that clarify that for you?  Are there any other questions 33 

on that? 34 

 35 

MS. BADEMAN:  I was just wondering if, since a lot of these do 36 

seem to be law enforcement concerns and it sounds like some of 37 

them are from law enforcement, is this going to go in front of 38 

the LEAP? 39 

 40 

DR. STEPHEN:  This has already been to the LEAP and these are 41 

some of the recommendations that they’ve endorsed and so the 42 

majority of these have been endorsed by them or they felt 43 

neutral with respect to them. 44 

 45 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I haven’t seen these and I’m Chair of the Law 46 

Enforcement. 47 

 48 



167 

 

DR. STEPHEN:  This was presented at the LEAP meeting last year 1 

and it was prior to October.  Do you remember, Andy, what date 2 

that was? 3 

 4 

MR. STRELCHECK:  Back in July or so. 5 

 6 

DR. STEPHEN:  Somewhere about July of last year it was presented 7 

to the LEAP committee and then we presented some of these 8 

recommendations, I thought, in the October meeting as well and 9 

this is kind of clarifying it. 10 

 11 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Since I’m Chair of the Law Enforcement, I would 12 

have been there and I haven’t seen it unless this was done where 13 

Myron sat in as Chairman and over there when it was Larry’s 14 

group and Gulf States was meeting.  Perhaps that’s what you’re 15 

talking about. 16 

 17 

DR. STEPHEN:  I think Myron was there.  It was in Grande Isle. 18 

 19 

MR. FISCHER:  I was going to address that.  These issues were 20 

brought up in Grande Isle and it was a combination Gulf States 21 

and LEAP meeting. 22 

 23 

MR. STRELCHECK:  I will offer some further clarification.  Most 24 

of these were brought up at the Law Enforcement AP.  We did take 25 

out some other recommendations for public hearings back in 26 

August and September and received input during those public 27 

hearings. 28 

 29 

Our intent is to prepare a proposed rule and work with law 30 

enforcement as well as the states before that proposed rule 31 

moves forward, to make sure that their concerns have been 32 

addressed as we propose these changes and certainly give the 33 

fishermen and other constituents an opportunity to comment on 34 

that proposal once it’s published. 35 

 36 

DR. STEPHEN:  The last two recommendations were provisions to 37 

specify removing landing locations that have not been in use for 38 

quite a few years and to evaluate the current regulations to 39 

determine if price reporting requirements could be strengthened 40 

in some way. 41 

 42 

Then we would also like input from the council if there are 43 

other recommendations that we did not present that they feel 44 

would be helpful on an administrative end or are there other 45 

options that the council would like to include in Amendment 36?  46 

At this point, I will take any questions you have. 47 

 48 
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MR. ANSON:  Going back to your slide on AP recommendations, 1 

establish a cap on the amount of commercial quota a vessel can 2 

use, and so if a person -- If a fisherman has multiple vessels 3 

and they get assigned shares based to those vessels, 4 

essentially, what’s -- How do you police that or how do you 5 

monitor it? 6 

 7 

DR. STEPHEN:  We can monitor what vessels are landing 8 

allocation, and that’s part of the system, and how much 9 

allocation is going on to each vessel and so it is something 10 

that can be monitored and tracked cumulatively throughout the 11 

year. 12 

 13 

MS. WILLIAMS:  On sort of the question, establish cap on amount 14 

of commercial quota a vessel can use, to me that really doesn’t 15 

make any sense, because you’re taking away the efficiency.  Fuel 16 

costs money, of course, and we know some vessels that have 17 

actually -- That’s why they took their quota shares and they 18 

consolidated them, because they did own more than -- Some may 19 

have owned four or five vessels, but they consolidated them down 20 

to where they could go out and use them more efficiently. 21 

 22 

For this council or anyone to come in now and tell them how much 23 

of their own shares they can use in their own business on their 24 

own vessel just seems unreal, to me. 25 

 26 

Then this limit amount of shares or allocation new entrants may 27 

possess, that must deal with maybe someone doesn’t want new 28 

entrants to be able to lease more than a certain amount to 29 

handle their bycatch and that’s been a discussion around this 30 

table that I feel needs to be addressed, because with the quota 31 

increases we thought perhaps they could use those to help the 32 

new entrants or to help those who had a bycatch problem, 33 

although that may totally change now. 34 

 35 

A lot of this just -- That’s why I said I can’t understand, 36 

especially if this come from the red snapper people that 37 

actually owns this -- Is this who this came from? 38 

 39 

DR. STEPHEN:  Yes, this is from the Red Snapper Advisory Panel 40 

and a lot of this was done prior to the implementation of the 41 

2012 public participation and I believe some of these thoughts 42 

were a way to have some kind of effect on that, especially the 43 

new entrants one. 44 

 45 

MS. WILLIAMS:  You’re asking our opinion on these? 46 

 47 

DR. STEPHEN:  Yes. 48 
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 1 

MS. WILLIAMS:  This would be something that the council would 2 

want to address, should they want to address them, and that’s 3 

all this presentation is? 4 

 5 

DR. STEPHEN:  This is things to help move along what you feel 6 

the review of the red snapper program is like and what changes 7 

should be considered for Amendment 36, which will revise the red 8 

snapper IFQ program.  These were concerns brought up at the 9 

point in time from, in this case, the advisory panel. 10 

 11 

MS. WILLIAMS:  If it’s revised, that means it has to go back out 12 

for referendum again and is that correct?   13 

 14 

MR. GRIMES:  Not if you make -- 15 

 16 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Red snapper and grouper plays under two different 17 

set of rules and you can’t combine those two.  Red snapper has 18 

got one rule and grouper has got another. 19 

 20 

MR. GRIMES:  Yes, I am well aware of that and no, it does not 21 

automatically have to go back to a referendum. 22 

 23 

MS. WILLIAMS:  But it could. 24 

 25 

MR. GRIMES:  If the changes go far enough, then yes, 26 

understanding that that’s a very, very difficult line to draw. 27 

 28 

MR. STRELCHECK:  When you approved Amendment 26, you had this 29 

provision, as mandated by Magnuson, to review the program and 30 

we’re now at the end of six years and conducting the five-year 31 

review. 32 

 33 

Staff has largely put together this review and worked on it and 34 

we’re at the point now where we’re seeking direct input from 35 

you, because this is truly your review, in order to comment on.  36 

Larry Abele has certainly provided us feedback and information 37 

based on his review and we appreciate that information. 38 

 39 

We have also received some feedback from others, but the 40 

questions we’re posing are really to get you thinking about what 41 

you want out of this review.  Are you satisfied with what we’ve 42 

accomplished?  Are you not satisfied with what we’ve 43 

accomplished?  What else do you want to look at and what are the 44 

key things that you want us to do to proceed forward? 45 

 46 

We’re now entering a point where we need to think about wrapping 47 

up the review and transitioning into Amendment 36 and the 48 
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changes you want to make and so whether this is the time to 1 

discuss it or maybe more time needs to be dedicated at the 2 

February meeting, but we really would like your feedback 3 

directly on the review of what we presented to you up to this 4 

point and what other information you’re needing. 5 

 6 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I think yes, more -- We would need the added time 7 

to perhaps come up with some suggestions of other things we may 8 

want added in this Amendment 36 you’re talking about or changed.  9 

My question would be if you look at the goals and objectives 10 

stated in that FMP, have they met those?  If they’ve met those, 11 

that’s kind of a no-brainer. 12 

 13 

It accomplished what the FMP set out to accomplish and now, it 14 

doesn’t mean that we may not want to make some changes, but that 15 

would be my recommendation, is to look to see what the goals and 16 

objectives were and look to see if it accomplished it.  Did it 17 

get rid of the derby?  Yes.  Did it increase safety at sea?  18 

Yes.  Did it lower the bycatch?  Yes.  Did it increase the 19 

efficiency?  Yes.  I don’t see any negatives, really. 20 

 21 

There is one that has come up since all of this, but that could 22 

be handled in this new Amendment 36 and we’ve all heard this, 23 

but yet I don’t know how to accomplish it, because I don’t know 24 

where we’re going with the TAC, because until we know what we’ve 25 

got to work with, we can’t make any recommendations. 26 

 27 

People around this table has discussed that in the future, if 28 

additional TAC becomes available, perhaps we’ll use some of that 29 

for new entrants or to address bycatch in the grouper fishery or 30 

the expansion over to the Florida waters and those sorts of 31 

things, but after the discussion that took place today, earlier, 32 

we don’t know if there’s going to be any additional TAC to use 33 

for those purposes and so we can’t very well recommend that if 34 

we don’t know what we’ve got to work with and so that’s where I 35 

stand at it and thank you. 36 

 37 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  If there are no other questions, I would like 38 

to move ahead with some feedback from council, specifically Dr. 39 

Abele, who, at my request and that of some others, has put 40 

together a presentation regarding some other aspects of the IFQ 41 

system. 42 

 43 

DR. ABELE:  While the slides are coming up, I was not on the 44 

council when the IFQ was established and I thought that the 45 

five-year review was a good opportunity for a relatively new 46 

council member to learn about it. 47 

 48 
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I want to make sure that you understand that I don’t pretend to 1 

fully comprehend the harvesting industry.  I know I have much to 2 

learn, but, fortunately, there are a lot of good teachers right 3 

in back of me who have offered their help.  On the other hand, I 4 

think there is a value in looking at a program from different 5 

perspectives. 6 

 7 

In trying to learn about the program, I made an effort to read 8 

all of the National Marine Fisheries material and especially the 9 

Natural Resource Council report that Congress requested that was 10 

published in 1999. 11 

 12 

It might be worth noting that of the three major recommendations 13 

that were delivered to Congress, only one was partially 14 

implemented and I also want to be sure that I acknowledge that I 15 

am fully aware of the limitations on changing the current 16 

program and if I make an error, my friend and colleague, Kay 17 

Williams, or Shep will straighten me out. 18 

 19 

Since a lot of this has been gone through, I will just very 20 

quickly -- They began with a million shares and they were 21 

distributed based on catch history, but, of course, you have to 22 

distribute in weight and so the percentages, a minimum and a 23 

maximum, and the rapidity with which a share value has increased 24 

is pretty dramatic. 25 

 26 

$79.80 was listed in 2011 and I understand it’s about $81.00 27 

now.  Currently, there are 418 shareholders and the current 28 

quota is slightly different than the one I just saw of 3.3 29 

million and then an ex-vessel value of $11 million. 30 

 31 

One of the things that I struggled with that was clarified a lot 32 

today is if you looked at the ex-vessel price and the quota, the 33 

value per pound basically didn’t change and it actually dropped 34 

a little bit, from about $3.82, $3.67, $3.50. 35 

 36 

You have seen the goals, to mitigate derby fishing and to reduce 37 

overcapitalization, and I think clearly it’s no longer a derby 38 

fishery and certainly safety, even if you can’t get details, but 39 

fresh product is available all year and there’s very good 40 

accountability in the program. 41 

 42 

With regard to the goals, I think we still have three issues to 43 

take a closer look at: pricing, overcapitalization, and bycatch 44 

and discard mortality. 45 

 46 

It’s no longer a mystery why there’s no evidence of an increase 47 

in price.  As I said, it was, in 2007, $3.68 and in 2008, it was 48 
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$3.82 and in 2009, it was $3.70 and $3.50 in 2010 and $3.87 in 1 

2011.  It’s either intentional to avoid paying the government 2 

the 3 percent or it’s unintentional, subtracting supplies ahead 3 

of time, but I do think that the tightening up the definition 4 

will help that quite a bit. 5 

 6 

You know, I’m not sure about overcapitalization.  I am told, 7 

from the data, 449 pre-IFQ vessels and it dropped to 289, but 8 

then it went up to 384 and 362.  Associated with that, I 9 

assumed, when I looked at the catch per day as a measure of 10 

efficiency, the highest efficiency was actually at 289 vessels 11 

and so if you’ve got between 384 and 362 now, it’s hard to 12 

believe that there is not harvesting capacity in excess of the 13 

minimum amount required to harvest the quota.  I think that is 14 

one that needs to be looked at. 15 

 16 

The one, there is still a lot of discard issues, especially as 17 

red snapper move into new areas, as we’ve heard twice today, and 18 

they’re moving into areas where harvesters could not have had a 19 

history and therefore, could not have been eligible for shares. 20 

 21 

According to the last annual report, there has been very little 22 

observer data difference in dead discard percentages, 11.6 in 23 

2006 and it dropped, as you heard earlier, in 2007 and went back 24 

up to 10.3 and 11.1 and overall, the mean difference is under 2 25 

percent and I think that’s an issue that needs to be looked at.  26 

The Environmental Defense Fund tried to mitigate this by 27 

subsidizing fishers in the area with a subsidy to lease fish. 28 

 29 

Now, I think, even though the Gini Index measures a little bit 30 

of concentration, we still have 7 percent of the shareholders 31 

controlling more than 60 percent of the shares and I guess that 32 

was expected because of the way the weighted votes were given. 33 

 34 

One thing I don’t think that was expected is about a third of 35 

the shares, according to the last report, are owned by firms or 36 

individuals without reef permits and therefore, they cannot 37 

harvest those fish and they have turned leasing into investment 38 

instruments. 39 

 40 

Further, you have heard that the IFQ creates an ownership in 41 

conservation.  Once you have removed the owner from the fishery 42 

and leasing is out there, you have really removed the incentive 43 

of the harvester, the end person, from the same level of 44 

conservation that the owner may in fact be interested in. 45 

 46 

It’s a lot of money at stake.  The capitalized value of the 2011 47 

fisheries is about $345 million and that’s a very low discount 48 
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rate of 3 percent.  The value of the shares is $78.9 million or 1 

you could lease them at $10.73 million, compared to an ex-vessel 2 

reported value of $11.5 million and about 4.8 million was the 3 

largest amount given to shareholders.  4 

 5 

The Magnuson is clear that there is no right or title to limited 6 

access privilege quota shares and that it’s considered a permit 7 

and it may be revoked or limited or modified at any time in 8 

accordance with the Act, which, as was mentioned earlier, 9 

requires a referendum. 10 

 11 

Now, if you take a look at all other public resources, and I 12 

think we’ll all agree that fish is a public resource owned by 13 

everyone, they are auctioned off.  There are fights in Congress 14 

right now to have additional auctions on wavelength for cell 15 

phones and radios and things and the Magnuson Act actually 16 

addresses that and offers this opportunity. 17 

 18 

Looking at how the FCC, grazing rights, logging rights, sea 19 

bottom leasing goes, there are a lot of different auction 20 

models.  The one I found in fisheries was a TAC share model and 21 

that is that everyone bids, as in the next example.   22 

 23 

Assume there is a million pounds and 200 people bid on it and 24 

they bid on pounds with an upper and lower limit and it could be 25 

established any way you want.  Sealed bids are opened and they 26 

are ranked from highest to lowest and once the million pounds is 27 

accounted for, the next bid is the highest losing bid. 28 

 29 

Under a TAC share second price auction, that becomes the royalty 30 

that everyone pays.  The advantage is no upfront financing the 31 

acquire quota shares and fees are only paid if the fish are 32 

caught.  The American public would receive the resource rent 33 

and, as in a lot of programs, those funds could be used to 34 

support the fishery, for state-level programs, for stock 35 

assessments, and other opportunities. 36 

 37 

It could be adopted and I doubt the audience is going to jump up 38 

and immediately demand it, but it could be phased in over a long 39 

period of time so that it doesn’t disrupt the current IFQ 40 

fishery. 41 

 42 

However, given the interest and the financial commitment of NGOs 43 

such as the Environmental Defense Fund, there is highly likely 44 

to be additional IFQ opportunities and I think that the council 45 

should consider the TAC share model as one model, in addition to 46 

the current model, that would address issues. 47 

 48 
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I hope that the council will also consider this issue that was 1 

raised by the previous speaker as well as by myself that as the 2 

snapper stocks extend along the east coast of Florida, we have 3 

to address the discard in that area and the ability of new 4 

fishers to come into the system. 5 

 6 

That is an outsider’s look at it and a suggestion for the 7 

council to consider for the future and I would be happy to take 8 

any questions. 9 

 10 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I would like to make some comments. 11 

 12 

DR. ABELE:  I am shocked. 13 

 14 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Imagine that.  Imagine that.  I’ve got quite a 15 

few of them, because when I first saw your presentation -- I 16 

actually only saw it the day before yesterday and to be truthful 17 

with you, fire shot from my head, because I was here back when 18 

the battle went on and it was really quite comical.   19 

 20 

CCA is really the one that really pushed this for the commercial 21 

industry and I’m sure that it shocked that it turned out so well 22 

for them, but, anyway, it did, thank goodness. 23 

 24 

I appreciate some of your recommendations, because perhaps maybe 25 

you want to auction off this TAC for the recreational industry.  26 

Maybe they want to have all that auctioned off and then they can 27 

buy their fish. 28 

 29 

DR. ABELE:  I certainly would with a tag system or some version 30 

of it. 31 

 32 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Anyhow, your comments about the fishery -- The 33 

one about the discards.  Due to the IFQ, and I really don’t 34 

understand this and I know at one time they were saying the 35 

discards for commercial was around 25 or 30 percent.  I don’t 36 

know where all you got your figures from, but we know, and even 37 

by the report, that the discards are less for commercial.   38 

 39 

As far as being overcapitalized, I don’t see where you could 40 

possibly assume that few vessels is an overcapitalization, the 41 

fact that they have went down and then again in numbers.  The 42 

440, if that number came -- Because there wasn’t 440 people that 43 

had 2,000-pound permits.  I am not sure where you got that 44 

number from. 45 

 46 

DR. ABELE:  Just let me answer those two.  Every number I got, I 47 

got them from National Marine Fisheries Service website and 48 
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reports. 1 

 2 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I understand that, but they’re incorrect, because 3 

I was there and I remember how many vessels and I could probably 4 

go back and pull them out, but there was -- I think it was 338 5 

2,000-pound endorsements and that’s how they went by the weight 6 

limit. 7 

 8 

The vote was based on their landings.  If they hadn’t landed 9 

those pounds, they didn’t get that vote.  You had a lot of 200-10 

pounders is why you come up to this 440 vessels, because there 11 

really wasn’t that many.  It was like three-hundred-and-12 

something, but anyway, because you had some historical captains 13 

thrown in there.  You all remember that, because I was here for 14 

that one too and I know Dr. Shipp remembers it. 15 

 16 

But anyway, what I have seen is that those that own five boats 17 

and six boats and had the larger shares, they have leased some 18 

of those out to allow more participation and also to allow 19 

people to help address their bycatch, because perhaps they 20 

weren’t in the fishery or really hadn’t caught that many red 21 

snapper. 22 

 23 

When you say the people were in Florida with the expansion of 24 

red snapper, the largest shareholder that the cap was based on, 25 

the man is sitting in the audience, Russell Underwood.  He owned 26 

five or six snapper boats and he lives in Florida.  Just because 27 

they lived in Florida, it doesn’t mean that they didn’t get any 28 

shares, because those vessels used to go and fish out of 29 

Louisiana and Texas. 30 

 31 

DR. ABELE:  I said the people who are fishing and fished 32 

historically in the eastern Gulf were affected in the manner I 33 

suggested. 34 

 35 

MS. WILLIAMS:  But they did, because one of them, who lived in 36 

Florida, owned the largest amount of shares and so I don’t 37 

understand how they were affected, because they had the same 38 

opportunity. 39 

 40 

If you lived in Florida, you could fish anywhere you wanted to 41 

fish and some of those people that lived in Florida did that.  42 

Now, it’s true, over time with the success, you can credit the 43 

commercial industry with some of this success of the fishery 44 

rebounding and that was in the report that was given to us a 45 

while ago. 46 

 47 

They have leased stuff to other fishermen, like I said, that was 48 
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left out and I think things get kind of confused when you look 1 

at red snapper and then you look at grouper.  It was different 2 

situations for both of those. 3 

 4 

I don’t understand all of these figures as far as the money 5 

aspect of it and I think that there may be lease rights and 6 

rights on trees because people owns the property and stuff, but 7 

I look at the ocean and these men are fishing the same fish that 8 

you go fish for as a recreational fisher. 9 

 10 

It was actually National Marine Fisheries Service that came to 11 

them with this program to address the issues that they were 12 

having, just as we are addressing the issues the recreational 13 

industry is having now and we’re trying to come up with 14 

solutions, but I feel like nothing was gifted to these people. 15 

 16 

They suffered through some very hard times, very rough 17 

conditions, and a lot of people health-wise died from it and my 18 

husband was one of them and so I can speak of this, because I 19 

lived it and so when I hear the word “gifted”, believe me, they 20 

weren’t gifted anything, because 2,000 pounds in a twenty-four-21 

hour period and a ten-day season per month and you got the worst 22 

possible months, because the summertime you were shut down, 23 

because it was split into two seasons. 24 

 25 

You shut down when it got really good weather and you wanted to 26 

be out of the way of the recreational industry and then you got 27 

to start back when the weather started getting really crappy 28 

again and so I remember what happened. 29 

 30 

Like I said, I understand you’re new and you weren’t here for 31 

it, but the gifted part of it, that’s just something that just 32 

kind of just -- It’s upsetting to me and it’s upsetting to the 33 

people that lived through it.  They had some very rough times 34 

and they were told if you just hold a little bit longer, it’s 35 

going to get better and you’re going to get more fish. 36 

 37 

DR. ABELE:  Kay, I didn’t invent that term.  That term came 38 

directly from the literature and the reports.  All I was doing 39 

was using the exact same term that had been used since 1999 40 

referring to IFQs and I didn’t mean that in a derogatory manner.  41 

It was simply that has been the tradition in that literature. 42 

 43 

DR. CRABTREE:  Larry, I think what I heard you say was that ex-44 

vessel price has not increased and is that -- Jessica, you’re 45 

your data and information agree with that assessment that ex-46 

vessel price did not increase? 47 

 48 
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DR. STEPHEN:  When we did it with the inflation adjusted, we saw 1 

that ex-vessel price does increase.  Not dramatically, but it 2 

did in the first year or so and then we saw less of an increase 3 

each year, but it was an increase. 4 

 5 

The information Larry probably saw was prior to when we were 6 

including all prices, including those really low values, and you 7 

saw in the graphs how many low values we had by the 2011.  A 8 

large proportion of them were and that, of course, would make 9 

the price look like it was dropping, when in reality it was not. 10 

 11 

DR. ABELE:  She is correct.  The data I had was the reported ex-12 

vessel price and the landings and that didn’t change.  The point 13 

I was making on that, in part, was I think the Fisheries Service 14 

should take a look at that, because how much of that was 15 

unintentional and how much of that was trying not to pay the 3 16 

percent cost? 17 

 18 

DR. CRABTREE:  I don’t know and that’s fine and we can try to 19 

take another look at that.  I would point out though that we’ve 20 

had a terrible economy over the past few years, which I would 21 

think probably had some impact on lowering prices from what they 22 

otherwise would be, because red snapper is a high-cost product.  23 

Now, the dead discards, Larry, I think you said that dead 24 

discards have not decreased as a result of the program? 25 

 26 

DR. ABELE:  In Table 18 in the annual report, it has a dead 27 

discard percentage observer data and it began at, I think, 28 

eleven-point-some percent and it went down to about 7.7 percent 29 

the next year and back up to 10.3 and then 9.9 and 11.1.  The 30 

difference between the two is under 2 percent. 31 

 32 

DR. CRABTREE:  Jessica, what you have you guys seen in terms of 33 

dead discards before and after the IFQ program? 34 

 35 

DR. STEPHEN:  I am looking at Appendix 9 in the annual report, 36 

where we sum it up across regions and across gears, and the dead 37 

discard percent from the latter half of 2006 through May of 38 

2007, when there was a change in the observer program, was about 39 

7 percent and the next period was, again, around 7.   40 

 41 

Then we went up slightly to 8 and then by 2011, we’re at 5 42 

percent and so it’s been about the same and keep in mind that 43 

this is based on the observer program and the changes that have 44 

been done to that and they are kind of extending looking at more 45 

longline vessels rather than the early years were looking 46 

predominantly at some vertical line vessels. 47 

 48 
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DR. CRABTREE:  I guess the jury is kind of out on that, but it 1 

seems like when the new assessment is completed that we’ll have 2 

a longer yield stream of their best estimates of discards and we 3 

can look at that. 4 

 5 

The discard issue prior to and after the IFQ I think is 6 

confounded somewhat, because I believe we lowered the size limit 7 

from fifteen to thirteen inches at the same time the IFQ program 8 

went in place and so it’s difficult, I think probably, to 9 

separate the impact of that versus the impact of the program. 10 

 11 

DR. ABELE:  My recollection was that, and I don’t have the table 12 

in front of me, that the higher numbers were in the eastern Gulf 13 

and is that correct? 14 

 15 

DR. STEPHEN:  Yes and one other thing to keep in mind too is 16 

that their practice -- We talked at the last stock assessment 17 

that the practice of why you’re discarding has changed pre-IFQ 18 

and post-IFQ and so hopefully we’ll have better information. 19 

 20 

DR. CRABTREE:  In the eastern Gulf, where we have higher numbers 21 

of discards, what fraction of the overall discards is that in 22 

the commercial fishery?  Do you know or, Andy, do you know? 23 

 24 

MR. STRELCHECK:  We’re waiting on estimates from the stock 25 

assessment and so everything that is presented -- Larry is 26 

agreeing with our data and it’s consistent.  The assessment will 27 

produce an overall value of total dead discards for the eastern 28 

and western Gulf and that truly will be an indication of how 29 

they’ve changed pre and post-IFQ. 30 

 31 

I will add that this, once again, goes back to a status quo 32 

issue, because we have had an increasing population in the 33 

eastern Gulf and so discards would have naturally increased 34 

under status quo management just as they would IFQ. 35 

 36 

As Jessica correctly pointed out, the reasons for discarding 37 

have greatly changed and that’s one of the things we’ve been 38 

working on with the Science Center in their efforts to model the 39 

estimated dead discards for the stock assessment. 40 

 41 

DR. CRABTREE:  I had grouper longline fishermen complain to me 42 

prior to the IFQ program going in place, when we were working 43 

under the ten-day mini seasons, I had grouper longline fishermen 44 

complain to me that that was forcing them to kill fish because 45 

they had the trip limited permits and the ten-day mini season 46 

would end, but they weren’t coming in because they weren’t done 47 

with their trip and so they couldn’t bring those snapper in. 48 
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 1 

Then, for large portions of the year, they wouldn’t be able to 2 

retain any snapper and if you think about when the TAC was 3 

lowered to five-million pounds, that would have exacerbated the 4 

whole problem without the IFQ program, because I suspect the 5 

whole fishing season would have come down to maybe thirty days 6 

to catch that over those periods of years and the fishery would 7 

have been closed down. 8 

 9 

We do have discard problems in the whole fishery.  We have 10 

discard problems in all of our fisheries, to some extent, but 11 

those discard problems would have been there with or without the 12 

IFQ program.  The real question is did the IFQ program improve 13 

the situation relative to where we were or not and I guess that 14 

we need to see the stock assessment to get some inclination of. 15 

 16 

MR. PERRET:  Dr. Abele, thank you for that presentation.  Young 17 

as I am, it makes me wish I could have taken a course with you, 18 

assuming you at one time taught in the university system, but 19 

besides probably being a good instructor, you obviously learned 20 

a little bit about politics. 21 

 22 

When you dangle the possibility of programs or the funds from a 23 

program of this type possibly going to the states, you probably 24 

picked up some support from five state directors and I think I 25 

know the answer to the question, but, Shep, does Magnuson allow 26 

for revenue from programs like Dr. Abele mentioned to be -- Do 27 

funds go to the agency or do they just go to the General Fund 28 

and they’re lost forever in wherever they go? 29 

 30 

MR. GRIMES:  Unlike other license fees, these go into a limited 31 

access system fund and so they don’t go to the General Treasury. 32 

 33 

MR. PERRET:  Could they go to the states? 34 

 35 

MR. GRIMES:  I am not sure what they use the fund for.  The 36 

monies in the fund are used relative to limited access privilege 37 

type of programs and it may well be that the money could then go 38 

from NOAA back to the states.  I don’t know the answer to that 39 

question. 40 

 41 

MR. PERRET:  But there’s no way is there a guarantee that it 42 

would come back to the region, to the Gulf of Mexico, or is 43 

there? 44 

 45 

MR. GRIMES:  I don’t think there’s ever any guarantee, no. 46 

 47 

MR. PERRET:  Well, yes there is, if the legislation allows it.  48 
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We have bid programs on oyster leases, but we also have 1 

dedicated funds and it goes back to the agency for shellfish 2 

work, as an example.  Dr. Abele would probably get a lot more 3 

support if we knew if such a program were put into effect that 4 

that money would be used for the red snapper fishery or the reef 5 

fish fishery or whatever fishery we’re talking about. 6 

 7 

MR. STRELCHECK:  The money that does go into that fund does come 8 

back to the region for administration and enforcement of the 9 

program and so we are using the funds that are collected.  In 10 

response to your question, Corky, I believe there is a provision 11 

in Magnuson that a portion could be provided to the states if 12 

agreements are established between the state and the government, 13 

but I don’t know what that percentage is. 14 

 15 

DR. CRABTREE:  Andy, is the fund where royalties would go the 16 

same fund as the fund where cost recovery goes or are there 17 

separate funds? 18 

 19 

MR. STRELCHECK:  Ava is shaking her head no that they would be 20 

separate funds and I personally don’t know the answer. 21 

 22 

MR. ANSON:  Thank you, Dr. Abele, for putting in the time to 23 

develop this presentation.  You brought up some very good points 24 

for us to think about.  I first want to address Andy’s question 25 

and that is did the council have any other specific ideas or 26 

things to look at relative to the IFQ review? 27 

 28 

I don’t and I think it’s fairly comprehensive and addresses a 29 

lot of the things and provides us information on a lot of the 30 

topics that we need to use to evaluate going forward.  Dr. 31 

Abele, your presentation kind of sets the stage for us of things 32 

to ponder for any tweaks and changes and I agree there are some 33 

things that need to be addressed, particularly as it relates to 34 

consolidation of shares and any new entrants to the program and 35 

how do they have access to shares. 36 

 37 

I do have one comment relative to your presentation though 38 

relative to overcapitalization and I am not a commercial red 39 

snapper fisherman and so I don’t know these things, but it goes 40 

back to the AP recommendation question I had earlier about a cap 41 

on vessels. 42 

 43 

You used, in your presentation, 289 vessels in 2009 and then an 44 

increase to 384 in 2010 and 362 in 2011 and I looked at the 45 

quota and looked at a per vessel capture or harvest rate, and I 46 

know that isn’t -- It’s across the board an average, but it goes 47 

from 8,000 pounds under those numbers in 2009 to 9,100 pounds in 48 
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2011.  Even though there’s increases in vessels, there isn’t 1 

necessarily a reduction in -- 2 

 3 

DR. ABELE:  I looked at catch per day per vessel and that 289, 4 

it was 623 pounds, which was higher than either side of that.  5 

That’s what I was using as -- Maybe that is a good measure and 6 

maybe it isn’t, but I just looked at how many fish per day per 7 

vessel. 8 

 9 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Any other comments before we take a short 10 

break? 11 

 12 

MR. GREENE:  Larry, on page 8 of your presentation about 13 

overcapitalization, you’re talking about 289 vessels in 2009 and 14 

then in 2010, you go to 384 and 362 in 2011 and I believe it was 15 

pointed out earlier that that may have had something to do with 16 

the grouper tilefish coming onboard as well and that may have 17 

distorted your findings. 18 

 19 

DR. ABELE:  I am assuming that the vessels listed are fishing 20 

for snapper.  That was the title of the table from which I drew 21 

the data and I’m assuming that the reason it went up is grouper 22 

tile fishermen are leasing snapper to avoid dead discards. 23 

 24 

DR. STEPHEN:  What you see in the start of grouper tilefish, 25 

they’re all in the same online system and now they have easier 26 

access to buy red snapper allocation and a lot of them are 27 

buying for that what they call bycatch, the accidental capture, 28 

of red snapper.   29 

 30 

Just keep in mind every vessel doesn’t catch the same amount of 31 

red snapper, but that was the increase and then the decrease you 32 

see was typical, as you saw at the start of red snapper, the 33 

decrease of vessels and grouper tilefish also did and so those 34 

who would jointly belong to both programs would also decrease. 35 

 36 

MS. WILLIAMS:  When we look at your numbers, as Dr. Abele did, 37 

then you do have the grouper tilefish and the red snapper -- 38 

Because he said something earlier about people do not have 39 

commercial reef fish permits and at one time, I know that there 40 

was at least 1,200 commercial reef fish permits and that’s 41 

everybody that has got a reef fish permit. 42 

 43 

To me, if you take the number of reef fish permits that’s in the 44 

red snapper fishery and those that are in the grouper fishery, 45 

then that’s pretty much or those that are catching your reef 46 

fish -- Usually those are going to be your two main ones and I 47 

don’t see a huge increase, because, like I said, at one time 48 
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there was 1,200 commercial reef fish permits and we have just 1 

now started -- The rule was you could not purchase IFQs unless 2 

you had a commercial reef fish permit, back in the beginning.  I 3 

think it was just recently we said that now you can purchase 4 

them, but you just can’t use them without the reef fish permit. 5 

 6 

DR. ABELE:  I think if I was in the industry, I would be 7 

concerned that one-third of the shares have now gone to 8 

individuals without a reef fish permit and so they can’t harvest 9 

the fish and so the only thing they can do is lease. 10 

 11 

You get a hell of a return on a lease and so as an investment 12 

instrument, it’s pretty good.  Whether or not -- It seems to me 13 

it may hurt the industry and run prices up and make it more 14 

difficult, especially if you want to lease fish. 15 

 16 

DR. STEPHEN:  Can I just make a few caveats on those points?  17 

One thing to keep in mind is that if you change your reef fish 18 

permit, the names on it, so say you add a spouse or a brother to 19 

it, you get a new IFQ account. 20 

 21 

A lot of people retain their shares in their original account, 22 

which now no longer has a permit.  Keep in mind that those 23 

without a permit, it could still be active fishermen who have 24 

multiple accounts and they are keeping all their shares in one 25 

spot. 26 

 27 

Another instance that happens is that some fishermen have 28 

multiple vessels and they decide to incorporate each vessel 29 

under its own corporation name and that means there’s a new 30 

account for each one of those, but they prefer to hold all their 31 

shares in one account for management purposes.  Just keep that 32 

in mind. 33 

 34 

I also think in 2011 that 18 percent of the shares were held by 35 

non-permitted accounts.  I haven’t looked at what 2012 values 36 

are yet. 37 

 38 

DR. ABELE:  Is that why it showed, in one of the tables, that 39 

more fish were leased than in the quota? 40 

 41 

DR. STEPHEN:  The way that works, we don’t track individual 42 

pounds of allocation and so I could sell someone 500 pounds and 43 

they can take that and sell 300 of it to one person, who takes 44 

the same 300 pounds and sells them again.  When you look at the 45 

total amount of allocation traded, it will appear greater than 46 

the quota and that’s the activity of the allocation being traded 47 

among the different people. 48 
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 1 

Some also say I’m going to give you 500 pounds and if you don’t 2 

fish it at the end of your trip, I want you to sell it back to 3 

me and so you’ll see a lot of movement of allocation and we’re 4 

working, currently in our system, to start adding some reasons 5 

of why allocation is being traded to get a better handle on was 6 

that a barter or was that coming back and forth, et cetera, and 7 

get some more information on that. 8 

 9 

MR. GRIMES:  I just wanted to answer I believe it was Mr. 10 

Perret’s question relative to the fees.  The fees that would 11 

come from auction or other programs to collect royalties and the 12 

fees for 3 percent cost recovery, according to the language in 13 

the statute, are both supposed to be deposited in the same fund, 14 

the limited access system administration fund. 15 

 16 

DR. DANA:  I just have a question and perhaps Corky or Kay might 17 

be the best to answer it, since you guys were here on the 18 

council when this plan was being put together.  On that cost 19 

recovery 3 percent, what was the rationale to have the owner who 20 

is leasing the share -- Why is it the fisherman that pays the 3 21 

percent versus the person who owns the share being leased? 22 

 23 

MR. PERRET:  I think because the fishermen were the ones that 24 

were in the program and not entirely.  There were more fishermen 25 

than dealers and processors and so on, but, Kay, what do you 26 

recall? 27 

 28 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I recall -- I’m going to give you some history.  29 

The very first one that passed, this council wanted them to pay 30 

for the entire program and the council -- The very first ITQ 31 

program that was ever made that the fishermen was able to go to 32 

Congress and have them actually stop it, because this council 33 

wanted them to pay the entire cost, which they would have made 34 

zero for their fish, because it would have taken every penny to 35 

pay for the cost of the program. 36 

 37 

I was, I believe, actually Congress that came up with the 3 38 

percent and the reason it’s based on harvested fish is because 39 

your share is the right to harvest.  It doesn’t guarantee you’re 40 

going to catch them and so therefore, they couldn’t tax the 41 

opportunity, but they could tax the fish that was landed and so 42 

I guess that’s why.  Like I said, once again, it was Congress 43 

that set the 3 percent. 44 

 45 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Shep, did you have a follow-up comment on that, 46 

the 3 percent? 47 

 48 
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MR. GRIMES:  I was just going to say that it’s collected at the 1 

time of sale and the dealer would collect it.  During the 2 

development of the program, I don’t know that it was discussed 3 

specifically that this individual pays it or that individual 4 

pays it, but it was more a practical matter of where do you 5 

collect this?  You collect it at the time of sale and it’s based 6 

on ex-vessel value and so that’s kind of the logical way to 7 

handle it. 8 

 9 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Did you want to make one last comment before we 10 

break? 11 

 12 

MR. ANSON:  If you would allow me, yes.  Just going back, Shep, 13 

to the LAPP account that this 3 percent would go into, is that 14 

still under the control of the region or is that a national 15 

level and is there any leeway for the council or councils to 16 

decide how those funds are distributed back to pay for programs 17 

and such? 18 

 19 

DR. CRABTREE:  It’s a national fund and the only fund money that 20 

we’ve dealt with on it has been the cost recovery money and we 21 

get cost recovery every year and that money is used to run and 22 

administer the program. 23 

 24 

Some of that money goes to law enforcement to cover that and a 25 

chunk of that money goes to the Southeast Fisheries Science 26 

Center to do things like observer programs and all of that and 27 

we would certainly welcome council input on where you think 28 

money would go, but the money comes from the fund to the 29 

regional office and then we distribute it. 30 

 31 

MR. ANSON:  Do you know, Dr. Crabtree, if the dollars that go in 32 

are the same number of dollars that come back or is there some 33 

money lost or redirected? 34 

 35 

DR. CRABTREE:  I don’t know unless Andy knows.  Andy is more 36 

familiar with it. 37 

 38 

MR. STRELCHECK:  I am actually working up the budget information 39 

and expense data now.  I received it just prior to Christmas and 40 

so we’ll have some additional information for you in terms of 41 

how the monies are spent and where they’ve gone to. 42 

 43 

MR. GRIMES:  I would just point you to the language in the 44 

statute.  It’s in Section 305(h)(5)(b), which is on page 103 of 45 

the blue book, and it just says that there’s established in the 46 

Treasury a limited access system administration fund and the 47 

fund shall be available without appropriation or fiscal year 48 
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limitation only to the Secretary for purposes of administering 1 

the Central Registry System and administering or implementing 2 

this act in a fishery in which the fees were collected. 3 

 4 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Let’s take a break until three o’clock.  That 5 

gives us about ten minutes. 6 

 7 

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 8 

 9 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Next is Discussion of Red Snapper Regional 10 

Management Issues and, Ava, are you going to lead this one? 11 

 12 

DISCUSSION OF RED SNAPPER REGIONAL MANAGEMENT ISSUES 13 

SUMMARY OF STATE DIRECTORS MEETING 14 

 15 

DR. AVA LASSETER:  Yes, absolutely.  I was going to begin with a 16 

Summary of the State Directors Meeting and then we’ll go into 17 

the scoping document.  A lot of the issues are going to kind of 18 

overlap and so I’m going to try to keep this orderly. 19 

 20 

In response to a motion that was passed at the October meeting, 21 

Dave Donaldson at the Gulf States Commission graciously helped 22 

us organize a meeting of the heads of the each of the Gulf 23 

States fisheries natural resources departments and they met in 24 

New Orleans on December 10 and 11 and it was a very informal 25 

informational meeting intended for the state directors or their 26 

representatives to begin learning about regional management. 27 

 28 

It was very much led by Joey Shepard of Louisiana and to also 29 

begin a discussion of some of these issues that were laid out in 30 

the council motion.  Again, this was an initial informal meeting 31 

and no decisions were made, except they did make one 32 

recommendation to the council, which I’ll get to. 33 

 34 

Joey Shepard basically presented regional management as a 35 

concept, emphasizing that it is about allowing states to manage 36 

red snapper according to what works best for their constituents 37 

and he really emphasizes the flexibility and choice components 38 

of regional management. 39 

 40 

He outlined several potential benefits of regional management 41 

and discussed Louisiana’s offshore permit system which has just 42 

gone into effect and their landings monitoring program, which I 43 

believe is being developed and Myron can help us understand this 44 

better. 45 

 46 

The primary topic, what the attendees discussed the most, was 47 

this issue of establishing lines between state boundaries, state 48 
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waters, to the outer EEZ and I want to defer talking about that 1 

until I get the regional management presentation up and we get 2 

to the defining regions part and there’s a map and then we can 3 

talk about that. 4 

 5 

Generally, the state representatives agreed that they were 6 

interested in moving forward with regional management and 7 

learning more about it.  There was definitely support.  There 8 

was consensus for support for looking into this and moving 9 

forward. 10 

 11 

I will make one point.  It was informal and it was a first step 12 

and no state director is committed, I’m sure, to anything that 13 

was said.  My gist was at this point that each of them is really 14 

thinking in terms of their state as an individual region or 15 

possibly there could be a joining of two states, given the 16 

considerations of a smaller state, but there was no suggestion 17 

of moving toward either of the two regional options that are the 18 

first options in the regional management document, which we will 19 

review in a moment. 20 

 21 

Finally, the attendees did have consensus on making one 22 

recommendation to the council and it was, should an allocation 23 

decision be made based on an average of years, that the year 24 

2006 not be used and this was because of the 2004 and 2005 25 

hurricane seasons. 26 

 27 

Then there was discussion of the impacts of the 2010 oil spill 28 

closures and that was discussed as maybe that would need to be a 29 

year to be removed, but it was not specific in that 30 

recommendation, but they were concerned about some years being 31 

used if averages of years, series of years, were used for 32 

determining an allocation decision. 33 

 34 

We also talked about the upcoming scoping meetings.  In addition 35 

to one of the council members who will be attending, each of the 36 

state representatives will be sending an additional person to 37 

these meetings and also let us know that they will be holding 38 

their own commission meetings to solicit further public input 39 

for what would be the regional management optimal management 40 

measures for their stakeholders. 41 

 42 

DISCUSSION OF THE UPDATED REVIEW DOCUMENT 43 

 44 

Moving on to the updated scoping document, Phyllis has a 45 

presentation up, which really just has maps of the regions.  I 46 

am going to work primarily from the document, which is located 47 

at 6(a), Tab SP, Number 6(a). 48 
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 1 

This is updated from what you saw at the October meeting, but 2 

most of it is still the same.  The updates reflect the requests 3 

by council members at the last meeting.  Myron asked for a few 4 

things and Kevin requested an economic analysis and Roy 5 

requested that more information about accountability measures be 6 

put in. 7 

 8 

Still, at this point, the scope of actions on the table of 9 

contents has three main divisions and ultimately, the document -10 

- A full plan amendment, when we get to the draft stage, the 11 

whole thing will be the administration of the program and then 12 

all the actions that fall under it. 13 

 14 

I have separated out the defining regions and the allocation 15 

decisions only because those are quite involved and pertain to a 16 

lot of issues just to address those.  The rest of them, I have 17 

lumped together in the third section of Administration. 18 

 19 

Nothing has really changed in the introduction.  It’s really 20 

just a summary of the pros and cons and the benefits and some of 21 

the issues.  There is still a summary of the history of your 22 

discussions on regional management, which I emphasized in the 23 

October meeting this really began out of more of a biological 24 

discussion, although now my sense is that our purpose and need 25 

behind this is to reflect more socioeconomic concerns and so the 26 

purpose and need now is worded to reflect this current 27 

understanding. 28 

 29 

The first scope of action for defining the regions, I have still 30 

included the two two-region options, one broken at the 31 

Mississippi River and the second at the faunal break.  When I 32 

showed these at the state directors meeting, I did not get much 33 

feedback on these, nor for the three regions. 34 

 35 

Once we get to the five regions, each state as a separate 36 

region, this so far is what I have received the most feedback 37 

on, but it would be great to have some kind of a discussion 38 

amongst council members here as to do they -- Where do they see 39 

regional management going in terms of defining the regions? 40 

 41 

One more point on that is in looking up the summer flounder FMP 42 

for the Atlantic coast, it’s a different animal in that they 43 

have joint jurisdiction not just between the states and the 44 

councils working together, but the Atlantic States Commission 45 

also has jurisdictional authority over state waters and so it’s 46 

-- They have a different way of working together than we do. 47 

 48 
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The way their program is set up, the councils or the commission 1 

do not select and decide the regions.  The program is set up as 2 

a template where individual states or states that work together, 3 

that decide to get together, do so on their own and then submit 4 

a proposal together. 5 

 6 

To date, no multiple state proposals have been submitted.  7 

However, the framework, the FMP, is set up to allow that and so 8 

here, the Gulf Council has a choice.  We could frame this action 9 

in terms of your decision as to how the regions should be 10 

defined or we could just set the framework of the program up to 11 

allow the submission of proposals and should one or more states 12 

want to submit a proposal, they could do so. 13 

 14 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Under the summer flounder, from what I recall, 15 

and I went to a few Mid-Atlantic meetings, summer flounder was 16 

our red snapper and still is, to this day.  What problems did 17 

they solve by going to regional management, if any, and aren’t 18 

there different size limits and bag limits in each state or 19 

jurisdictional area?  I am just wondering if we even want to go 20 

there and that’s why I’m asking you what you were able to find 21 

out about that. 22 

 23 

DR. LASSETER:  Unfortunately, I’m not sure if I can speak to 24 

whether it solved problems or not.  I have read the FMPs and I 25 

did call the plan coordinator and spoke with her for over an 26 

hour.  I can call her again and ask her that, but that’s not 27 

part of what I’ve learned about the program to this date. 28 

 29 

Yes, they have different bag limits and they also have different 30 

size limits, which is why in the document I have not ruled out 31 

that we consider different size limits here, although there is a 32 

biological discussion as to what the implications would be.  33 

That would be a biological decision and would it affect the 34 

stock assessment?  I can’t really answer that, but for summer 35 

flounder, yes, they have -- Each state has its own size limit. 36 

 37 

Now, they’re within an inch of each other.  Some are thirteen 38 

inches and some are fourteen inches minimum size and yes, they 39 

have different seasons and they have different bag limits. 40 

 41 

Another difference is because of the commission being able to -- 42 

I am not sure of the wording here, but being able to have 43 

authority over the state water jurisdiction or somehow being 44 

able to close down state waters, they don’t have this potential 45 

issue of extending lines out into the EEZ, to the outer EEZ 46 

border.  They do not do anything like that. 47 

 48 
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They are able to open and close, mandate the opening and 1 

closing, of state waters, whereas we’re in a different 2 

jurisdictional situation than that.  Did I get all the questions 3 

or is there something else? 4 

 5 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Maybe I am confused.  In your designing or 6 

putting this document together, you are trying to include state 7 

jurisdiction and federal jurisdiction as one and this council 8 

managing it or the states managing the state waters and the feds 9 

managing the federal waters and then -- I mean that’s what I am 10 

saying.  I don’t know if this council realizes what they’re 11 

asking for, because I’m told it’s a nightmare and there’s all 12 

kind of issues and there’s been closures and there have been a 13 

decline and there’s been just all sorts of problems. 14 

 15 

By having each one, as you say, having their own size limit and 16 

bag limits and seasons opening and this and that and the other, 17 

it hasn’t really addressed the problem and I just don’t know if 18 

this council truly wants to go there.  Those are just my 19 

comments. 20 

 21 

DR. CRABTREE:  I don’t think it would too hard to categorize 22 

where we are now as a nightmare.  It certainly seemed like it 23 

was this morning.  It seems, to me, that part of what we ought 24 

to acknowledge in the purpose and need for this is that we’re in 25 

a situation now where Texas and Louisiana have different 26 

regulations than the federal regulations, which is going to 27 

create a lot of problems for us, and we may have problems this 28 

year with other states. 29 

 30 

Part of what we’re trying to avoid is a situation where state 31 

waters are open for periods of time greater than the EEZ and so 32 

the EEZ season has to be continually shortened or potentially 33 

all of the states go out of compliance with the federal season 34 

and there is no federal water season again.  That’s a big part 35 

of the problem that we have right now.  I think that, in some 36 

way, ought to be addressed in the purpose and need, because I 37 

think it is a huge problem. 38 

 39 

DR. LASSETER:  Two points I did want to respond to for Kay is 40 

there were a lot of problems early on with flounder and that is 41 

why they went to the program.  It is now regarded as a healthy 42 

fishery. 43 

 44 

There are problems with annual quotas being exceeded and states 45 

have to be shut down.  There was a problem one time with New 46 

York that wanted to go non-compliant and they had to put them 47 

into the default precautionary measures, which is an option that 48 
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we would have to lay out here in the Gulf Council to have some 1 

underlying -- If a state wants to go rogue, this is what the 2 

underlying management environment would be for them if they 3 

decided not to participate.  That is an option.  That is not 4 

what we have down. 5 

 6 

For flounder though, it is in good shape now, but there have 7 

been quota overages.  The states do not monitor their own 8 

landings.  They are relying on MRFSS/MRIP, which is why they do 9 

go over, and I cannot remember, off the top of my head, what 10 

their accountability measures are, but I can include those as we 11 

go along in updating the document. 12 

 13 

Those are some of the issues with the summer flounder.  Kay, I’m 14 

sorry, and you mentioned something else about how it would 15 

actually work.  Here, the framework, which is more laid out in 16 

the third section, would be that whatever the states -- I’m just 17 

going to use “states” for ease of the dialogue here and 18 

individual states are regions. 19 

 20 

Each state would put together a proposal that would include 21 

their management measures and there’s a list of things that 22 

could be, and would likely be, required.  It would have to 23 

include an analysis of how they think their portion of the quota 24 

would be constrained to within that quota, given their 25 

guidelines, their parameters, how their management measures 26 

comply with all of the federal mandates that we have to comply 27 

with. 28 

 29 

Then there would be some kind of review process of these 30 

proposals by the Science Center or by the SSC.  Again, all of 31 

this has to be determined. 32 

 33 

The quota would be however we decide to allocate it and it would 34 

be allocated and we’re going to have to have accountability 35 

measures, where one state is approaching their allocation and 36 

accountability measures to make sure that in season they don’t 37 

go over and also post-season what happens and how are other 38 

states affected by this. 39 

 40 

Right now, we just have lots of questions of how to work all of 41 

that out, but that kind of general framework I think would be 42 

very similar to what the summer flounder program does, in the 43 

sense of submitting proposals, reviewed, allocation 44 

disseminated, accountability measures, monitoring and 45 

enforcement, and all of these issues, with the big difference 46 

being that in the Gulf the council does not have jurisdiction 47 

over state waters and in the Atlantic, that’s a different 48 
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situation.  They’ve got the co-jurisdiction with the commission. 1 

 2 

These were the regions that I -- Again, I showed this at the 3 

October council meeting.  This part is exactly the same.  The 4 

first two options for two regions came from earlier discussion 5 

papers presented to the council in 2010. 6 

 7 

The three-region option, which would lump together the central 8 

states of Alabama, Mississippi, and Louisiana, or five regions 9 

with each state as its own region.  We had maps produced just to 10 

show you -- The state waters are colored here with the boundary 11 

line in black at the state boundary. 12 

 13 

Also, all of the options that have been presented and discussed 14 

by the council and that I have come up with have fallen along 15 

state boundary lines.  That’s not to say that another option 16 

can’t be considered, especially since we’re talking about gag 17 

regional management down the line. 18 

 19 

That’s going to be another beast, where regions might not fall 20 

along state boundaries, but at this point, we’re only talking 21 

about options that fall along state lines and so here was our 22 

two broken at the Mississippi River and here’s the one broken at 23 

the Alabama/Florida state line. 24 

 25 

Here’s the three central states together and each state as its 26 

own region and at Roy’s request, we had a map made showing 27 

potential lines, the five states as individual regions and 28 

potential lines into the EEZ from the intersection of state 29 

waters in the inner EEZ out. 30 

 31 

The two solid red lines that break Texas and Louisiana and 32 

Florida and Alabama, we have the coordinates from those lines 33 

are actually published in the Federal Register and you can see 34 

where they’re written.  They are labeled Off Texas and Off 35 

Florida.  That’s what they’re called in the Federal Register and 36 

they were a result of litigation at some point. 37 

 38 

The two dotted lines between Mississippi and Alabama and 39 

Louisiana and Mississippi are hypothetical federal boundaries 40 

that we put on for the purpose of discussion.  They are 41 

north/south lines and then there’s also the hundred-fathom 42 

curve, which then we can see a little tip of Louisiana there, 43 

where you really do not have to go too far to get into very deep 44 

water and, of course, you can see off of Florida, where in the 45 

Panhandle you can get into deeper water fast.  I just had to 46 

thrown that on. 47 

 48 
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The state directors meeting spent a lot of time talking about 1 

regions and states and boundary lines.  This issue came up this 2 

morning when we were talking about the issue of states 3 

potentially going non-compliant and it’s one way for you, the 4 

council members, to start talking about regions. 5 

 6 

I can leave this up now or I can move on to the allocation 7 

section of the document.  Do you have any questions now or 8 

should I just move on? 9 

 10 

Moving on, the next big section concerns allocation and in the 11 

document, it starts on page 10 and, of course, allocation, as 12 

we’ve covered for the last few hours today, is an inherently 13 

controversial issue.  Any of the allocation decisions taken 14 

under regional management would also, of course, follow the 15 

principles and guidelines for allocation that is also appended 16 

at the back of the allocation document you have earlier. 17 

 18 

Potential ways to determine the allocation and there’s 19 

challenges and issues in each of these, but landings, we would 20 

have to consider what time series would be used, because, of 21 

course, under different selection of time series, the proportion 22 

is going to be different. 23 

 24 

Other issues is would states receive credit for landings outside 25 

the federal fishing season and using past landings to determine 26 

allocation may not be representative of red snapper distribution 27 

at the end of the rebuilding plan and we’re seeing this shift as 28 

well. 29 

 30 

Another option is for biological or abundance-based and Joey 31 

Shepard has advocated this in Louisiana.  Our problem is to have 32 

the data on which this could be determined.  We would need 33 

fishery-independent data and I’m not sure with the sampling -- I 34 

believe Carrie spoke to this a little bit at the last meeting 35 

and there’s some in the document as well. 36 

 37 

Another option is looking at the relative proportion of anglers 38 

among the states.  In areas where there’s more anglers, do we 39 

want to give more red snapper versus areas with less population 40 

density?  Again, we’re just trying to come up with options for 41 

exploring allocation. 42 

 43 

Finally, the section on administration of the regional 44 

management program, this is very similar to what you saw in 45 

October as far as there would be a process for the review of 46 

regional management proposals.  Issues of permits and licenses, 47 

National Standard 4 requires that we not discriminate between 48 



193 

 

residents of different states and would there be issues of 1 

permits when one season is open in one state and not in another 2 

state and permit fees are charged differently for in-state and 3 

out-of-state residents and is this a violation of National 4 

Standard 4? 5 

 6 

Would we need an overarching red snapper permit for regions 7 

that’s a red snapper regional permit?  That’s another issue to 8 

bring up and for-hire vessels, given that at present federally-9 

permitted for-hire vessels must abide by the stricter 10 

regulations, state or federal, if we then had states managing 11 

part of the quota, we would probably have to have an action that 12 

would either remove that regulation or make sure that we’re 13 

treating charter and private vessels fairly. 14 

 15 

Accountability measures are going to be very important.  In-16 

season and post-season and how would other regions be affected 17 

if one region goes over?  Currently, there’s not an overage 18 

adjustment for recreational red snapper and rather, the SSC just 19 

reviews the previous year’s landings and makes an adjustment, as 20 

necessary, to the quota.  How would any overages occurring under 21 

the regional management plan be handled? 22 

 23 

Then further actions, should we sunset this?  Should we make 24 

this more like a pilot program?  Given that the red snapper 25 

resource is rebuilding, do we need to include an action that 26 

considers periodic adjustments to the allocation that we decide 27 

on initially? 28 

 29 

Then I want to call attention to one more part.  Appendix B is 30 

new as well and this is where the analysis requested by Mr. 31 

Anson is included concerning the cost of improving the harvest 32 

information.  I am going to stop there and, Mr. Chair, turn it 33 

over for questions. 34 

 35 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Any questions for Ava?  Is everybody brain 36 

dead? 37 

 38 

COMMITTEE DISCUSSION 39 

 40 

MR. FISCHER:  I spoke to Ava about it earlier and I didn’t get 41 

to that page and she may have an update or I’m just going to 42 

pose it out so the council is aware, but on the information that 43 

Kevin requested on what it would cost to increase the standard 44 

errors or to decrease the standard errors, I didn’t know if this 45 

would be -- I didn’t know what the universe of this sampling 46 

was, because when I looked at the Louisiana numbers, it looked 47 

like total MRIP and not just that that centered around 48 
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recreational marinas that concentrate on red snapper. 1 

 2 

It probably had our total from piers and bridges and roadside 3 

and I just don’t know what the universe was and I didn’t know if 4 

we found out at this time, because the percentage at 5 

recreational marinas is actually very small. 6 

 7 

DR. STEPHEN HOLIMAN:  To that point, the information in here was 8 

generated as a result of a conversation that Andy had with Dan 9 

Van Voorhees and Tom Sminkey and the information that you have 10 

before you reflects contracted number of intercepts for the 11 

various states by wave, by mode, and they’re prorated.   12 

 13 

I think some of the state representatives -- You need to 14 

understand that I don’t work for MRIP and I don’t have any 15 

engagement in the contracting process, nor does Andy himself, 16 

and I suspect some of the state representatives may know more 17 

about how the process works, but the contracts are developed 18 

with the states on an annual basis and it comes with a total 19 

contract price. 20 

 21 

Within there, obviously there are expectations of the number of 22 

intercepts that are going to be collected and stuff, but the 23 

contracts are not written on a per-intercept basis or a per-mode 24 

basis. 25 

 26 

The estimates of the average cost per intercept that are 27 

reflected in this analysis are sort of prorated estimates that 28 

are derived from the total annual contract cost and the number 29 

of intercepts that are allocated by mode, by wave.  The 30 

intercepts that are reflected here are just for the charter and 31 

for the private mode.  The shore modes were taken out of the 32 

consideration and there is no consideration anywhere in here on 33 

a species basis, per se, and so it’s not red snapper specific. 34 

 35 

The red snapper information only enters from the perspective of 36 

these are the actual PSEs that were generated through the 37 

conduct of the survey for the respective years, modes, and waves 38 

and stuff, but the intercepts themselves are not allocated.  39 

They’re not red snapper intercepts, per se, and stuff. 40 

 41 

Then, again, I just need to emphasize that this is all sort of 42 

descriptive information, FYI, for your benefit and stuff.  None 43 

of it is intended to be prescriptive or to specifically sort of 44 

direct your hand as to what is an appropriate level of PSE, et 45 

cetera, et cetera.  It’s just sort of a starting point. 46 

 47 

As you can see, it’s only by state basis and it’s specifically 48 
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for certain waves.  It doesn’t match any of the combining the 1 

states or combining the waves or any of the other potential 2 

options that this committee or the council could pursue.  It’s 3 

just sort of a starting point. 4 

 5 

MR. ANSON:  Thank you for the explanation, Dr. Holiman.  I could 6 

assume then, from looking at this table, and, unfortunately, I 7 

can’t access the internet to bring up the current PSEs for 8 

Alabama, for instance, for Wave 3 of 2011 or 2012 for 9 

comparison, but you could go back, if you wanted, or it could be 10 

supplied in the document, actual PSEs at a state level, let’s 11 

say, and you have a number and then you take this table and you 12 

apply that table, that reduction, to see if it gets down to that 13 

20 or 25 percent PSE, which is what NMFS typically wants to try 14 

to get to ideally, at least for their estimates.  Is that 15 

correct? 16 

 17 

DR. HOLIMAN:  That’s correct and in fact, that’s what the -- 18 

These are the actual PSEs for the appropriate states and waves 19 

and modes and stuff, as collected through the survey and stuff.  20 

Again, it’s -- Obviously if you combine the waves or if you go 21 

to a different wave or you do some sort of combination of the 22 

states and stuff, the PSEs are going to be different. 23 

 24 

The expectation is as the development of this amendment 25 

continues, to the extent that refinements are made and the focus 26 

is narrowed a little bit as to what the specific regional 27 

breakouts would be for regional management would be, et cetera, 28 

we would reengage with MRIP staff to get more refined estimates. 29 

 30 

Again, as I understand, as far as I know, this sort of 31 

information isn’t necessarily included as an actionable item.  32 

It’s just sort of FYI that if you do the regional management and 33 

if you have the opinion that you need more refined estimates in 34 

order to monitor your harvest, you have to be aware that there’s 35 

cost implications to do that and so this is intended to assist 36 

you along in that direction. 37 

 38 

DR. PONWITH:  Just a couple of things.  I would need to consult 39 

with the MRIP folks again myself, but my understanding is that 40 

they do the catch estimates and then post-stratify them back to 41 

state-by-state estimates, as opposed to generating those 42 

estimates state-by-state in the first place. 43 

 44 

The second thing is that when the Louisiana delegation came to 45 

me and talked to me about their plans for how they would 46 

approach this, it was my understanding that Louisiana intended 47 

for the MRIP numbers to be the official numbers that determined 48 
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whether they lived within their quota or not, but that the way 1 

they would establish a fishery that avoided going over that 2 

quota was by looking at the relationship of patterns of fishing 3 

in small index ports relative to the MRIP landings, creating 4 

strong correlations and then using heavy sampling in those index 5 

ports as a leading indicator of what MRIP was going to do. 6 

 7 

The cost of figuring out when to turn the fishery off was borne 8 

by the state, as opposed to by MRIP, and I guess that’s -- If I 9 

am misinterpreting what I thought I heard, then correct me, but 10 

that’s what I thought I heard from the Louisiana delegation. 11 

 12 

Then, in my mind, if other states or collections of states, once 13 

you decide what your borders or boundaries are going to be, it 14 

would be incumbent upon them to come up with a plan for how they 15 

would live within their means, whether it be an exact approach 16 

like that or some other methodology, so that it didn’t end up 17 

having a cost differential to the MRIP program. 18 

 19 

MR. FISCHER:  That’s correct and the only maybe difference -- 20 

When you said small, I think we would just say that the -- These 21 

are -- We have about seven or eight marinas that catch 80 22 

percent of the snapper, according to MRIP numbers, and using the 23 

example of 2013, and I’m taking this as I go, and a twenty-24 

seven-day season, we could man someone at each site.  Seven 25 

marinas at twenty-seven man days, we could probably pull this 26 

off for not much over the salary of one biologist for the year. 27 

 28 

Of course, the problem is we can’t hire someone and we have to 29 

pull someone, because we have to find work for them for the 30 

remainder of the year, but we have a system in place and as the 31 

season grows and expands, of course we will have to expand the 32 

coverage, but what we would be targeting would be those landings 33 

sites that land snapper or actually land offshore fish.  Our 34 

offshore landing permit went into effect the first of this month 35 

and it would be those sites that land offshore fish. 36 

 37 

MR. DALE DIAZ:  I guess this question is for Roy or for Bonnie.  38 

Are there any funds available to help the states with the 39 

administrative costs and additional labor required to administer 40 

this program? 41 

 42 

DR. CRABTREE:  I would say none that I’m aware of.  It seems 43 

awful complicated when you talk about it in the context of 44 

summer flounder and the way all that’s done, but it seems to me, 45 

at the end of the day, what I’ve gathered, from Louisiana at 46 

least, is they would like the flexibility to be able to 47 

determine the season, when people can fish, and I guess the bag 48 
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limit. 1 

 2 

One way to think about this is there are the provisions in the 3 

Magnuson Act that allows you to delegate aspects of the 4 

management of a fishery to states and so I think you have to 5 

have a three-quarter vote of the council to do that, but it 6 

seems like what we’re talking about is delegating specifying the 7 

season and the bag limit to each of the states. 8 

 9 

Then, effectively the EEZ would be open year-round, but for 10 

anyone to fish in it, they would have to land in accordance with 11 

the delegated authority in that state or something like that and 12 

we would have to have some accountability built into it. 13 

 14 

There is the 407(d) provision in the statute that if the 15 

recreational quota is hit, the whole fishery is closed, so that 16 

if one state went way over and we got the August recreational 17 

catch data from MRIP and the quota is caught, everyone would be 18 

shut down, regardless of what they’ve caught.  That would be the 19 

ultimate failsafe. 20 

 21 

I guess that could kick in if one state set too long of a season 22 

and if you think about it along those lines, it’s less 23 

complicated and I guess what we really need to determine, and 24 

what I would like to hear a little bit from the state directors 25 

on the council, is how many of you have briefed your commission 26 

about this in any detail and -- Because what we’re going to have 27 

to figure out is do the states want to do this? 28 

 29 

If everyone is in and all the states want to do this, I think 30 

it’s doable.  How well it’s going to work is another issue, but 31 

I don’t think we’ll know how well it will work unless we try it, 32 

but if only some states want to do it and other states don’t, 33 

then I think it becomes a very complicated proposition and so 34 

that really, to me, is kind of what we figure out, is whether 35 

all of the states would be -- Like we talked about, states could 36 

pair up into larger regions, but then the commissions would 37 

somehow have to come to agreement on the season and the bag 38 

limit. 39 

 40 

I would be curious from you folks how many of you have really 41 

talked about this with your commissions and do you have any 42 

initial indications from them? 43 

 44 

MR. ANSON:  Roy, in Alabama, I’m sure you’re aware, but just for 45 

clarification, we just have the commissioner, who sets the 46 

regulations.  We have a conservation advisory board that assists 47 

him in his decisions, but he is very interested in the 48 
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possibilities as what we’ve at least generally described to him 1 

the potential for this type of management plan. 2 

 3 

It’s borne through where we are currently with going down now to 4 

as few as twenty-seven days and with the potential, certainly, 5 

of neighboring states to go inconsistent and the impacts that 6 

has on Alabama’s fishermen to red snapper. 7 

 8 

There’s certainly some interest and, as Dr. Lasseter pointed 9 

out, right now the interest is going into a single state as a 10 

region, at least for Alabama, just Alabama standing alone, and 11 

then these types of issues certainly will weigh into how far 12 

that discussion happens internally within the state relative to 13 

monitoring and the benefits that has on providing more 14 

flexibility to the fishermen or more days or a different season 15 

and that context. 16 

 17 

We are certainly very interested in proceeding to hear how the 18 

discussion progresses and when we get into the nuts and bolts, 19 

maybe not so much, but that’s where we are right now. 20 

 21 

MR. DIAZ:  Roy, just to let you know, at the council meeting we 22 

decided to go out to scoping and I sent that information by 23 

email to all of my commissioners and I also briefed them at the 24 

very next commission meeting about the scoping meetings and that 25 

this was a concept and that it was going out to get public 26 

comments to explore the idea, to see if it had good public 27 

support and if it had merit to move forward. 28 

 29 

I initially got one response back from one commissioner from the 30 

email and it was a negative response, but I did follow that up 31 

with a phone call and talk to him some more about it and I think 32 

after I talked to him that he was more receptive to seeing where 33 

it goes. 34 

 35 

At the commission meeting when I briefed them, I did not have 36 

any questions from the commissioners or any comments at that 37 

time and so that’s about where we’re at right now and we’re just 38 

waiting to move forward to scoping and I plan on briefing the 39 

commission again at some point in the near future. 40 

 41 

MS. BADEMAN:  Jessica brought this up at our last commission 42 

meeting in December.  I was at the South Atlantic meeting that 43 

same week and I don’t think she got a ton of feedback from our 44 

commissioners at this meeting, just because there were too many 45 

other issues going on.  It ended up being a long meeting. 46 

 47 

We definitely intend to bring it back to them in February.  48 
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Initially, they have been interested in the concept of regional 1 

management and we’ll see how far it goes.   2 

 3 

For Florida, we’re in a very different situation than Louisiana 4 

in terms of monitoring.  We have a huge number of anglers and a 5 

huge number of landings sites and so stepping up data collection 6 

is no small task and so that’s certainly something to be 7 

considered on our end. 8 

 9 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I don’t think we need to ask you, but have you 10 

got some comments? 11 

 12 

MR. PERRET:  Being a former state director in two states, I am 13 

all open and I think we should see what we can do to pursue it 14 

and try it.  However, Dr. Crabtree, are you going to pay 15 

attention? 16 

 17 

Kevin, correct me if I’m wrong, but four of the five states have 18 

commissions and commissioners and you do not have a commission, 19 

I don’t think.  Each commission meets monthly -- Most meet 20 

monthly.  Mississippi and Louisiana meet monthly and so when 21 

things work, it’s great.  If they don’t work for a month or two 22 

or three, the next commission meeting we’re going to change it. 23 

 24 

This process is a lot slower, from a political standpoint.  When 25 

we put the first limit on red snapper, one state to the far west 26 

of the Gulf used their political influence and the limit didn’t 27 

go onto the for-hire in Texas, because they needed to adapt and 28 

all that kind of stuff.  There’s other things that we weren’t 29 

able to implement because politically it was changed. 30 

 31 

At the state level, things are going to change or could change 32 

or will change a heck of a lot faster.  One of the problems I 33 

have heard from at least two of the states is you had two states 34 

that didn’t follow the rules and they were not in compliance and 35 

went over by millions of pounds and nothing was done to them. 36 

 37 

Now, I’m not blaming anybody and that’s just the way it was.  38 

That’s with the current system of counting fish and Martha just 39 

brought up a good point.  You have two zones or three zones and 40 

you’re going to have that many different systems to count fish 41 

and try and get real-time data. 42 

 43 

Everybody is, I’m afraid, is not going to have a system that’s 44 

going to be real time and, consequently, we’re going to probably 45 

be going over.  I think state directors can influence the 46 

commissions to go in a certain direction if it looks like yes, 47 

there could be some positive results for their state or their 48 
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region, but state commissions, in my opinion, don’t have near 1 

the patience that we have to have in implementing and putting 2 

programs in place. 3 

 4 

I think we need to try it, but if it doesn’t work right away, 5 

I’m afraid we’re going to have some state commissions that are 6 

going to want to back out. 7 

 8 

Then we’ve had the situation that the commission approves 9 

something and the legislature doesn’t approve it and at the very 10 

next session, they override the commission and so you’re dealing 11 

with two political bodies basically in each state and that’s my 12 

two-cents. 13 

 14 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Thank you, Mr. Perret, and, Myron, you wanted 15 

to comment and then Lance? 16 

 17 

MR. FISCHER:  I want to comment on what Corky just said.  That’s 18 

right and I think it’s actually going to be a slower process 19 

having to get the commissions onboard as the council process 20 

progresses and so it’s going to be complicated.  I am not saying 21 

it’s not doable. 22 

 23 

Also, whatever the regions may be, we may two regions or we have 24 

multiple, but the additional sampling is solely for their 25 

purpose.  The additional sampling in Louisiana is solely so we 26 

know when to shut it down and what the target is. 27 

 28 

It has nothing to do with if we exceed the quota.  That’s coming 29 

from MRIP numbers and so if a state -- The way I see it, if a 30 

state doesn’t want to accelerate its sampling, it’s just rolling 31 

the dice, no different than we’re doing today, that we go over 32 

the quota. 33 

 34 

It would be no different than if we had accountability measures 35 

in place today and we would just allow the Gulf to exceed the 36 

quota as based on the MRIP numbers.  That’s just for the state’s 37 

benefits or the region’s benefits, so they could stay 38 

constrained within the quota. 39 

 40 

MR. LANCE ROBINSON:  In Texas, we haven’t had a chance to brief 41 

all the commissioners yet, but I think there is certainly 42 

interest in kind of exploring and seeing where this might go. 43 

 44 

DR. CRABTREE:  I come back to one of Corky’s comments about the 45 

need for real-time monitoring and that would be great, but I 46 

don’t see that as a necessity to this.  We would be happy to 47 

provide, to all of the states, the projection programs and how 48 
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we project the length and we would be happy to have Andy sit 1 

down with one of your statisticians with the state and go over 2 

how we do it and you do it based on projections, which is the 3 

same thing we do now. 4 

 5 

Where I’m coming from though is that we’ve got a lot of states 6 

that don’t seem like they’re going to stay with us and I guess 7 

the question is do they want to take on the responsibility for 8 

setting the seasons and the bag limits rather than us? 9 

 10 

Corky, I understand, because I’ve worked for a commission as 11 

well and we have to have some procedure laid out here that if a 12 

state says we’re done with this and we’re not going to do it, 13 

but I think what the states are going to find is that their 14 

seasons are going to be very short, just like our seasons are 15 

very short, but they may feel that they can do a better job of 16 

deciding when to have the fishery and doing it. 17 

 18 

We have been -- Martha has seen that with gag now, where the 19 

commission wanted to make additional refinements.  It seems to 20 

me this delegation would let the commissions do those kinds of 21 

things. 22 

 23 

I am not sure where else to go with this.  This committee voted 24 

yesterday not to make a change to our accountability mechanisms 25 

and so we’re still in a position where fishermen off Florida’s 26 

season will likely be shortened and it has been shortened every 27 

year because Texas state waters are open year-round. 28 

 29 

If Louisiana stands with the season they have, then fishermen 30 

off Florida are going to lose additional days, because of things 31 

happening off of Louisiana, and it seems to me that the 32 

committee doesn’t want to change that and so you want to 33 

continue to have that happen. 34 

 35 

I am looking for ways to get around having all of the states go 36 

off in various ways and the EEZ closes and we would need this, 37 

but this is one of the things where it seems to me before we 38 

could go through with delegation to the states that we would 39 

have to have a firm commitment from all of the commissions that 40 

they’re going to accept the delegation and do it, because this 41 

would be implemented and it would be delegated and the 42 

commission would then have to step up and specify what the 43 

season was.  Otherwise, we would have to have some default 44 

federal season that would kick in if the state didn’t do 45 

anything.  That’s just some of my thoughts. 46 

 47 

MR. ANSON:  I agree with your comments, Dr. Crabtree.  The way I 48 
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see this is the potential, at least, is it condenses all the 1 

issues that we deal with Gulf-wide and so you isolate those to 2 

each state and then now, I think in the end, you reduce the 3 

number of issues that you have to deal with and so that’s part 4 

of the carrot that I see and then working with whatever data 5 

collection system that you use to monitor your landings and 6 

whatever accountability measures you use, because certainly 7 

those go hand-in-hand now and then now that individual state -- 8 

Because I do see the need for having accountability measures and 9 

I think it makes easier to put upon the state then to say you’re 10 

going to have accountability measures if you do exceed your 11 

quota. 12 

 13 

Knowing the costs and knowing what these parameters are, the 14 

nuts and bolts, as I described it earlier, is really key, at 15 

least from our state’s perspective, as to we proceed and whether 16 

or not we’ll be onboard with going with as a single region or a 17 

multi-state region, a single state region. 18 

 19 

DR. ABELE:  Could you remind me what the vote on that 20 

accountability measure -- Somehow or other, I wrote it down that 21 

it passed.  Did it pass or fail? 22 

 23 

DR. CRABTREE:  If that motion failed to seven to four, then that 24 

indicates to me that a non-committee member voted and we should 25 

have a revote.  The motion passed seven to four to bring in new 26 

accountability measures?  All right. 27 

 28 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Steven, can you tell us? 29 

 30 

MR. ATRAN:  That motion passed seven to four. 31 

 32 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  What was the motion exactly? 33 

 34 

MR. ATRAN:  I don’t have it exact, but I have ask staff to 35 

develop accountability measures where when states are non-36 

compliant the Regional Administrator could close the EEZ off of 37 

that state. 38 

 39 

DR. CRABTREE:  Okay.  I am confused. 40 

 41 

MR. PERRET:  Shep and Dr. Crabtree, your memory is going to be 42 

better than mine.  We have regional management in the Gulf in a 43 

fishery management plan for the king mackerel commercial 44 

fishery.  We’ve got the west zone and we’ve got the east zone 45 

and we’ve got the east zone subzones. 46 

 47 

When a zone or subzone closes, what has the -- The states have 48 
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been closing along with it, if I remember right.  You would send 1 

us a letter saying the quota is reached on whatever date and you 2 

ask the states to comply.  3 

 4 

I guess the most complicated would be Florida, because of the 5 

subzones.  I assume that’s been working and the states have been 6 

complying with the request? 7 

 8 

DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, it does work and as far as I know, all of 9 

the states essentially automatically close when we close.  10 

Florida automatically closes the fisheries.  The problem we’ve 11 

got is the states aren’t willing to do it the same way with the 12 

recreational fishery. 13 

 14 

If we had it where all the states automatically close the 15 

recreational fishery when we close, then we wouldn’t be in this 16 

boat, but where we are now is we have to put a season together 17 

and then the states have to go through commission meetings and 18 

proposed rules or some, in the case of Texas, just don’t do 19 

anything, but at least with Florida we then have to go through 20 

commission meeting processes and the whole rulemaking to put the 21 

season in place and so that’s the problem right now, is the 22 

states aren’t willing to handle recreational ACLs in the same 23 

fashion that they have been, for many years now, willing to 24 

handle commercial quotas, which are now ACLs. 25 

 26 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  According to the agenda, we were supposed to 27 

have committee discussion on this, which we have had.  Is there 28 

any further committee discussion on regional management?  I just 29 

have one comment on this.   30 

 31 

I know that when the words “regional management” are put out, 32 

the first thought that a lot of people have is that the states 33 

are going to take total control and I don’t even know if some of 34 

the commissioners are aware that that’s not what it means.  I 35 

would just -- When people discuss it, I would just suggest they 36 

make sure that they understand that it’s not total control. 37 

 38 

If there’s no other discussion, the last item on the agenda is 39 

Open Discussion on Red Snapper Management Issues.  Anything on 40 

red snapper that we want to discuss? 41 

 42 

DR. CRABTREE:  My recollection was, and Carrie is reminding me, 43 

with respect to the motion that passed that’s on the board now, 44 

we were going to come back during this portion of the agenda and 45 

talk about lines, particularly between Louisiana and 46 

Mississippi.  If we could put that map back up that illustrated 47 

some possible lines, it would be very useful if you could give 48 
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us some guidance. 1 

 2 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  So we’ll revert back to Issue Number VI 3 

regarding the state boundaries. 4 

 5 

DR. CRABTREE:  You see the problem.  That’s one possible way to 6 

do the line and now that obviously allows vessels in Louisiana 7 

to still, even if their EEZ was closed, to have access to EEZ 8 

parts that were open and fish there, but it’s not clear to me 9 

how else you draw that line without essentially shutting down 10 

Mississippi as well.  I don’t know, Corky, if you guys or Myron 11 

have some thoughts on where you would draw it.  In all 12 

seriousness, Corky, where would you suggest this line be drawn? 13 

 14 

MR. FISCHER:  Mr. Chairman, would a motion be necessary or could 15 

we just by consensus agree to what I think the decision is, is 16 

that components of Louisiana and Mississippi have already met 17 

and discussed this and the word was they would meet again after 18 

the first of the year. 19 

 20 

Since then, there have been some administrative changes in one 21 

of the states.  However, I think it would be prudent that the 22 

two states of -- The two bordering states get together and 23 

decide where the line should be and then bring that back to the 24 

council. 25 

 26 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I agree and I think that’s kind of where we 27 

left it yesterday, is that eventually the states would be 28 

involved, but, Roy, do you have comment on that? 29 

 30 

DR. CRABTREE:  Assuming that we go through with this and a 31 

request for an emergency rule at the February meeting, it would 32 

be critical that those meetings take place before our February 33 

council meeting, because we will have to draw a line in that 34 

rule. 35 

 36 

This rule will have to draw the lines and now, that one seems 37 

pretty straightforward to me, that yes, you would just draw it 38 

straight south.  It’s really just the Mississippi/Louisiana 39 

line. 40 

 41 

MR. PERRET:  We had a heck of a battle on this one. 42 

 43 

DR. CRABTREE:  Well, let’s not fight it again, but I think the 44 

really tricky line is Louisiana and Mississippi. 45 

 46 

MR. FISCHER:  The accountability measure would be based on the 47 

fact that fish are landed within a certain state and that 48 
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state’s landings exceeded its quota.  In this case, it’s state-1 

by-state for -- 2 

 3 

DR. CRABTREE:  No, in the case of this accountability measure, 4 

it would be triggered if the state did not have a season 5 

compatible with the federal season and so we would, at some 6 

point in May, make a determination if a state had compatible 7 

regulations on their books for their season and if they didn’t, 8 

we would then shorten the period of time that the EEZ off of 9 

that state is open or closed. 10 

 11 

In the case of Louisiana, Myron, if you maintained your current 12 

season on the book of weekends, that box that is drawn between 13 

the Texas borderline and the Louisiana/Mississippi line, that 14 

EEZ would be closed for an extended -- Your season would be 15 

shortened considerably to offset the state water harvest.  It 16 

could end up that you have no EEZ season and I don’t know, but 17 

this would be based on whether you have a compatible season or 18 

not. 19 

 20 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I think Dr. Crabtree has outlined the 21 

chronology of this thing and Mississippi and Louisiana are just 22 

going to have to meet before the February meeting, if I 23 

understand Roy correctly. 24 

 25 

MR. FISCHER:  It would have nothing to do with landings, but 26 

it’s what the estimated landings would be? 27 

 28 

DR. CRABTREE:  Yes and we would do a projection of what we think 29 

would be caught if your season is the way you’ve laid it out and 30 

Andy went through all of that in the presentation and then we 31 

would shorten up the season for the EEZ off that state to 32 

compensate for the state water landings and right now, that 33 

would happen off of Texas and it would happen off of Louisiana, 34 

unless Louisiana changes theirs to become compatible. 35 

 36 

It’s exactly the way we do it now, is we determine what we think 37 

will be caught in the non-compatible state, except now we 38 

shorten the season for the entire EEZ. 39 

 40 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I was going to follow up on the current 41 

situation with Texas.  It’s that the entire EEZ is penalized. 42 

 43 

DR. CRABTREE:  The entire EEZ has always had the season, since 44 

we started these closures, shortened by something on the order 45 

of a couple of days to compensate for the extra fish caught off 46 

of Texas. 47 

 48 



206 

 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I am curious about the motion that was 1 

previously on the board that gave you the authority to do those 2 

closures.  Even if Louisiana and Mississippi don’t get their act 3 

together, would you now have the authority to close the EEZ off 4 

of Texas? 5 

 6 

DR. CRABTREE:  No. 7 

 8 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  With that motion, it didn’t give you that 9 

authority? 10 

 11 

DR. CRABTREE:  The motion would give the authority, yes, but 12 

without that emergency rule being implemented, the only 13 

authority I have is to close the EEZ when the quota is caught.  14 

Understand the other thing we’re going to have to do at the 15 

February meeting to implement this is you’re going to have to -- 16 

I guess you wouldn’t have to do the allocations.  The main thing 17 

that remains is to determine that one boundary, basically. 18 

 19 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Any other discussion of regional management? 20 

 21 

DR. PONWITH:  Just to confirm then, Dr. Crabtree, in your mind, 22 

the determination of when a quota would be met would be done via 23 

projection versus an enhanced sampling program if that’s what 24 

the states desired as the mechanism for doing that? 25 

 26 

DR. CRABTREE:  We’re talking about two different things.  You’re 27 

talking about regional management and I’m talking about this 28 

emergency rule and with regional management, MRIP, I guess, will 29 

be ultimately the determinant, but if the states want to put in 30 

some enhanced sampling, that would be great and I’m all for it, 31 

but in terms of how we shorten the EEZ season and define it now, 32 

it is all based entirely on projections, which is really why we 33 

have such a hard time with hitting the quota, because 34 

projections are inherently not that accurate. 35 

 36 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Anything else on regional management?   37 

 38 

MR. GREENE:  I guess more of a question than anything else, but 39 

if we go down this road with regional management, how is 40 

Amendment 30B, with the charterboats and all that stuff, going 41 

to fit in?  I understand it’s going to have to be worked out, 42 

but you’ve got a lot of businesses here and what’s the process 43 

here? 44 

 45 

DR. CRABTREE:  It seems to me that if all of the states buy in 46 

and we go to regional management, then the EEZ is not closed and 47 

so the charterboats fishing in a particular state would have to 48 
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abide by that state’s regulations in terms of the bag limit and 1 

the season to fish and I guess if a charterboat left that state 2 

and went to another state, then they would have to abide by that 3 

state’s regulations. 4 

 5 

Now, one problem I envision with this is that if the states all 6 

have different seasons, I could see charterboats moving from 7 

state to state and then you would have effort shifting, which 8 

would contribute to overruns, but the states would have to deal 9 

with that in determining their season lengths, but as long as 10 

we’re below the quota and all of this is working, there wouldn’t 11 

be any federal regulations on bag limit or season that the 12 

charterboats have to comply with. 13 

 14 

Now, if we made a determination that the quota has been caught 15 

and close the EEZ, then all of the charterboats would have to 16 

stop fishing for red snapper or retaining red snapper, 17 

regardless of whether they’re in the EEZ or in state waters, and 18 

then it would kick in.  At least that’s how I’m thinking about 19 

it. 20 

 21 

MR. GREENE:  Being I wasn’t on the council when Amendment 30B 22 

was put in place, can you tell me what the amount was that we 23 

saved by limiting the charterboats to Amendment 30B and how that 24 

would impact?   25 

 26 

I understand it’s in place to kind of help control effort here 27 

and we’re kind of giving a shovel to dig our grave, I think, but 28 

how would we go about doing this differently?  If Amendment 30B 29 

was put in to restrict effort and keep the charterboats closed 30 

when the federal or the more restrictive regulation is in place, 31 

how much did we actually gain from that and is there any 32 

willingness amongst committee members to reevaluate that 33 

program? 34 

 35 

DR. CRABTREE:  I can’t speak to what the willingness among the 36 

committee members is, but we put that in place because I think 37 

it was at the time when we had issues with Florida and 38 

consistency with our regulations.  When we first dropped the bag 39 

limit on red snapper to two fish through an interim rule, my 40 

recollection is that Florida didn’t change their bag limit. 41 

 42 

Then I think we had, the next year, inconsistent seasons with 43 

Florida and so to limit the extent to which we were going to go 44 

over the quota, as best we could, we put in place the provision 45 

in 30B to require that all federally-permitted vessels had to 46 

comply with essentially the closure when it happens. 47 

 48 
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Now, I think Andy could probably -- When we do these analyses of 1 

the season length and what the impact of a state not being in 2 

compliance is, we take into account that the charterboats will 3 

have to comply with the federal closure and so the overrun is 4 

less than it would be if the charterboats were allowed to keep 5 

fishing and I can’t tell you what that percentage is, but Andy 6 

could probably ferret it out in some of this. 7 

 8 

If you want to talk about eliminating that provision -- Let me 9 

tell you that that’s not just a provision that we have here in 10 

30B on reef fish.  We have this in a lot of our regulations and 11 

the South Atlantic has it in many and it’s pretty much general 12 

practice that if you’re federally permitted that you have to 13 

comply with the rules. 14 

 15 

We require the commercial fishery to do the same thing, I think, 16 

but if you wanted to eliminate that provision, you’re going to 17 

have to explain how that’s not going to contribute to 18 

overfishing and I think you will have a very difficult time, 19 

because I think if you eliminate that provision that it will 20 

contribute to overfishing and it will exacerbate the problems we 21 

have when states don’t implement compatible regulations. 22 

 23 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Anything else on regional management?  Anything 24 

else on red snapper management? 25 

 26 

OPEN DISCUSSION ON RED SNAPPER MANAGEMENT ISSUES 27 

 28 

DR. ABELE:  The conversation I was trying to get earlier was to 29 

get a list of all of the actions that may prolong the season in 30 

some way, slot size, we’ve already talked about reallocation, 31 

days at sea, tags, and I don’t know if intersector leasing is 32 

permitted or not, but anything that we could put on there and at 33 

least get an idea if it’s rational or reasonable. 34 

 35 

I just hate to be stuck on one issue of reallocation as the only 36 

tool available to us when we ought to look at every tool 37 

available to us to address this problem. 38 

 39 

I don’t know the answer and there’s experts in the room.  Andy 40 

mentioned slot size in his talk, but just as a list and I don’t 41 

know if it’s rational or reasonable to look at a slot size.  I 42 

don’t know how hard it is to catch little fish these days, but 43 

anyway, those are the five things I came up with as a novice and 44 

so I’m sure that other people can come up with some additional 45 

tools, management tools, to consider as we face this very 46 

difficult problem. 47 

 48 
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CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  I was thinking, would it be appropriate -- I 1 

will ask Dr. Bortone if it would be appropriate for us to move 2 

that staff begin to generate a list of possible season-3 

lengthening options? 4 

 5 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BORTONE:  We can do that, but I don’t know 6 

about the next meeting, but it shouldn’t be that hard to come up 7 

with a list of those things.  Larry has listed them and I think 8 

we would be stretched to get much further than that, but we can 9 

try. 10 

 11 

DR. CRABTREE:  We have, over time, looked at a lot of these.  12 

One way you can lengthen the season is change the timing of it. 13 

 14 

DR. ABELE:  December and January. 15 

 16 

DR. CRABTREE:  There are lots of times you can move it and it 17 

wouldn’t have to be that dramatic and it would lengthen the 18 

season, but every time we have considered it, we have decided 19 

no. 20 

 21 

We have, I believe, looked at slot limits before and decided no, 22 

because it would result in throwing big fish back over the side.  23 

Have you been snook fishing lately?  It’s hard to find a snook 24 

that’s small enough to be in the slot limit and that’s not a 25 

problem when they all swim away alive, but it might be a problem 26 

if they’re floating off, which is what we hear about a lot. 27 

 28 

Then the most straightforward and effective tool to extend the 29 

season, of course, is reducing the bag limit and we voted on 30 

that yesterday.  I think we can put all these things together, 31 

but a lot of them are things that we’ve looked at.  Now, things 32 

like intersector trading, those get very complicated as to how 33 

to do it and that would be a very time-consuming program and so 34 

we can look at that. 35 

 36 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Let’s see, time consuming on allowing intersector 37 

trading.  We’ve already said that anybody can lease them.  That 38 

just opened it up, but you’ve got to have a reef fish permit in 39 

order to catch it and sell it.  Now, most of your charter for-40 

hire vessels already have commercial reef fish permits.  Most of 41 

them have them. 42 

 43 

DR. ABELE:  No, that’s not true. 44 

 45 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Most of them that I’ve talked to has had them and 46 

how is that?  Okay.  You don’t know who I’ve talked to.  I 47 

corrected it and said that most that I’ve talked to have 48 
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commercial reef fish permits, because they’ve done both in order 1 

to sustain their living. 2 

 3 

The other thing is since you can now lease them and not have to 4 

have a permit, this council could very well just come in and 5 

say, yes, if you’re a charter for-hire, you can lease it and you 6 

can fish with it.  I don’t see how that’s overly complicated. 7 

 8 

The accounts is all done electronically and I don’t see how 9 

that’s overly complicated, because they switch them back and 10 

forth out of accounts now.  I don’t know how long it takes to 11 

open up one of these accounts.  National Marine Fisheries 12 

Service would have a better idea of that and maybe even Phil 13 

does.  I don’t know if you deal with that.  How complicated -- 14 

What all do they have to go through? 15 

 16 

MR. STEELE:  You can open it up in just a phone call. 17 

 18 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Phil, I’m sorry, but what did you say? 19 

 20 

MR. STEELE:  Opening up an IFQ account is fairly simple. 21 

 22 

DR. CRABTREE:  If I could, so anybody now can open an IFQ 23 

account.  The requirement we have is that you can’t fish it 24 

unless you have a reef fish permit.  Now, if you altered that to 25 

say reef fish permit or a for-hire reef fish permit and you’re 26 

allowed to fish it, but not to sell it, you could do that. 27 

 28 

The problem you have then though is in the accounting and how 29 

that would work, because now when the vessel comes in, they come 30 

in to pre-designated landings sites and you have to have VMS and 31 

you have to declare.  If you were going to require the 32 

charterboats who want to do intersector trading to do all that, 33 

then they have to have all that VMS and they would have to go 34 

through that process. 35 

 36 

Then the problem is if we’re not going to allow charterboats to 37 

sell their fish, they’re not going to come into a dealer and 38 

enter the transaction like that and so there would have to be 39 

some way that they report the fish that they’re catching, which 40 

presumably would be outside of the red snapper season. 41 

 42 

There would have to be some way to make that verifiable and we 43 

check on it and then there would have to be some way to deal 44 

with cost recovery, because those fish don’t -- I guess we could 45 

still have the cost recovery based on what the average ex-vessel 46 

value of it is or something like that, but the problems with it 47 

really get into the accountability. 48 



211 

 

 1 

You let a charterboat vessel -- He can lease some quota and now 2 

he can fish it outside the season, but how do you know when he 3 

fishes it that he reported it? 4 

 5 

MS. WILLIAMS:  They say you do a call-in. 6 

 7 

DR. CRABTREE:  He just calls in and says this is how many fish I 8 

caught and so he comes in and doesn’t call in and how do we 9 

know?  How do we catch them?  He can’t sell them.  We’re not 10 

talking about allowing these vessels to sell. 11 

 12 

That’s the complications that I’m getting to and I think that 13 

just letting him do it is as simple as just saying they can do 14 

it with their permit, but the problem is how do you make it 15 

accountable and how do you know you can track the fish?  That’s 16 

a little more involved. 17 

 18 

MR. ANSON:  I wanted to comment on Dr. Abele’s days at sea idea 19 

for this conversation.  You couched it in trying to get more 20 

days for the for-hire sector and I think we’ve had some analyses 21 

presented here that in fact that would not ultimately end in 22 

more days.  It would end in less days, because they’re 23 

guaranteed fishing and they’re picking the days and they’re not 24 

constrained within that window where there’s bad weather, 25 

potentially. 26 

 27 

The flip side to that is they have the potential then to market 28 

those trips at a higher price than they would have otherwise, 29 

when everybody is forced in, and that might, in the end, even 30 

though they have less days, they might end up with more money at 31 

the end of the year. 32 

 33 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  As far as the tourist is concerned, there are 34 

more days, because they could hire a charterboat guy any day of 35 

the year and so from that perspective, it is more days.  Anyway, 36 

that’s on the agenda for the next meeting.  Any other comments 37 

on red snapper issues before we adjourn? 38 

 39 

DR. DANA:  This is a simple one.  Ava, on the scoping meetings 40 

that are in Florida, I know the one in Destin that both Martha 41 

and I will be at that one, but who is manning the St. Pete 42 

scoping meeting? 43 

 44 

DR. LASSETER:  You mean the council representative, the state 45 

representative?  Give me a minute and I can look it up in the 46 

calendar. 47 

 48 
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MS. BADEMAN:  I will be there as the state representative.  1 

 2 

DR. LASSETER:  Let me look it up real quick. 3 

 4 

CHAIRMAN SHIPP:  Any other issues before this committee?  If 5 

not, we are adjourned.  6 

 7 

(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 4:20 p.m., January 8, 8 

2013.) 9 

 10 

- - - 11 

12 
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