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- - - 24 

 25 

The Full Council of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management 26 

Council convened at the Marriott Beachside, Key West, Florida, 27 

Wednesday evening, June 25, 2014, and was called to order at 28 

5:00 p.m. by Chairman Doug Boyd.  29 

 30 

CALL TO ORDER AND INTRODUCTIONS 31 

 32 

CHAIRMAN DOUG BOYD:  Let’s take our seats and we’ll get started.  33 

I am going to read you the Chairman’s opening statement, which 34 

probably the audience could repeat back to me in unison, I’m 35 

sure, by now. 36 

 37 

Welcome to the 248th meeting of the Gulf Council.  My name is 38 

Doug Boyd, Chairman of the Council.  If you have a cell phone, 39 

pager, or similar device, we ask that you keep them on silent or 40 

vibrating mode during the meeting. 41 

 42 

The Gulf Council is one of eight regional councils established 43 

in 1976 by the Fishery Conservation and Management Act, known 44 

today as the Magnuson-Stevens Act.  The council’s purpose is to 45 

serve as a deliberative body to advise the Secretary of Commerce 46 

on fishery management measures in the federal waters of the Gulf 47 

of Mexico.  The measures help ensure that fishery resources in 48 
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the Gulf are sustained, while providing the best overall benefit 1 

to the nation. 2 

 3 

The council has seventeen voting members, eleven of whom are 4 

appointed by the Secretary of Commerce and include individuals 5 

from a range of geographical areas in the Gulf of Mexico and 6 

with experience in various aspects of fisheries. 7 

 8 

The membership also includes five state fishery managers and the 9 

Regional Administrator from NOAA Fisheries Service, as well as 10 

several non-voting members.  Public input is a vital part of the 11 

council’s deliberative process and comments, both oral and 12 

written, are accepted and considered by the council throughout 13 

the process. 14 

 15 

The Sustainable Fisheries Act requires all oral or written 16 

statements to include a brief description of the background and 17 

interest of the person in the subject of the statement.  All 18 

written information shall include a statement of the source and 19 

date of such information.   20 

 21 

Oral and written communications provided to the council, its 22 

members or its staff, that relate to matters within the 23 

council’s purview are public in nature.  All written comments 24 

will be posted on the council’s website for viewing by council 25 

members and the public and will be maintained by the council as 26 

a part of the permanent record. 27 

 28 

Knowingly and willfully submitting false information to the 29 

council is a violation of federal law.  A digital recording is 30 

used for the public record and therefore, for the purpose of 31 

voice identification, each member is requested to identify 32 

himself or herself, starting on my left. 33 

 34 

MR. KEVIN ANSON:  Kevin Anson, Alabama. 35 

 36 

DR. BOB SHIPP:  Bob Shipp, Alabama. 37 

 38 

MR. JOHNNY GREENE:  Johnny Greene, Alabama. 39 

 40 

MR. DAVE DONALDSON:  Dave Donaldson, Gulf States Marine 41 

Fisheries Commission. 42 

 43 

MR. PATRICK RILEY:  Patrick Riley, Texas. 44 

 45 

MR. LANCE ROBINSON:  Lance Robinson, Texas. 46 

 47 

MR. MYRON FISCHER:  Myron Fischer, Louisiana. 48 
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 1 

MR. CAMPO MATENS:  Camp Matens, Louisiana. 2 

 3 

MR. HARLON PEARCE:  Harlon Pearce, Louisiana. 4 

 5 

MR. PHIL STEELE:  Phil Steele, NOAA Fisheries. 6 

 7 

DR. ROY CRABTREE:  Roy Crabtree, NOAA Fisheries. 8 

 9 

MS. MARA LEVY:  Mara Levy, NOAA Office of General Counsel. 10 

 11 

MR. DAVID CUPKA:  David Cupka, South Atlantic Council liaison. 12 

 13 

MR. GLENN CONSTANT:  Glenn Constant, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 14 

Service. 15 

 16 

MS. MARTHA BADEMAN:  Martha Bademan, Florida. 17 

 18 

DR. PAMELA DANA:  Pam Dana, Florida. 19 

 20 

MR. ROY WILLIAMS:  Roy Williams, Florida. 21 

 22 

LCDR JASON BRAND:  Lieutenant Commander Jason Brand, Coast Guard 23 

District 8. 24 

 25 

MR. DALE DIAZ:  Dale Diaz, Mississippi. 26 

 27 

MS. LEANN BOSARGE:  Leanne Bosarge, Mississippi. 28 

 29 

MR. CORKY PERRET:  Corky Perret, Mississippi. 30 

 31 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR DOUG GREGORY:  Doug Gregory, council staff. 32 

 33 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 34 

 35 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  I am Doug Boyd, Chairman.  Next on the agenda 36 

would be the Adoption of the Agenda and then the Approval of the 37 

Minutes.  The council has seen the agenda and are there any 38 

changes to the agenda? 39 

 40 

DR. CRABTREE:  I would like to have, under Other Business, a 41 

discussion of some permitting changes that the Region is 42 

interested in pursuing with you. 43 

 44 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  All right.  Under Other Business, permitting 45 

changes.  I have had a request for a short closed meeting of the 46 

council to take up some administrative matters and so I would 47 

like to ask the council to approve that and we’re going to do it 48 
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at the beginning of the council meeting after lunch tomorrow, at 1 

one o’clock.  We will have a short closed session for about five 2 

or ten minutes.  We will put that on the agenda.  Anything else 3 

to add to the agenda?   4 

 5 

MR. DIAZ:  I would like to have a short discussion on the 6 

states’ recreational red snapper data collection efforts this 7 

year. 8 

 9 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 10 

 11 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Anything else to add to the agenda?  Hearing 12 

none, we will move to Approval of the Minutes.  Has everyone had 13 

a chance to read the minutes?  If so, are there any corrections 14 

or additions?  15 

 16 

MS. LEVY:  I have two corrections.  Page 116, line 48, at the 17 

beginning of the sentence, there is “in” and I think it should 18 

be “I” instead of “in” and then page 135, line 45, at the end of 19 

the line, there is just a “g” and I think it should be “go”. 20 

 21 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Mr. Gregory, did you get those? 22 

 23 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Yes. 24 

 25 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  All right.  Any other corrections in the 26 

minutes?  I will accept a motion to approve the minutes.  We 27 

have a motion and do we have a second?  Corky seconds.  All in 28 

favor of approving the minutes say aye; opposed.  The motion 29 

carries and the minutes are approved. 30 

 31 

Next on the agenda is Public Comment.  We have several cards.  I 32 

might want to note that we have several people who put in 33 

additional cards and if we have time at the end of the meeting, 34 

I will recognize those people.  If we don’t have time, you will 35 

have one chance to speak then. 36 

 37 

What I will do is call your name and then I will call the next 38 

person’s name and if you would be ready so that we can keep this 39 

moving.  The first person to speak would be Pam Anderson, 40 

followed by Captain Bill Kelly. 41 

 42 

PUBLIC COMMENT 43 

 44 

MS. PAM ANDERSON:  Mr. Chairman, Dr. Crabtree, council members, 45 

I am Pam Anderson of Captain Anderson’s Marina in Panama City 46 

Beach and First Vice President of PCBA, Bay County Chamber of 47 

Commerce’s Fishery Representative.  Thank you for this 48 
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opportunity. 1 

 2 

Due to the 2013 MRIP survey changes in collections methods, 3 

until it can be validated as accurate, we would like to see it 4 

not being used in regulations.  Everything else that we do is 5 

usually needing validation before it’s used and this hasn’t been 6 

done and so it has not been treated the same. 7 

 8 

We also do need a benchmark assessment for red snapper as soon 9 

as possible and please, we ask that you fast track it, as our 10 

Governors have requested. 11 

 12 

For red snapper allocation accountability measures, the AMs 13 

should be in a standalone document and not tied to allocation.  14 

The paper I submitted shows the email votes, if you will, of the 15 

public for the different options in Amendment 28.  I assigned my 16 

staff to go over the comments and count what options were 17 

chosen. 18 

 19 

In 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7, they were all option number specific, 20 

as noted on the left.  For Option 4, the comments were 21 

considered to match Option 4, although some did not specifically 22 

state Number 4.  If you really want to know what the public 23 

thinks and are planning to make decisions here according to the 24 

stakeholders’ views, this is the type of paper that you need.  25 

You need to get them counted. 26 

 27 

I believe the red snapper slot limit will only cause more dead 28 

discards and I don’t think that that’s going to help our 29 

problem. 30 

 31 

Amendment 40, again, I will say in August 2012 that you were 32 

sent over 4,000 comments from the public saying no to sector 33 

separation and catch shares in our recreational fishery.  95 34 

percent said no and this should not be on your agenda. 35 

 36 

Federal for-hire catch shares, the only reason this is being 37 

considered by more permit holders than before -- Not the 38 

majority, but more than before, is due to the ratcheting down to 39 

our nine-day season. 40 

 41 

This council has methodically harmed the for-hire industry year 42 

after year with the catch share agenda as its goal.  You do not 43 

have a data collection program for us because you have not 44 

brought one to the table that will not lead to catch shares and 45 

fleet reduction.  You have wasted a lot of time and funding to 46 

try to reinvent the wheel. 47 

 48 
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You have an adequate program in place, the headboat data 1 

program.  Copy it and paste it and change the title to 2 

charterboats and you will have one that will work and be 3 

acceptable to all.  Anything beyond this is due to the goal of 4 

catch shares.  5 

 6 

What we need is more fishing opportunities for our tourists in 7 

our communities.  This industry in Florida is over an $11-8 

billion industry, with 94,000 jobs at stake.  Consolidation of 9 

the fleet should not be an option.  I believe I am out of time.  10 

Thank you. 11 

 12 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Pam.  Any questions for Pam?   13 

 14 

DR. DANA:  Thank you, Pam.  I missed the first comment you made.  15 

I missed what you were referring to and can you go back to the 16 

top of your notes? 17 

 18 

MS. ANDERSON:  About this? 19 

 20 

DR. DANA:  No, at the top of your notes, you said there was 21 

something and I -- 22 

 23 

MS. ANDERSON:  About the changes in data collection methods, 24 

about how they doubled the harvest for red snapper in 2013.  25 

It’s questionable, at best.  When we look at folks who fish from 26 

early morning until late afternoon and then we turn around and 27 

say we’re adding those from three o’clock in the afternoon until 28 

midnight -- If it was more, it wasn’t double. 29 

 30 

DR. DANA:  What you’re saying is you’re saying for us not to use 31 

MRIP? 32 

 33 

MS. ANDERSON:  I’m saying it’s questionable data and they should 34 

be verifying that information before they use it to regulate us 35 

out of business. 36 

 37 

DR. DANA:  Thank you very much for clarifying and it’s my fault 38 

I didn’t hear.  Then the second thing is did I hear you 39 

correctly for Amendment 28 that you wanted to see accountability 40 

measures moved into a separate document or did I hear something 41 

wrong? 42 

 43 

MS. ANDERSON:  No, they should be moved into a separate 44 

document. 45 

 46 

MS. BADEMAN:  Pam, I wanted to ask you why you’ve been so 47 

opposed to catch shares and sector separation.  We hear from you 48 
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pretty much at every meeting. 1 

 2 

MS. ANDERSON:  Right.  Well, I can give you an example.  In the 3 

grouper IFQ, substantially fished was something that was a point 4 

of a reason why they reduced or consolidated the fleet.  It was 5 

figured in pounds and not a timeline was given or time on the 6 

water and two of the public comments came from a couple that was 7 

seventy-five years old and they owned their own boat out of 8 

Crystal River and they had it docked behind their house. 9 

 10 

They supplied fish to a small restaurant and a small fish market 11 

that was attached there and that’s all they did, was supply 12 

grouper for those two businesses.  They were put out of work 13 

because they didn’t substantially fish and I think that that 14 

happened a lot in the commercial fishery and I don’t want to see 15 

it happen in our fishery. 16 

 17 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  All right, Pam.  Thank you very much.  Bill 18 

Kelly and then Dale Woodruff. 19 

 20 

MR. BILL KELLY:  Mr. Chairman and members of the council, thank 21 

you for this opportunity to speak to you this evening.  I am the 22 

Executive Director of the Florida Keys Commercial Fishermen’s 23 

Association and I would like to talk to you about a couple of 24 

issues. 25 

 26 

Number one is law enforcement.  Probably in about another seven 27 

week or so here, we’re going to engage in another spiny lobster 28 

fishing season and we would request all the help and support 29 

that we can get from you.  We want as strong a relationship as 30 

we can have with both state and federal law enforcement. 31 

 32 

We would also reiterate our request to the Gulf Council to press 33 

for the use of drones by the federal agencies for law 34 

enforcement.  We have egregious problems that continue to be 35 

suffered in that industry, including counterfeit trap 36 

certificate tags, untagged traps and so forth, to the tune of 37 

tens of thousands of traps that are probably costing us in 38 

excess of a million pounds of lobster a year in illegal harvest. 39 

 40 

The second issue I would like to address would be Biscayne 41 

National Park and Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary.  Both 42 

organizations are undergoing general management plan reviews. 43 

 44 

The Florida Keys, a hundred miles of commercial fishing and the 45 

second largest economic engine here in the Florida Keys and 46 

second largest employer and the largest commercial seaport in 47 

the State of Florida, is in a vice right now.   48 
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 1 

Of course, closed areas is always the solution to everything and 2 

limiting or severely restricting fishing is the second-most 3 

engaging issue and science that, in the case of Biscayne 4 

National Park, is, in many cases, fifteen years old.  5 

 6 

I would like to quote from Biscayne National Park’s general 7 

management plan: The commercial fishing industry within the 8 

Biscayne Bay area is of relatively limited economic importance. 9 

 10 

We are talking about 50,000 lobster traps that are deployed in 11 

Biscayne National Park and we’re talking about six-and-a-half-12 

million dollars a year in ex-vessel value.  With reasonable 13 

multipliers, times six, from Chuck Adams, the marine economist 14 

from the University of Florida, that’s $40,500,000 right out of 15 

the pocket of Key Largo residents along with small coastal 16 

communities overshadowed by Miami and we’re talking Florida City 17 

and we’re talking Homestead and we’re talking the Miami River, 18 

with their restaurants and the Cuban-American heritage of 19 

fishing on that river. 20 

 21 

It would have an enormous economic impact on us, but also, most 22 

importantly, is the cultural heritage that it’s going to do.  I 23 

mean this would be devastating.   24 

 25 

Here in the Keys and in these small communities, we don’t have 26 

industry that we can fall back on.  We have generations of 27 

fishermen that want to follow in the footsteps of their parents 28 

in a very important economic industry for our community and for 29 

our state and our nation, based on the exports that we’re doing. 30 

 31 

We would appreciate your support and influence in any way that 32 

you can to support the commercial fishing interests there, 33 

which, as we all know, have certainly partnered with you on 34 

numerous occasions to develop new coral protection zones and 35 

institute other environmental efforts and so forth to protect 36 

the environment. 37 

 38 

I think we just talked recently at the South Atlantic Council 39 

meeting and we need some interagency cooperation, for example, 40 

here with NOAA.  We applied for Saltonstall-Kennedy Funds for 41 

trap testing on biodegradable trap panels and we were turned 42 

down two years in a row, even though the application itself was 43 

given high priority, NOAA did not, yet down here in the Florida 44 

Keys National Marine Sanctuary, because they deal with the ghost 45 

trap issues, that does rank high with them. 46 

 47 

Maybe if they will communicate a little bit better, we can get 48 
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some of that funding, so we can eliminate issues that are 1 

associated with trap testing, but all in all, again, 2 

socioeconomic issues here. 3 

 4 

The other one final thing is those 50,000 traps that are in 5 

Biscayne National Park are going to come south and what they’re 6 

going to do is they’re going to undermine the state and the 7 

federal’s own trap reduction program that was instituted to 8 

eliminate overcapitalization in the industry and what are we 9 

doing?  We’re now going to have forced overcapitalization if 10 

those traps head this way with a commercial closure in Biscayne 11 

Park.  Thank you. 12 

 13 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Bill.  We have a question for you 14 

from Mr. Perret. 15 

 16 

MR. PERRET:  Bill, your estimate of a million dollars worth of 17 

illegal lobsters being taken, I guess if they’re illegal, most 18 

of them are not going through normal commercial channels? 19 

 20 

MR. KELLY:  That is the best estimates that we can give you from 21 

industry, that’s correct.  22 

 23 

MR. PERRET:  But how are they marketed?  If they’re illegally 24 

taken, are they going through Florida’s trip ticket program or 25 

are they bypassing all that? 26 

 27 

MR. KELLY:  There’s a number of different scenarios.  We see FWC 28 

here just in the past couple of months making outrageous cases 29 

and arrests with people with wrung lobster tail and many of them 30 

were destined for back-door, out-of-season sales.  We were 31 

fortunate and we increased penalties and stuff now just recently 32 

with the Florida State legislature for out-of-season possession 33 

and wrung tails on the water. 34 

 35 

Last year, with their cooperation, we increased felony penalties 36 

on trap robbing, but it’s a -- With lobster at $18.50 per pound 37 

ex-vessel this past year, it’s a crime of opportunity and one of 38 

enormous value and so thieves are exploring every option to 39 

dispose of it. 40 

 41 

MR. SANCHEZ:  Bill, earlier today, I know time was brief, but 42 

I’ve got to ask you.  We had a discussion with one of our 43 

fishermen that fishes king mackerel, run-around gillnet, and 44 

wanted you to elaborate on a problem that’s developing in the 45 

gillnet fishery right now and your suggestion on kind of things 46 

we should consider. 47 

 48 
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MR. KELLY:  Again, this is -- The gillnet fishery here is one of 1 

the few in our area, I believe the only one, that’s actually for 2 

king mackerel and it’s a very clean and efficient fishery and 3 

limited participation, twenty-two permits, and only about 4 

fifteen to seventeen active fishermen there. 5 

 6 

We’re interested in working with law enforcement and with the 7 

councils on some considerations and maybe, for example, removing 8 

trip limits or fishing to the quota or discussing over and under 9 

with management to see if there are workable margins here. 10 

 11 

The option of having a -- Of a guy being out there in the field, 12 

when you make a strike, if those fish are down deep and you’re 13 

one of the few boats that are out there, the option is to cut 14 

part of that net away and pass it on to another vessel.  If that 15 

opportunity doesn’t exist, because you’re last man there, the 16 

worst thing that you could do is cut those fish away or take 17 

those dead fish and throw them over the side. 18 

 19 

Yet, if he does the right thing and he brings it to the dock, he 20 

knows he is facing a big penalty and so, Mr. Sanchez, I thank 21 

you.  Yes, we need to address some of these things.  Our intent 22 

is to clean up this fishery even more than we already have and 23 

we will need the cooperation from the councils to do that. 24 

 25 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Bill.  Dale Woodruff, followed by Bob 26 

Spaeth. 27 

 28 

MR. DALE WOODRUFF:  I am Dale Woodruff from the Charterboat 29 

Class Act in Orange Beach, Alabama.  A couple of things.  30 

Amendment 28, Alternative 1, yes to that, but with no payback.  31 

If we get Amendment 40 through, sector separation, you can put a 32 

payback provision on Amendment 40, because we will be an 33 

accountable sector and we’ll have a data recording program and 34 

we won’t go over. 35 

 36 

If you put a payback provision in anything without any true 37 

accountability, other than a stinking buffer -- That’s the only 38 

bright idea that we can ever come up with is a buffer.  You are 39 

just committing suicide again. 40 

 41 

The Alabama EFP, a lot of people put themselves on the line in 42 

Louisiana and I greatly appreciate that.  I would love to see 43 

that go all the way through.  I am from Alabama and so I would 44 

be in the program and just to let a lot of our compadres know 45 

from other states, we’re not here to take business from anybody 46 

else. 47 

 48 
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We are here to maintain the business that we already have.  1 

You’re not going to have the billboards on the highway saying 2 

“come to Alabama because you can’t catch snapper on a 3 

charterboat in Florida or you can’t catch snapper on a 4 

charterboat in Texas.  That’s not going to happen. 5 

 6 

We are not here to be greedy, but we just want to make a -- We 7 

want to provide a service for the non-boat-owning public and 8 

that’s what we are.  We provide a service and then -- Lord, I 9 

kind of lost my train of thought here. 10 

 11 

I’ve got one more thing I want to talk about.  The FWC has 12 

really been -- We’ve got thirty-six or forty miles of coastline 13 

and why is it the fact that Florida has all of this coastline 14 

and we’ve got the FWC right off of our coast harassing us?  More 15 

than ever before this year?  Is it because somebody wanted to 16 

make a political statement of go down there and get them boys 17 

from Alabama because they’re trying to do this EFP and let’s 18 

check them out and let’s fly the drones and let’s go after them. 19 

 20 

You’ve got a non-compliant state and why aren’t you over there 21 

making sure everybody is being compliant in a non-compliant 22 

state and catching their fish inside of nine miles?  No, they’re 23 

over here harassing us, from the Mississippi to Florida/Alabama 24 

line to the Mississippi/Alabama line. 25 

 26 

It’s just asinine and then right here under the regulations 27 

under your own website, Additional Rules, head and fins 28 

attached, it says all fish -- This is for eating fish.  All fish 29 

except for bait fish and oceanic migratory species taken from 30 

federal waters must have heads and fins intact through landing.  31 

Up to 1.5 pounds of finfish per person is exempt from this rule 32 

for personal consumption, provided the vessel is equipped to 33 

cook such fish. 34 

 35 

I can go to your website and nowhere in it does it say any fish 36 

that is in season.  It says all fish and so if we’re going to be 37 

harassed -- I don’t cook fish out of season on my boat, because 38 

I don’t like being harassed, but you had better put it in the 39 

rules, because what I just read is in your rules for fish, all 40 

fish.  It don’t say all fish or only fish that are in season.  41 

It says all fish. 42 

 43 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Dale, you need to start wrapping it up, please. 44 

 45 

MR. WOODRUFF:  Thank you. 46 

 47 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Any questions for Dale?   48 
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 1 

DR. DANA:  What rules are you referring to, Florida FWC or the 2 

council rules? 3 

 4 

MR. WOODRUFF:  It’s in your council regulations.  Go to 5 

Additional Rules and it’s in the additional rules if you pull it 6 

up on your website for recreational regulations. 7 

 8 

MR. GREENE:  Dale, thanks for taking time off your boat and 9 

coming all the way down here.  When you’re talking about cooking 10 

fish and a pound-and-a-half and all that stuff, basically you’re 11 

talking about some of the guys on the boat that are cooking fish 12 

that are caught and that’s the problem that you’re having with 13 

that and is that correct? 14 

 15 

MR. WOODRUFF:  Yes, they don’t come up and ask if -- The first 16 

thing they ask is have you had anything on the grill or is the 17 

grill hot, but yes, I mean it’s just we’re cooking fish for the 18 

charter.  I cook the fish that are in season, because I don’t 19 

want to be harassed and I don’t need the warning of you can’t do 20 

this and you can’t do that, but when you pull the rules out in 21 

front of an FWC guy or an Alabama guy sometimes, they’re -- Of 22 

course, Alabama is a little nicer to us right now than FWC is. 23 

 24 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Dale.  Bob Spaeth and then Bob Zales. 25 

 26 

MR. BOB SPAETH:  Thank you, council members.  I’m Bob Spaeth 27 

from Southern Offshore Fishing Association.  Last week, we had a 28 

meeting of our members and we also went down to Cortez and 29 

talked to Karen Bell and I also talked to my old fish company 30 

people and they asked me to come here today and request that 31 

when we go to the five-year review on the grouper that we look 32 

at the outside investor provision that is in there. 33 

 34 

Our group feels that we want to keep the industry in the 35 

fishermen’s hands and we thought that was the intent when we 36 

developed the IFQ program.  This might be too late to do in red 37 

snapper and it might be too late to do it in grouper, but this 38 

doesn’t mean that somebody can’t buy a boat and a permit and 39 

still get into the fishery. 40 

 41 

What we’re saying here is we want people to have a vested 42 

interest to have permits and to comply with the laws and go to 43 

the schools and do all the things that the people on the water 44 

have to do before they can be an outside investor. 45 

 46 

Basically, we want them to have some skin in the game.  We just 47 

don’t want them to be sitting up in New York and just owning 48 
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IFQs and have no other interest in the fishery.  I don’t think 1 

that would be a good thing. 2 

 3 

Some of the things that we discussed that hopefully you might be 4 

able to do -- If you can, we looked at emergency actions and 5 

control dates and framework procedures, or maybe just plainly 6 

extending the moratorium on that provision until we can figure 7 

out what the council wants to do and whether they want to open 8 

it up or not open it up and that was a big issue when we 9 

developed the IFQ program, as I was on that committee.  10 

Hopefully this council might look into that provision, if you 11 

would.  Thank you. 12 

 13 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Bob.  Are there questions?  Thank 14 

you, Bob.  Bob Zales, followed by Edmund Shebert. 15 

 16 

MR. BOB ZALES, II:  Bob Zales, II, Panama City.  Most of what 17 

I’m going to say I’m saying on my behalf.  On the association, I 18 

am still President of the Panama City Boatmen’s Association and 19 

some of it will be on that. 20 

 21 

On Amendment 28 and pretty much everything Pam Anderson said, I 22 

support.  I don’t think that the recreational provisions need to 23 

be in there.  I am going to still support, even though I’m moved 24 

to support Alternative 6, to get 100 percent of the catch after 25 

nine-million pounds, I still support Alternative 5, to do the 26 

75/25 split. 27 

 28 

When it comes to the recreational part of this, I have got some 29 

real problems.  Some of you saw the tit-for-tat that went on 30 

between me and a NMFS staffer and I’ve got a real problem with 31 

government blaming me as an individual and people I represent as 32 

recreational fishermen for problems with recreational data, 33 

because it’s not problem.   34 

 35 

I have worked on it for over twenty years to try to straighten 36 

it out.  A lot of other people have worked along with me and 37 

some of them separate from me to get it straightened out and to 38 

this day, it’s still not. 39 

 40 

Now, I am being punished as a recreational fisherman because the 41 

federal government does not have a data system that is capable 42 

of managing my fishery.  That’s not my problem.  We have made 43 

suggestions and I know one person in this room knows for sure 44 

and that’s Corky Perret, because he’s been here a little bit 45 

longer than me doing this kind of stuff. 46 

 47 

We have done our best to try to get data straightened out and to 48 
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this day, it’s still not straightened out, even though Congress 1 

said you’re mandated to do it.  We’re in 2014 and it was 2 

supposed to be done in 2009 and five years later, you still 3 

don’t have a new data system. 4 

 5 

On the way here from where we’re staying in town, there was a 6 

news report and Speaker Boehner is getting ready to sue the 7 

President for excessive use of his pen.  I found that kind of 8 

interesting, because I know in the case recently with the red 9 

snapper, the judge made the decision on what’s going to happen. 10 

 11 

Clearly Congress can’t make the Fisheries Service do anything 12 

and apparently they’re going to go a judge to see if a judge can 13 

make the President stop doing stuff and it’s going to be 14 

interesting to see how that plays out, but I found that 15 

interesting, because that’s kind of where we are in this whole 16 

thing. 17 

 18 

In my education in the 1960s, this is not the way I was taught 19 

that this government was supposed to work.  It’s entirely 20 

different and I’ve got serious problems with that, but that’s 21 

another issue. 22 

 23 

In the thing with the amberjack, Dr. Crabtree has got a 24 

different opinion than me.  I reread it several times, like he 25 

suggested, and it’s still, to me, up for interpretation, but 26 

until 407(d) goes away, which is the biggest problem that we 27 

have, then we can’t go there, but once 407(d) goes away, we’ll 28 

be back with the whole amberjack versus red snapper issue.  Any 29 

questions? 30 

 31 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Any questions for Bob?   32 

 33 

MR. PEARCE:  Bob, thanks for your comments and I too agree that 34 

it’s not your fault that we don’t have data collection.  It’s 35 

our fault that we don’t have data collection and we’re working 36 

towards trying to do something for the charter for-hire fishery 37 

and I would hope that the private recreational would step up and 38 

give us an idea of how we can help them do that. 39 

 40 

I know you have worked very hard for that and we’ve been working 41 

very hard to get it done and anything you can do to help us, I 42 

am here.  Give me a call and I would be glad to work with you on 43 

trying to get anything done and I understand that’s the core of 44 

what we need to do and thanks for all your comments. 45 

 46 

MR. ZALES:  One of the big problems I have is that when 47 

information is thrown out to the public, like where we are now, 48 
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the best information is being thrown out.  The string is not 1 

being pulled all the way out. 2 

 3 

You hear all this stuff about IFQs is going to be the big fix 4 

for us in the for-hire industry and stamps are going to be the 5 

big fix in the recreational fishery.  When you -- I am just an 6 

idiot here trying to calculate it, because I’m not educated in 7 

the ways that the Fisheries Service calculates everything that 8 

they do, but my calculations say that I’m getting very few fish 9 

on a charterboat under an IFQ. 10 

 11 

My calculations, which apparently are conservative, on a 12 

recreational stamp program, I have calculated that there’s about 13 

five anglers for every red snapper out there.  That means if you 14 

go to stamp system for private recreational people, somebody 15 

ain’t fishing and you’ve got to figure out a way to allocate 16 

those and I don’t see but three ways to do it. 17 

 18 

You either go do a Black Friday thing and camp out at Roy’s 19 

office the week before Thanksgiving and hope you get a stamp or 20 

you go to a lottery system or you go to an auction. 21 

 22 

None of them are good and I don’t know how you’re going to do 23 

it, but the public needs to understand that when they see 24 

stamps, because people think stamps are a great idea, but think 25 

it through and see if you’re going to be one of them to be the 26 

lucky few that gets one. 27 

 28 

MR. PEARCE:  Just as a follow-up, Bob, I understand what you’re 29 

saying, but do you think we can continue to increase effort on 30 

the snapper fishery in the Gulf of Mexico and expect to have 31 

more days? 32 

 33 

MR. ZALES:  I think, and there’s some sitting at this table that 34 

will agree with me, but I think when you get away with the 35 

shortened seasons -- If you put us back at six months or longer, 36 

you put us into a two-fish bag limit and you spread this fishery 37 

out, that you will have no more fish landed and no more effort 38 

in that period of time than you do in nine days. 39 

 40 

Right now, you’ve got people rushing to catch the fish before 41 

the season goes away.  If they know that they can plan and do 42 

things and if they miss a trip this month, they can rebook it 43 

three months down the line. 44 

 45 

MR. PEARCE:  I am not a fan of derby fisheries and I am glad to 46 

see you’re not either.  Thank you. 47 

 48 
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CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Bob.  Edmund and then Chris Niquet. 1 

 2 

MR. EDMUND SHEBERT:  Greetings, Mr. Chairman, management 3 

council, and friends.  My name is Ed Shebert and I represent the 4 

Marco Island Fishing Club, a membership consisting of 365 5 

members.  There are family memberships and so it ramps up to 700 6 

members. 7 

 8 

I am here to offer a reasonable recommendation to the cliff 9 

closure of the red grouper season.  Just a thumbnail about our 10 

organization.  I serve on the board as Vice President and 11 

Chairman of the Fishing Committee. 12 

 13 

Our core values are simple.  It’s education of the recreational 14 

fishermen and safety pertaining to boating on and off the water 15 

and conservation of our fisheries, which is the reason why I am 16 

here now.  We also partake in community activities, teaching 17 

children, boys and girls, the romance, I call it, the joy of 18 

fishing and how to conduct yourself with good etiquette in the 19 

process. 20 

 21 

We are also recreational fishermen and as we watch the bag limit 22 

on red grouper go from two to four to three to none, we feel 23 

like we had to offer a recommendation and this recommendation 24 

was given to the FWC and also emailed to you folks.  I want to 25 

read this, because I want to get every word correct.  26 

 27 

The Marco Sportfishing Club would like to provide the FCC, NOAA, 28 

and the fishery committee and their governing bodies with the 29 

following recommendations that we feel will benefit recreational 30 

fishermen by keeping the red grouper season open for a longer 31 

period of time without exceeding the recreational red grouper 32 

quota that we all want adhered to for the remainder of the 2014 33 

calendar year. 34 

 35 

Effective immediately, that’s like right now, tonight, tomorrow, 36 

revise the grouper daily limit from where it is now at three to 37 

two per angler per day.  Doing so would allow the red grouper 38 

season to stay open beyond the planned September 16 cutoff, 39 

until such a time as your revised calculations indicate the 40 

quota for recreational fishermen will be reached. 41 

 42 

Next, for the 2015 calendar year, set the red grouper daily 43 

recreational limit to a number that will allow the red grouper 44 

season to remain open for a full twelve months and I will finish 45 

and leave you with this.   46 

 47 

There was no closing for the spawning season this year and we 48 
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had a red grouper tournament and when we were filleting those 1 

fish, you would be surprised at all of the roe and fish that we 2 

lost at that point.  Thank you for listening to my 3 

recommendations. 4 

 5 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Ed, we’ve got some questions for you, I think. 6 

 7 

DR. DANA:  Can you get a copy of that letter, just one copy, to 8 

the staff members over here, so that they could distribute it to 9 

the council?  I would appreciate it. 10 

 11 

MR. SHEBERT:  Yes, I have copies that I will leave here. 12 

 13 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Any other questions for Ed?  Ed, thank you for 14 

coming.  Chris, you’re up and Randy Boggs is next. 15 

 16 

MR. CHRIS NIQUET:  My name is Chris Niquet and I’m from Panama 17 

City, Florida.  The Amendment 28 that the council is 18 

considering, I don’t think it does anything to solve the problem 19 

of overfishing in the recreational sector. 20 

 21 

You are taking fish from the commercial sector and adding it to 22 

the recreational sector so that they don’t go over.  You haven’t 23 

done anything to solve the problem of why they’re going over and 24 

the reason they’re going over is like I’ve told you before and 25 

I’m going to tell you again.  There’s too many people fishing. 26 

 27 

You are going to come to the conclusion, either by tags or 28 

stamps or some method, you’re going to restrict public access in 29 

some form to this resource, in some way or form, sooner or 30 

later.  You did it with ducks and deer and polar bears and black 31 

bears and everything else and you’re going to do it with tarpon 32 

and you’re going to do it with this, too. 33 

 34 

Your own staff here I think it was a couple of years ago found 35 

that there was no justification for even a 1 percent shift in 36 

allocation from one sector to the other and now you’re trying to 37 

do a 75 percent shift in allocation. 38 

 39 

I hate to say it, but I think you’re going to wind up -- If this 40 

goes through, I think you’re going to wind up back up there in 41 

Washington in front of that judge and that ain’t going to be 42 

good.  She ain’t going to like it, I don’t think.  Of course, I 43 

can’t say for the judge what she is going to say. 44 

 45 

One last thing is Number 407, the part that says you’re going to 46 

be punished if you go over in the recreational sector, for being 47 

fair and equitable -- If you’re not going to punish the 48 
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recreational sector for going over, let’s don’t punish the 1 

commercial sector either and just issue me all the pounds I want 2 

in the commercial sector and I will put some fish on that dock, 3 

partner, believe me, but don’t penalize me for it now.  Thank 4 

you very much. 5 

 6 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Chris.  Randy and then Tom Ard. 7 

 8 

MR. RANDY BOGGS:  Randy Boggs from Reel Surprise Charters in 9 

Orange Beach, Alabama.  I would encourage you guys to move 10 

forward with Amendment 40, the sector separation.  I think the 11 

accountability measures need to be moved into a standalone 12 

amendment. 13 

 14 

For a long, long time, the charter for-hire, we’ve been under a 15 

moratorium and we’ve been very much regulated and our catch 16 

numbers are down and our levels of fishing are down and our days 17 

of fishing are down. 18 

 19 

We put ourselves under a moratorium ten years ago to stop this 20 

problem and there’s been a huge of influx of people, new people, 21 

coming in with recreational boats and I hate to see anybody 22 

limited, but we’ve been doing this a long time and we’ve 23 

suffered through the moratoriums and the permits going down and 24 

the process of our boats being worth less and less.  It’s hard 25 

to get out of the business. 26 

 27 

I would love to see the paybacks moved into a separate amendment 28 

and even with or without sector separation, the charter for-hire 29 

industry is not contributing to the overfishing. 30 

 31 

Guys, we’re down to nine days and we’re carrying very few 32 

passengers now and all of this is going towards the private boat 33 

owners and really and truly, I think that there’s a problem in 34 

the methodology that we’re using to come up with this. 35 

 36 

I am not seeing the boats on the water I used to see.  Even in 37 

the nine-day derby fishery, I am not seeing the boats.  I didn’t 38 

see them last year and I didn’t see them the year before and I 39 

am not seeing -- I think we’re getting much better at counting 40 

them. 41 

 42 

From what I understand, the new MRIP data counts boats that land 43 

fish after 2:00 P.M., when MRFSS stops surveying at 2:00 P.M. 44 

and so we missed all the later six, eight, ten or twelve-hour 45 

trips or the two-day trips that came in after 2:00 P.M. and all 46 

of that just showed up in the MRIP this year and MRFSS didn’t do 47 

that. 48 
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 1 

I would love to see you move it into a standalone and whether 2 

you separate the charterboats out and do allocation, but I would 3 

love to see you at least separate the paybacks out.  You have a 4 

way of getting a handle on the charterboats and telling what 5 

we’re landing. 6 

 7 

Ms. Anderson said the Beaufort headboat survey that we report 8 

daily or at least ever week and you have it live time and know 9 

what we’re doing and the system is in place.  Copy it and use it 10 

for the charterboats, so we get a handle on it.  We would just 11 

love to see that moved into its own and put the paybacks where 12 

they belong. 13 

 14 

If the recreational anglers on private boats are overfishing, 15 

then shorten that season, but you’ve cut your charterboats as 16 

far as we can and we’ve given up so much over the years to 17 

newcomers in the fishery and we would just like a little of it 18 

back.  Thank you. 19 

 20 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Randy.   21 

 22 

DR. DANA:  It’s not a question more than when the NOAA folks 23 

came down from Washington and went over that MRIP issue about 24 

how they found out the private boats were fishing after 3:00, we 25 

all knew that, but they did not when they were doing their 26 

dockside intercepts. 27 

 28 

I did ask the question, both in our council meeting and off 29 

aside of Gordon, if they weren’t counting the charterboats, 30 

because we all know that our ten-hour trips come in at 4:00 or 31 

twelve-hour at 6:00. 32 

 33 

He said that they accounted for the charterboats and it wasn’t 34 

the charterboats they weren’t counting, but it was the private 35 

recreational.  Now, I probably should verify that and maybe he 36 

at that time was just appeasing me, but that was the answer he 37 

gave at that time. 38 

 39 

MR. BOGGS:  I can’t speak intelligently about that, because I 40 

don’t know for sure, but what I can tell you is I’m on the water 41 

probably close to 200 days a year.  Alabama has more artificial 42 

reefs close than anybody else.   43 

 44 

June and July for the last two weeks, I’ve been fishing 45 

southwest, in what we call the Tank Field.  There is 140 or 150 46 

Army tanks and it’s a permitted area for reef building.  There 47 

is probably another 3,000 reefs in there and it looks like 48 
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January.  There is no private boats fishing for vermilion 1 

snapper and there’s none of them down there just sportfishing 2 

and there’s none of them catching mackerel. 3 

 4 

I do see some boats running to our rigs, but the last three 5 

years, the fishing effort has been way, way, way down and when 6 

you compact the season, you compress the data that you get. 7 

 8 

If you sit at a boat ramp with a six-month season on a 9 

Wednesday, Thursday, or Saturday, you may get one or two boats 10 

coming through, but when you compress the season down to nine 11 

days, the amount of data that comes in is much, much better. 12 

 13 

I don’t think we’re catching near as many fish as we used to 14 

catch and the fish are way bigger and I will own that.  They are 15 

way, way bigger, but I think what you’re doing is the data is 16 

getting compressed and we’re getting much better at counting the 17 

fish and I know they say it’s accounted for, but I really don’t 18 

think so, because I mean I think we’ve been catching probably 19 

fifteen or eighteen-million pounds of fish for the last twenty 20 

years and we have never had the methodology to count that, but 21 

every time we get a little better at counting it, it keeps 22 

hurting us. 23 

 24 

At some point, we’ve got to get somewhere where we’re giving 25 

something back and the paybacks should be on the people that are 26 

doing it.   27 

 28 

The charter for-hire industry is certainly -- We’ve given up 29 

captain and crew and we’ve given up so many different things 30 

over the years and I would just like to see -- Paybacks closed 31 

the fishery in the Atlantic and it remains closed to this day. 32 

 33 

I believe in my heart that if we don’t do something to separate 34 

out what we’re doing by 2016 that you will see a 100 percent 35 

closure of the fishing in the Gulf of Mexico, the same as in the 36 

Atlantic, probably north of 240 feet.  I think that’s where 37 

we’re headed if we don’t separate these paybacks and move 38 

forward with some kind of a plan, tags or sector separation, 39 

something. 40 

 41 

Will it be right and -- You know we didn’t choose any preferred 42 

alternatives and will it be right?  Who knows, but at least 43 

we’ve got to do something, because if we don’t, you’re going to 44 

see lots and lots of boats tied to the dock. 45 

 46 

I came in from fishing the other day at Robinson Island, which 47 

is like Sand Island, where you guys are at.  Robinson Island had 48 
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2,000 boats around it, but I just came in from thirty miles 1 

offshore and I ran on the pilot all the way home and I didn’t 2 

have to dodge one boat and I didn’t see another boat.  I saw one 3 

boat going tuna fishing.  It was a thirty-mile run on a flat, 4 

calm Saturday and nobody was there.  Everybody was at the island 5 

hanging out and nobody was fishing.  Thank you. 6 

 7 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We’ve got one more question for you. 8 

 9 

MR. PEARCE:  Randy, thanks for your presentation and your 10 

discussion.  You mentioned that we probably were catching 11 

eighteen-million pounds of fish a year and our stock is 12 

rebuilding right now, according to what the scientists are 13 

telling us.  If we’re catching eighteen-million pounds a year 14 

now, isn’t that a good thing? 15 

 16 

MR. BOGGS:  It is a good thing, but as the surveys get better -- 17 

The MRIP and the MRFSS, as they get better at counting the fish, 18 

our seasons are going the wrong way.  At some time, the 19 

methodology -- We have been -- Years ago, Bob Zales stood up 20 

here the other day and said twenty years ago he could go snapper 21 

fishing every day. 22 

 23 

He couldn’t catch one, but he could go every day and now here we 24 

are with fish -- Guys, the other day -- I told this story.  I 25 

went fishing the other day and I did not take my GPS book out.  26 

I rode to the southwest and I found thirty-five new GPS numbers 27 

with fish on them and how I found them was bonitos and hardtails 28 

swimming on top and when you pull up and stop and you drop a 29 

bait in the water, the snapper boil up on top of the water. 30 

 31 

I mean we’ve got lots and lots of fish and from what I 32 

understand, the problem with our model is that we don’t have the 33 

twenty-five to fifty-year-old age class fish.  We have only been 34 

under a management plan for twenty-plus years and you can’t make 35 

a twenty-five-year-old fish in twenty years. 36 

 37 

When we get those fifty-seven-year-old fish, if there’s no 38 

fishermen left on the water, charter or recreational, out there 39 

to catch them, does anybody really care?  There has got to be a 40 

point in here that we find a balance where we can allow the 41 

fishing to go on, but where we’re headed is not working. 42 

 43 

I don’t care what you do, sector separation or catch shares or 44 

fish tags or something, but the council has been gridlocked for 45 

a while.  Guys, I come to these meetings and I got the headboat 46 

thing through and I am very thankful for that.  It seems to be 47 

working good. 48 
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 1 

Everybody says, well, we knew it would.  Well, somebody had to 2 

stick their finger in a light socket to find out you get shocked 3 

every time you do it to make the scientific experiment work and 4 

this is working pretty good.  Guys, let’s do something.  Right, 5 

wrong, or indifferent, let’s do something instead of turning it 6 

into a state-water fishery.  Thank you. 7 

 8 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Randy, we’ve got another question from Myron. 9 

 10 

MR. FISCHER:  Thank you, Randy.  Mine has to do with a comment.  11 

I just want to know how spread it is across you all’s area and 12 

you said snapper up on the surface.  That’s something we’ve 13 

really been seeing off of Louisiana prevalent this year and is 14 

it localized? 15 

 16 

MR. BOGGS:  No, it’s not localized.  Guys, I’ve got a pretty 17 

fast boat and I fish from off close to Destin all the way up 18 

past Mobile and Dauphin Island and I write down in my GPS book 19 

every time I find the fish that are following the other ones to 20 

the top.  We are seeing it everywhere. 21 

 22 

The fish, there is more and more fish and you can -- The fish 23 

are competing.  The reason they’re coming to the top is they are 24 

so hungry they are chasing the piece of bait that’s hanging out 25 

of the other fish’s mouth. 26 

 27 

If you sit around the spot and don’t put bait in the water for a 28 

few minutes, you will watch the red snapper come to the top 29 

chasing hardtail and other fish.  We may not have the twenty-30 

five to fifty-seven-year-old fish, but we’ve got a lot of 31 

harvestable five to eight-pound fish and we’ve got millions and 32 

millions and millions of small, hand-sized fish that are out 33 

there that are -- I don’t know all the terms, but there are a 34 

lot of young fish out there. 35 

 36 

We are seeing lots of small b-liners and the triggerfish -- I 37 

told you guys before that triggerfish run in cycles.  The 38 

triggerfish are back and I am releasing somewhere between forty 39 

and sixty triggerfish a day and the triggers have rebounded and 40 

we’re seeing lots of small fish.  I am just saying there’s got 41 

to be a little bit more room for harvest than what we have under 42 

what we’re doing. 43 

 44 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Randy, I have one question for you.  You were 45 

talking about a decrease in the amount of effort in your area 46 

that you’ve seen in the past few weeks or months and is that 47 

recreational, pure recreational, or is that charter for-hire 48 
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that you’re not seeing? 1 

 2 

MR. BOGGS:  It’s purely recreational anglers.  I also run a dock 3 

store and we have a sixty-eight-slip marina and we cater to 4 

private boats and we sell fuel, bait, and ice and stuff to the 5 

smaller boats and the recreational guys are going to the island 6 

and they’re sitting at the island. 7 

 8 

Triggerfish are closed and grouper is closed and amberjack is 9 

closed and the people are not going out fishing.  Even during 10 

the nine-day fishery, the people that did go fishing, they went 11 

six or seven miles offshore and they fished very, very close to 12 

home. 13 

 14 

The twenty-eight to thirty-mile fishery off of Orange Beach and 15 

further is absolutely unbelievable right now, because there was 16 

nobody out there catching those fish.  I mean we’ve got -- If 17 

anything, we’ve got red snapper that are so underutilized out 18 

there that it’s unbelievable. 19 

 20 

What scares me about it is we saw what they said the year class 21 

of ten-pound fish last year and the year before and I’ve got a 22 

feeling that you’re going to see fish coming out of Orange Beach 23 

that the average fish is going to jump way, way up.  We kept a 24 

six or seven-pound fish on the headboats and we have to make 25 

sure that we’re careful about where we fish and not throw -- We 26 

don’t throw anything back on my boat. 27 

 28 

If it comes on the boat, it stays on the boat, but it’s actually 29 

getting hard to find five to eight-pound fish.  We’re getting 30 

the fish that are twelve or thirteen or fourteen or fifteen 31 

pounds.  There’s lots of them and there is nobody fishing off of 32 

Alabama for them. 33 

 34 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Randy.  Tom Ard and then Steve 35 

Tomeny. 36 

 37 

MR. TOM ARD:  Hello.  I am Tom Ard from Orange Beach, Alabama.  38 

This is my first meeting in Key West in June.  I should be home 39 

working and I am spending my family’s probably vacation money or 40 

food off our table to be here and why am I here? 41 

 42 

With all the fish we have in the Gulf, we can’t keep them and I 43 

mean it’s just ridiculous.  God.  All right.  Let’s do this.  44 

Amendment 28, I can’t see how you could vote for anything except 45 

just leave it alone until you get your house in order and get 46 

some kind of fishery management plan. 47 

 48 
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If you reallocate, it’s just throwing fish in a garbage can, 1 

because actually the states are probably going to suck them up 2 

with non-compliance and you guys know that.  Next year, we 3 

probably won’t have a federal season and you know that, Florida 4 

being the biggest one. 5 

 6 

Fifty-two days this year and they will probably have whatever 7 

they want next year and ain’t nobody going to stop them.  Why 8 

don’t they go 365?  Who is going to stop them.  It’s ridiculous. 9 

 10 

Take the payback and buffers out of 28.  If we do have a season, 11 

that’s just going to just shut it down and whatever.  That’s 12 

just ridiculous, too.  Put it in a standalone amendment by 13 

itself or put it in 40. 14 

 15 

Like I said, if you put us under an IFQ or sector separation, 16 

we’re not going to go over on our quota.  We will stay under the 17 

fish or the poundage or whatever it takes for us to keep that 18 

and we’ll take care of it and so you can put all the buffers and 19 

paybacks you want on me and it won’t go over.  It won’t happen.  20 

I will prove that next year if we get our Alabama pilot in that 21 

study. 22 

 23 

I will show you that I can stay under whatever pounds that you 24 

give me.  I will be a pound under and I won’t go over how many 25 

fish I get and you will see the study work and you ain’t going 26 

to have any excuses to give it to the charter for-hire sitting 27 

here begging for it. 28 

 29 

I think in Amendment 40 that the charter for-hire allocation 30 

should be based on the longest timeline.  My family has been 31 

doing this for thirty-five years and we’ve been catching red 32 

snapper for thirty-five years out of Alabama.  That’s our bread 33 

and butter and we’re good at it. 34 

 35 

Now that the states can fish whenever they want and we can’t 36 

catch nothing anymore, I mean -- Shoot, the effort shift, you 37 

can see it.  You give it to them and so I mean you can put 38 

everything down to nine days or twenty-eight days and yes, 39 

everybody and their brother is going to take off work and go 40 

fishing.   41 

 42 

Back when we had a year-round season or a six-month season, we 43 

fished almost every day and so yes, we caught the majority of 44 

the fish and if we went back to a six-month season or a longer 45 

season, we would show you that we catch the majority of the 46 

fish. 47 

 48 
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Actually, we’re the ones out there fishing right now.  Randy was 1 

talking about no effort and last couple of Saturdays ago, it was 2 

slick glass calm and I went around to the boat landing and there 3 

was two boats there during the summer.  Two frickin’ boats and I 4 

went out the Pass and didn’t see anybody.  Every charterboat was 5 

out fishing, but I don’t know what we was catching.  We was out 6 

sportfishing and trolling and all that kind of stuff, but the 7 

tourists are there and we take them fishing, but there was no 8 

recreational boats at all, or they were all up in Florida. 9 

 10 

Seaqualizer uses, it works.  Seaqualizer is good and it really 11 

works.  Please help support the development of an IFQ in charter 12 

for-hire and electronic reporting on all VMS -- Charter for-hire 13 

for VMS reporting and all that.  We’re all good about that and I 14 

just kind of disagree a little bit with Johnny on Amendment 40. 15 

 16 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Tom, can you start wrapping it up? 17 

 18 

MR. ARD:  Yes, sir.  I would like to see it mandatory, because 19 

voluntary -- Everybody is going to jump onboard and so why don’t 20 

you just get through that and just make it mandatory and thank 21 

you very much. 22 

 23 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you.  Any questions?  Thank you, Tom.  24 

Steve Tomeny and then Daniel Padron. 25 

 26 

MR. STEVE TOMENY:  I am Steve Tomeny and I am from Port 27 

Fourchon, Louisiana.  I have been operating a charter fishing 28 

headboat, large boats, down here since the late 1980s and I’m 29 

also a commercial red snapper shareholder and fisherman and I’ve 30 

kind of been up here like a broken record every time and I am a 31 

big proponent of sector separation. 32 

 33 

I think we need it to move on and it needs to be worked on and 34 

we need to get it moving as fast as we possibly can.  I would 35 

end up -- I would like to see the accountability measures put 36 

into 40.  I understand some of the time constraints, but maybe 37 

we just have to move it along. 38 

 39 

I think that if the charter fleets have a VMS and electronic 40 

reporting that we can -- We have been asking for it for years 41 

and we want to become accountable, where everybody knows what 42 

we’ve got.  We’ve got no secrets and it will take a lot of this 43 

uncertainty out. 44 

 45 

A lot of these buffers and things that we’re talking about, they 46 

will kind of be a non-issue, but you do have a group in the Gulf 47 

that you can get accountable very quick and we are here and 48 
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we’ve been coming steadily and our industry is starting to back 1 

it or they’re on it now.  I mean it can’t get any worse than 2 

nine days, other than zero or negative nine, but we’re there and 3 

I think people realize the recreational bottom is -- We’re close 4 

to it.  Other than zero, we’re here and so that’s pretty much 5 

it. 6 

 7 

We’re here to get this thing straightened up and we want to move 8 

forward with solutions and not the nay saying and not the can 9 

kicking and so it’s time to get it moving. 10 

 11 

Amendment 28 I think is kind of a non-issue item.  It’s not time 12 

to reallocate fish and so I don’t want to see anything moved on 13 

that.  It’s just a lose/lose deal for all of us and so I think 14 

that’s pretty much it and thank you. 15 

 16 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Steve.  Next up is Daniel and then 17 

Billy Archer. 18 

 19 

MR. DANIEL PADRON:  Thank you, council, for allowing me to speak 20 

today.  My name is Daniel Padron and I’ve been commercial 21 

fishing in the Keys for going on fifteen years and today really 22 

I’m here to talk about kingfish. 23 

 24 

The Gulf Council and the South Atlantic Council both approved a 25 

2,000-pound trip limit for the hook and line fishery that we 26 

have down here.  Some way, somehow, it was retracted and now we 27 

are stuck down here with a 1,250-pound daily trip limit.  We 28 

cannot make it down here fishing for 1,250 pounds and running 29 

thirty or forty or sometimes eighty miles to try and find these 30 

fish and 1,250 pounds just is not cutting it. 31 

 32 

I also feel that it’s not fair that other states, Texas and 33 

Louisiana and Mississippi and Alabama, they have 3,000-pound 34 

limits or 3,500-pound limits and the biggest argument for 35 

keeping us at 1,250 was that it’s going to tank our price.  36 

Apparently somewhere else in the Gulf states they’re doing just 37 

fine with their limits being high and I feel that we should do 38 

the same and we should be allowed to do the same. 39 

 40 

Last year, we also had a big problem on the west coast of 41 

Florida where they actually did catch kingfish and they had 42 

trailered boats from the east coast, up around the Fort Pierce 43 

area, and they had refrigerated trucks, ice trucks, follow them 44 

to the west coast of Florida and those boats went out just 45 

offshore and they caught tremendous amounts of kingfish, which, 46 

once again, left me and my other fellow fishermen down here out 47 

of the loop. 48 
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 1 

I would like to see regional permits put in place.  The lines 2 

are already drawn on the map.  Let the east-coast boats catch 3 

the east-coast fish and let the west-coast boats catch the west-4 

coast fish and keep everybody separate. 5 

 6 

Also, we do have a huge lack of law enforcement down here, as 7 

Mr. Bill Kelly said.  We have lobster traps constantly getting 8 

robbed and stone crab traps constantly getting robbed and with 9 

very, very little attention being paid on it.  For as many traps 10 

as are in the water down here, we have such few law enforcement 11 

officers and it’s truly becoming a huge, huge problem all up and 12 

down the Keys. 13 

 14 

Also, I would like to address the lack of data in the fisheries 15 

down here.  A lot of the data is old and inaccurate and it’s 16 

completely useless.  Data for stock assessments, it takes too 17 

long and sometime somewhere needs to be done. 18 

 19 

For example, we’ve been hearing for decades, ever since I 20 

started fishing, that the kingfish quota should go up, the 21 

kingfish quota should go up, the kingfish quota should go up.  22 

Come on.  Let’s increase the quota and let us catch those fish.  23 

They are dying from old age and there’s no reason to waste that 24 

resource.  Thank you very much. 25 

 26 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Daniel, we’ve got a question for you from Corky. 27 

 28 

MR. PERRET:  You mentioned you would like to see regional areas 29 

set up and fishermen, I assume, would only be able to fish 30 

within that region? 31 

 32 

MR. PADRON:  Yes, sir. 33 

 34 

MR. PERRET:  Do you fish outside of your region?  You said you 35 

live in a certain area and do you fish in other areas of the 36 

Gulf outside of your region?  37 

 38 

MR. PADRON:  No, sir.  I fish in my region. 39 

 40 

MR. PERRET:  I am in the west Gulf and you mentioned the 41 

difference in the limits and we’ve only got about a one-million-42 

pound quota for the whole western Gulf and the western Gulf is 43 

the Florida line to the Mexican line and we’ve got a lot of 44 

people leaving their regions and coming to our region. 45 

 46 

MR. PADRON:  So do you feel that a regional quota would benefit 47 

you? 48 
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 1 

MR. PERRET:  You know, trying to keep fishermen in their own 2 

backyard, fishermen are going to follow the fish.  Hunters go 3 

where the game is.  That’s the nature of the beast.  We may not 4 

like it.  I don’t like it when somebody is in my backyard, but 5 

that’s the way it is.  Now, we can consider zones, yes.  That’s 6 

why we’ve got an east and west zone on king mackerel now and 7 

subzones in the eastern zone. 8 

 9 

MR. PADRON:  Absolutely, but I feel that it would be something 10 

that would be beneficial for the panel to discuss. 11 

 12 

CHAIRMAN BADEMAN:  We have another question for you from Martha. 13 

 14 

MS. BADEMAN:  Thank you, Daniel.  Just to clarify, when you were 15 

talking about splitting the permits, you were talking east coast 16 

of Florida and then the Gulf and so splitting the Gulf? 17 

 18 

MR. PADRON:  Not necessarily the east coast and the west coast, 19 

but just keeping people in say Monroe/Dade, in their area, 20 

versus the Hillsborough County -- Anybody in their county, 21 

keeping them in their zone. 22 

 23 

MR. SANCHEZ:  Daniel, so in other words, kind of would this work 24 

for you?  At the beginning of the season, when you go to get 25 

everything going, you have to state which zone you’re going to 26 

fish and then you’ve got to stay in that thing? 27 

 28 

MR. PADRON:  Absolutely.  Anything else? 29 

 30 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Daniel, thank you.  We appreciate it.  Billy 31 

Archer and then Wayne Werner. 32 

 33 

MR. BILLY ARCHER:  Billy Archer from Panama City, Florida.  34 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and council members.  There is some good 35 

news today and I’m going to tell you again what it is.  It’s 36 

that the Congress pulled stops off this council to let you 37 

explore LAPPs and sector separation and fish tags.  I hope that 38 

you understand how serious that is, because we’ve been asking 39 

for that for a long time and you’ve been polarized for four 40 

years, because this amendment has been in the background, but 41 

it’s gone now and I encourage you to explore it while we have 42 

this opportunity. 43 

 44 

Sector separation and accountability measures and the payback 45 

provisions, if we have the right program, we won’t need a 46 

payback provision and I believe that.  I believe that and I also 47 

encourage this council to explore fish tags.  I know it’s 48 
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controversial and as bad as it is, it’s time to do it. 1 

 2 

The other thing I would like to bring up is you all have 3 

released my federal fishery and turned it into a state fishery 4 

and I can’t make a living in state waters, because right now, I 5 

refuse to give up my federal permits.  It’s where I fish and 6 

it’s where I’ve always fished and where my family has always 7 

fished.  We are not inshore fishermen and 90 percent of the 8 

effort is inshore. 9 

 10 

I agree with the gentleman from Orange Beach where he’s talking 11 

about he’s not seeing any boats offshore, Randy.  We’re not 12 

seeing them either and right now, we’re fishing for scamp and 13 

red grouper and whatnot, but we’re throwing back amberjack and 14 

triggerfish and gag grouper. 15 

 16 

I heard some good news on gag grouper and that’s great.  We need 17 

these things to come to fruition so we can catch these things.  18 

I think that Amendment 40 would be the right place for the 19 

accountability measures.  I think Amendment 28 should be -- I 20 

don’t really understand Amendment 28 when you’re talking about a 21 

two-part process, Roy. 22 

 23 

It’s really complicated and so until I do understand it, I think 24 

we should leave it at Alternative 1 or not just me, but the 25 

fleet.  I think we should develop a charter for-hire IFQ and one 26 

thing that, Pam, I think you asked about the grouper IFQ.  If 27 

you were really a commercial grouper fisherman and you’re 28 

selling fish to a fish house and you’re documenting your catch 29 

and not selling them through the back door to a restaurant and 30 

you have landings and you get credit for those landings, you 31 

wouldn’t be out of business.  Thank you very much. 32 

 33 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Billy, a couple of questions for you. 34 

 35 

MR. PEARCE:  Thanks for your presentation and a couple of 36 

things.  You’re in favor of Amendment 40, I understand? 37 

 38 

MR. ARCHER:  Yes. 39 

 40 

MR. PEARCE:  Are you in favor of an IFQ for the charter 41 

fishermen? 42 

 43 

MR. ARCHER:  Absolutely. 44 

 45 

MR. PEARCE:  Are you in favor of the use of a VMS in the charter 46 

fishery? 47 

 48 
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MR. ARCHER:  It should be mandatory, Harlon.  Every boat that 1 

wants to play should play by the rules. 2 

 3 

DR. DANA:  You were speaking about Pam Anderson and not me? 4 

 5 

MR. ARCHER:  Yes and I apologize.  I don’t know who asked the 6 

question, but I thought it was you. 7 

 8 

DR. DANA:  What was the congressional item?  I’m sorry, but 9 

we’ve been in here all day long and so I don’t know what you’re 10 

talking about. 11 

 12 

MR. ARCHER:  The Southerland Amendment for the last four years 13 

has held this council back from exploring any kind of LAPP or 14 

fish tags or sector separation or anything and through a great 15 

amount of work with people in this room, Congressman -- I 16 

believe his name is Randy Webber from Texas and another lady, 17 

Chellie Pingree, from Maine defeated it.  They all voted it 18 

down, but they argued in favor of exploring this, because it 19 

works in their states.  Maine is huge and Texas is huge and 20 

these people understand our problems and you should understand 21 

our problem as a council. 22 

 23 

You should help us fix it.  We’re here meeting after meeting and 24 

you get tired of seeing us and you get tired of hearing the same 25 

thing, but we’re here to work with you and, Roy, you asked me 26 

the last meeting, do you think it’s time for fish tags?  I said, 27 

absolutely and I still feel that way. 28 

 29 

We need fish tags of some sort of make this program work.  Not 30 

everybody is going to be able to go kill a fish, but -- Bob 31 

Zales says, hey, in nine days -- Let’s see, how did he put it?  32 

He says I think we can spread out the fishery over six months 33 

and not catch any more than we caught in nine days or something 34 

like that and I was like, that’s crazy.  This fleet, we’re 35 

fishermen and our job is to catch them and that’s what we want 36 

to do and thank you. 37 

 38 

MR. WILLIAMS:  Billy, I never get tired of seeing you, man.  39 

What do you mean by fish tags?  What’s your idea? 40 

 41 

MR. ARCHER:  It’s not a tag, Roy, but it’s the same thing that 42 

the headboat pilot has.  It’s a receipt.  You have a receipt 43 

because you caught this fish and so if I had a thousand tags in 44 

my account, similar to the commercial IFQ, and NMFS issued those 45 

in colors or whatever for all reef fish, because that’s what we 46 

need, a complete reef fish IFQ, and then some way to verify it, 47 

which I think we can do that through the VMS and having the 48 
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Florida Marine Patrol sitting at the dock when I get in. 1 

 2 

Hey, I am proud and I don’t have to catch a limit.  That’s where 3 

this council is missing the point.  When Randy says we’re 4 

catching eighteen-million pounds, he’s right.  We’re killing 5 

that many fish, but we’re not landing that many fish. 6 

 7 

If we can keep a portion of what we catch and not have to target 8 

two snapper for ten people -- I caught over 300 head in my nine 9 

days and I can take that 300 head and spread them out over three 10 

months and they’re all nice fish, but I want that opportunity 11 

and that’s why I said there’s good news, because there is good 12 

news. 13 

 14 

If this council will do its job and figure out a way to get us 15 

into a program where we can spread these fish out and not be in 16 

some kind of nine-day derby system or a zero.  Roy, that scares 17 

me, man, and that’s a real possibility.  Thank you, Roy. 18 

 19 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Randy, a question for you.  We’ve heard several 20 

captains say that they’re not seeing the number of boats on the 21 

water and you just said that also and are you talking about 22 

recreational fishing, private boats? 23 

 24 

MR. ARCHER:  The offshore fleet is inshore now, Doug.  It’s not 25 

-- When I get back in -- When I’m thirty-five or forty miles 26 

offshore and when I get back inside of twenty miles, I start 27 

seeing the traffic and then when I get inside twelve miles, I 28 

have to really be careful and I’m talking about the small boat 29 

fleet and not the charterboat guys, but our -- Mark Kelley is 30 

not here today and he’s got two nice boats and his brother has 31 

got a nice boat and the fleet out of Captain Anderson’s, they 32 

are burning the wheels off their boats, but they’re not fishing 33 

for red snapper.  34 

 35 

They really haven’t had the impact that I have, because I’m a 36 

red snapper fisherman.  My customers like to catch red snapper 37 

and grouper and amberjack and triggerfish, but yes, we’re not 38 

seeing them.  I fished five days last week and never saw a boat, 39 

not one boat, outside of thirty miles. 40 

 41 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you.  Wayne, you’re up and then Bart 42 

Niquet. 43 

 44 

MR. WAYNE WERNER:  My name is Wayne Werner and I’m the owner and 45 

operator of the Fishing Vessel Sea Quest.  The first thing I 46 

would like to say is like every meeting here recently, we’ve had 47 

to report back to our lawyers and they’re not overly thrilled 48 
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with yesterday’s results and they seem to think it’s going to be 1 

the same old thing, same old result, same old everything.  They 2 

are hoping when the full council meets that you all will start 3 

moving forward.   4 

 5 

The first thing I would like to say is yesterday all we heard 6 

was we couldn’t spend a lot of time on the slot limits because 7 

it’s going to give you one day.  Well, you’re spending a lot of 8 

time on Amendment 28 to get one day and I just don’t see where 9 

there’s any real big difference. 10 

 11 

The public hearings, 70 percent of the comments have been 12 

against moving forward with Amendment 28.  Those are the people 13 

that took the time to give you the information and not just to 14 

punch something that says yes or no and I would like to make a 15 

comment on that. 16 

 17 

When I was at our public testimony in Tampa, there were two guys 18 

that came up there that said, hey, we were told to vote for 19 

Option 5, but after hearing what all these fishermen had to say, 20 

we can’t come up here with a conscience and do it.  Everybody 21 

knows where I stand on Amendment 28.  I think that you all are 22 

not -- You shouldn’t move forward with it. 23 

 24 

I would like to make a couple of comments about the grouper 25 

referendum that Pam Anderson has said.  I didn’t get to vote in 26 

no grouper referendum.  The years used to qualify, I sank a boat 27 

and both my parents died and I had a lot of things happen and 28 

they were my worst years, but I got all my fish, because I was 29 

an honest citizen and reported to the government and paid my 30 

taxes.  I didn’t sell them for cash. 31 

 32 

The other comment that she made was 4,000 comments about IFQs 33 

and well, when it comes to the charterboat industry, there’s 34 

only 1,300 of them and that’s the 1,300 you need to listen to 35 

and not the other 3,500 or whatever or 3,000. 36 

 37 

You know, as you move forward, I hope that we don’t have to end 38 

up right back where we came from, right back in court, because 39 

that’s where we’re headed.  Thank you. 40 

 41 

MR. PEARCE:  Wayne, you started off by saying that we did things 42 

in council yesterday and today to upset the judges and what did 43 

we do?  What did we do to upset the judge in council or 44 

committee? 45 

 46 

MR. WERNER:  Not the judge.  I didn’t say the judge.  I said our 47 

attorneys. 48 
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 1 

MR. PEARCE:  What did we do? 2 

 3 

MR. WERNER:  You didn’t do anything.  You did the same old 4 

thing.  Implementing a buffer, a 20 percent buffer, and some of 5 

Roy’s comments yesterday were it looks like it might even be 6 

worse, because of the state landings and states wanting to 7 

reopen.  It just sounded worse than better, Harlon. 8 

 9 

MR. PEARCE:  You didn’t hear us talk about that it was a zero-10 

sum game for the recreational fishermen and that we really need 11 

to do something different than we’re doing and we’re trying to 12 

do that? 13 

 14 

MR. WERNER:  Well, but nothing moved forward in the committee 15 

and so we’re going to have to see. 16 

 17 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Bart and then Eric Brazer. 18 

 19 

MR. BART NIQUET:  Thank you.  I’m Bart Niquet and I’ve been 20 

fishing since 1947.  The only thing I can say is for Amendment 21 

Number 28 is that you ought to bury it, because it stinks.  22 

 23 

Another federal season for red snapper is closed and the finger 24 

juggling is just going to start.  In spite of the bad weather, I 25 

am sure the quota has been exceeded.  In Panama City, the small 26 

boat fleet has been making multiple trips each day and this has 27 

been occurring since before June 1, with little or no action 28 

from the local marine patrol.  They’re all bothering with the 29 

sunbathers.  30 

 31 

A question I need answered is why is there a two-fish bag limit 32 

for nine days on a fishery that is busting the seams and we’ve 33 

got two other fisheries that have four-fish bag limits and they 34 

are supposed to be overfished?  That doesn’t make any sense and 35 

it’s no wonder the council has no credibility with the general 36 

public. 37 

 38 

The answer is not what you’re persisting and pushing, but I 39 

believe you need to do the following.  You keep the 51/49 split, 40 

but raise the TAC to fifteen or sixteen-million pounds, like 41 

your own biologist says we ought to have. 42 

 43 

Give the recreational a thirty-day, two-fish bag limit, a hard 44 

limit, to where they know what they can tell their customers and 45 

when they can go fishing and when they can’t go fishing, so they 46 

can make a little bit of money. 47 

 48 
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Split the recreational quota, the seven or seven-and-a-half 1 

million pounds they will get if you raise the TAC, between the 2 

for-hire and the general public and don’t make any changes until 3 

the fishery proves itself accountable.  Just hold it to that. 4 

 5 

Cut the red grouper gag grouper quota, the bag limit, from four 6 

to three fish or two fish if you have to, but spread it out so 7 

they can have a little bit longer to fish. 8 

 9 

As Jacques Cousteau said in his book, the potential value of the 10 

world’s fishery as a food source is too important for hungry 11 

people of the world to be used for the amusement of the elite 12 

few and I will agree with him. 13 

 14 

Incidentally, your biologists, in the past twelve years or 15 

thirteen years, have told us that there were no whale sharks in 16 

the Gulf and there were no orcas in the Gulf and there is no 17 

sperm whales in the Gulf and no great whites in the Gulf and 18 

goliath grouper would never come back.  They have been wrong on 19 

every one and so maybe your biologists need some studying.  20 

Maybe they ought to go fishing.  Thank you. 21 

 22 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Bart.  Any questions for Bart?  Thank 23 

you, Bart.  Eric and then Kelli O’Donnell. 24 

 25 

MR. ERIC BRAZER:  Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.  My name is 26 

Eric Brazer and I’m the Deputy Director of the Gulf of Mexico 27 

Reef Fish Shareholder’s Alliance.  I want to hit on four topics 28 

real quick in the next two minutes and fifty seconds. 29 

 30 

Number one is reallocation.  I am here to reiterate that we do 31 

not support reallocation and we can only support the no action 32 

alternative at this time.  Reallocation is illegal, as per the 33 

court case, which you are all familiar with.  It violates many 34 

Magnuson provisions, including a number of National Standards. 35 

 36 

It is unfair and inequitable, because it rewards the 37 

recreational sector for their noncompliance while penalizing the 38 

commercial sector for their track record of 100 percent 39 

compliance. 40 

 41 

It fails to promote conservation of red snapper and it lacks 42 

sufficient economic justification, among other things.  Maybe 43 

it’s just me, but I don’t believe that destabilizing the 44 

commercial sector is going to stabilize the recreational sector.  45 

This mentality of hurting you to help me is just bad business, 46 

in my mind.  We urge you to follow the law and do the right 47 

thing and choose the no action alternative as the preferred 48 
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alternative for Amendment 28. 1 

 2 

In terms of accountability measures, we support the attempt of 3 

this council to move forward with accountability measures in 4 

response to the lawsuit, but the measures on the table now, 5 

let’s be real, they are punitive.  They are punitive measures.  6 

They will immediately shorten the season and this is done by 7 

design and so we should not be surprised if this happens. 8 

 9 

They only work in one direction and so we can’t, in good faith, 10 

get behind these solutions that don’t fix the underlying 11 

problem.  We still can’t count the fish and we’re just 12 

exacerbating the issue that we’re facing today. 13 

 14 

That being said, we understand you’re in a tight spot and so if 15 

you are serious about making this work, we don’t believe that 16 

Amendment 28 is the right place for accountability measures.  17 

It’s a toxic amendment.  It’s under constant threat of 18 

litigation and it’s arguably the most high-risk vehicle you have 19 

to use right now. 20 

 21 

We support the accountability measures being dropped into 22 

Amendment 40.  It’s a recreational management plan and so the 23 

recreational accountability measures should be there and not in 24 

a commercial reallocation amendment. 25 

 26 

We believe there is time for Amendment 40 to be implemented on 27 

time if the council makes it a priority and putting these 28 

accountability measures in Amendment 40 would allow you to 29 

tailor them to the specific needs and the management uncertainty 30 

that’s different between the for-hire sector and the commercial 31 

sector. 32 

 33 

Quickly, Magnuson is working.  We have some strong concerns with 34 

the direction the council is moving in in their Magnuson letter.  35 

We don’t support the move to go to nine miles.  It’s just 36 

increasing the amount of area where there is blatant non-37 

compliance already. 38 

 39 

We think red snapper needs to be strengthened and not weakened 40 

and we believe that flexibility in the way it’s being used is a 41 

backdoor means to undermine conservation.   42 

 43 

Last, but not least, I know I’m over time, but we support moving 44 

forward with electronic monitoring and reporting.  We wish 45 

Magnuson went further and we hope this council goes further and 46 

we would recommend the establishment of an industry working 47 

group to complement the work that’s happening right now.  Thank 48 
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you for allowing me to go over time. 1 

 2 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Eric.  Any questions?   3 

 4 

DR. CRABTREE:  Eric, help me with my memory, but my memory with 5 

the litigation we went through is that specific issues that the 6 

plaintiffs in that litigation brought up were our failure to 7 

implement or consider buffers and paybacks and those were 8 

specific things in the litigation and they’re the very things 9 

we’re putting in place now, but now I seem to be hearing that 10 

they’re punitive and they’re not what you want. 11 

 12 

MR. BRAZER:  I believe they are punitive.  I believe they should 13 

be -- 14 

 15 

DR. CRABTREE:  But they were requested by the plaintiffs in the 16 

litigation, right? 17 

 18 

MR. BRAZER:  We believe that they should be considered a short-19 

term measure, a stopgap measure, to get us to the point where we 20 

can actually fix the problem.  We don’t necessarily believe that 21 

buffers and paybacks are going to fix the underlying problem. 22 

 23 

DR. CRABTREE:  I think that’s exactly what we were talking about 24 

yesterday, is that those are a short-term fix to this, because 25 

we’re under, as you’re well aware, specific timelines with the 26 

court, because that’s what the plaintiffs asked for and so we 27 

don’t have time to do these long-term fixes and meet what has 28 

come out of this lawsuit and so we’re proceeding down a path of 29 

a short-term fix, which may not be the most desirable way to go, 30 

and then part two of that is the long-term aspects of this, 31 

which we’re not even yet sure what that even is, but we have a 32 

number of things looking at that. 33 

 34 

MR. BRAZER:  I don’t disagree with anything you said and we hope 35 

that this is going to leverage that long-term solution and that 36 

we get to that point as quickly as possible. 37 

 38 

DR. CRABTREE:  No, my point is that you can characterize it as 39 

punitive, but this wasn’t ever where the agency wanted to wind 40 

up.  This is a result of litigation. 41 

 42 

MR. PEARCE:  Eric, thank you for your presentation.  I think 43 

you’re part of the Share the Gulf Program that we’re doing in 44 

the Gulf and are you privy to the -- What are the positions of 45 

the restaurant associations in the five Gulf states, as well as 46 

maybe the Texas Retail Association, on Amendment 28? 47 

 48 
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MR. BRAZER:  I am not prepared to speak to that, but I hope that 1 

people that are following me can. 2 

 3 

MR. PEARCE:  I’m sorry.  I thought you knew.  I will ask someone 4 

else. 5 

 6 

DR. SHIPP:  Eric, you mentioned that you don’t favor extending 7 

state waters to nine miles for Alabama, Mississippi, and 8 

Louisiana.  Along that same line, would you favor reducing the 9 

state boundaries of Florida and Texas to three miles? 10 

 11 

MR. BRAZER:  I believe that is a loaded question.  My response 12 

to that is that while there is continued and blatant non-13 

compliance by states, we don’t feel that increasing that amount 14 

of area is the right thing to do and promotes conservation or 15 

does this council any favors. 16 

 17 

DR. SHIPP:  Yes, but you didn’t answer the question.  Do you 18 

favor reducing Florida and Texas to three from nine? 19 

 20 

MR. BRAZER:  I don’t have a position on that at this time. 21 

 22 

MR. PEARCE:  Ask Johnny Greene.  He will tell you. 23 

 24 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Eric, thank you.  Kelli O’Donnell?  Gary Jarvis 25 

and then David Krebs. 26 

 27 

MR. GARY JARVIS:  I’m Captain Gary Jarvis and I’m standing up 28 

here representing the Destin Charter Fishermen’s Association.  I 29 

happen to be the new president of that association and 30 

everything I’m going to say is representative of our fleet. 31 

 32 

We ask for no payback provisions of any kind instituted in the 33 

recreational red snapper fishery until the SEC and MRIP address 34 

the data issues concerning the longer intercept times and the 35 

stock assessments are then adjusted to coincide with this new 36 

data.  This issue must be settled first. 37 

 38 

Our members support consideration of reallocation of a portion 39 

of the red snapper fishery, but cannot support Amendment 28 or 40 

any of the alternatives with the buffers and the payback 41 

provisions attached to them. 42 

 43 

Due to the reality, it will be a net zero gain for our members 44 

and our customers, due to the status quo management issues and 45 

the state non-compliance.  DCBA asks that you implement any 46 

payback provision and buffers into the Amendment 40 and as the 47 

new recreational FMP for each component of the recreational 48 
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fishery moves forward, at that time put any and all 1 

accountability measures in there. 2 

 3 

To answer a question asked of the Shareholder’s Alliance member 4 

just a second ago, by doing that and actually moving forward 5 

with development of a recreational fishery FMP and putting those 6 

accountability measures in there, I believe it would satisfy the 7 

court, because it shows that you’re finally doing something 8 

other than buffers and shorter seasons for the twelfth or 9 

thirteenth year in a row. 10 

 11 

We support a change in the red grouper accountability measures 12 

for a midseason bag limit adjustment from the present four fish 13 

to two fish to in-season closure.  We support a more flexible 14 

accountability measure, four, three, two, one, as each wave is 15 

evaluated and the landings are evaluated to maintain a year-16 

round fishery and prevent any in-season closure.  Just gradually 17 

-- If the landings are coming in quickly, just gradually bring 18 

it down.   19 

 20 

This is the DCBA position on Amendment 40.  In Action 1, we 21 

support Alternative 2.  In Action 2, we support either 22 

Alternative 2, but respectfully request an additional 23 

alternative, Number 9 is what I’m going to name it, which would 24 

use the landings prior to 2005, which was the last time all 25 

sectors fished under the same seasons, bag limits, and size 26 

limits.  It’s the most accurate picture of participation levels 27 

in the recreational sector. 28 

 29 

Since 2005 and the non-compatibility that started in Texas and 30 

the rulemaking of 30B, the recreational sector and the charter 31 

for-hire sector has not been on the same level playing field.  32 

On Action 3, we support Alternative 2. 33 

 34 

The DCBA supports charter for-hire mandatory electronic 35 

reporting and electronic monitoring and we have even taken a 36 

straw poll vote of every single member, other than one, and we 37 

have over eighty members and we’re willing to pay for it 38 

ourselves. 39 

 40 

We request the development and implementation of a multispecies 41 

charter for-hire IFQ and not just red snapper.  The present 42 

problem with red grouper that you explored today and the looming 43 

amberjack issue are examples of why this needs to be a 44 

multispecies approach to accountable management in the charter 45 

for-hire sector.  Thank you. 46 

 47 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Gary.  We have a question for you 48 
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from Dr. Dana and then Dr. Crabtree. 1 

 2 

DR. DANA:  Thank you, Captain Jarvis.  You had spoke to Action 3 

2.1 or 2.2, whatever it was, the span of years, and you had an 4 

Alternative 9.  I am not looking at the document and that’s why 5 

I’m just being a little bit vague here. 6 

 7 

I do know though that all the year spans that are currently 8 

being examined run from let’s say early -- They run to 2012, but 9 

what you’re saying is even though all those run up to 2012, 10 

you’re saying no and go to a whole different time span, which is 11 

-- When would that start and when would that end? 12 

 13 

MR. JARVIS:  Right now, Alternative 2, which is the only choices 14 

we have, is the longest timeline and we could support that, but 15 

the reason we’re presenting another alternative, an Alternative 16 

9, is because if you’re going to sub-allocate the fishery in the 17 

manner that has existed for over twenty-three years during those 18 

timelines, it needs to be based on when the entire participants 19 

in the recreational fishery, whether it was charter for-hire or 20 

private boat, were all on the same level playing field, because 21 

that’s what -- When everybody had the same length of season and 22 

the same bag limit and the same size limit, that’s when -- That 23 

shows the average landing and participation levels of the fleet. 24 

 25 

Since 2005, and it started with the State of Texas going non-26 

compatible and followed suit with Florida going non-compatible 27 

and then Rule 30B was instituted and now we have three states, 28 

couple of them with complete, year-round fisheries, and our 29 

fleet, our sector, has not participated in none of that. 30 

 31 

All the landing history since 2005 is skewed because of 32 

regulatory actions by states and this council and it has changed 33 

the dynamic of how it was from 1981, when they actually started 34 

managing red snapper, up to 2004. 35 

 36 

What we’re asking for in the two recommendations is a ten or 37 

fifteen-year timeline, whatever suits the council’s pleasure, 38 

from either 1989 through 2004, which is a fifteen-year timeline, 39 

or 1994 through 2004. 40 

 41 

1994 through 2004 is when the private boat recreational anglers 42 

became more involved and LORAN-C and GPS and so maybe a ten-year 43 

timeline would be better than the fifteen-year timeline, because 44 

fifteen years -- 1989 was predominantly -- We were catching 45 

probably close to 80 percent of the fish, but the latter years, 46 

when everybody was on the same playing field and there was a lot 47 

of involvement in the fishery, all through the 1990s and up to 48 
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2004, that’s going to be the clearest picture of how the access 1 

levels were for both the private recreational sector and the 2 

charter for-hire sector. 3 

 4 

I just want to say one thing to remind everybody.  That charter 5 

for-hire sector is the American saltwater angling public, the 6 

entire country, who accesses the fishery from the charter for-7 

hire vessel. 8 

 9 

That federal permit that was given to us at the moratorium, 10 

which went into effect in 2003, which is another reason why you 11 

should use the earlier years, was supposed to maintain and 12 

secure an access level for the American public that did not own 13 

boats. 14 

 15 

Shortly after that took place, the rulemaking and the actions of 16 

states and this council started to remove and skew the American 17 

public’s access to that fishery and it’s not a whole lot 18 

different than reallocation from the consumer to recreational 19 

anglers.  It’s still some of the same problems.  It’s regulatory 20 

action instead of the reality of the fleet at that time. 21 

 22 

MR. PEARCE:  Gary, thanks for your presentation and a couple of 23 

things.  What Pam was asking and what you’re talking about, 24 

Assane is going to give us that option tomorrow.  It’s going to 25 

be part of the document, so we can explore that option.  The 26 

second thing is from what I am hearing you say, you are in 27 

support of mandatory electronic reporting? 28 

 29 

MR. JARVIS:  That’s correct and when our fleet -- We have some 30 

center consoles.  Most of our boats in the Destin charter for-31 

hire fleet, which happens to be one of the largest or the 32 

largest in the Gulf of Mexico, most of our boats are big boats 33 

and we’re fishery-dependent.  We don’t do other things with our 34 

vessels. 35 

 36 

When we were slapped in the face with a nine-day season, the few 37 

guys that had been waffling three or four months ago on whether 38 

they wanted a VMS or electronic reporting, that ended. 39 

 40 

MR. PEARCE:  You’re in support of VMS even if you have to buy it 41 

yourself you said? 42 

 43 

MR. JARVIS:  Yes and I can stand before this council right now 44 

and tell you that eighty guys told us that they will pay their 45 

own way.  I just bought a CLS VMS, which is out there on that 46 

table.  It’s $1,700 and I paid my guy $300 to put it in and 47 

that’s because I’m a dual-permitted vessel, but it’s just 48 
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another cost of doing business. 1 

 2 

MR. PEARCE:  Can you give me a list of those names whenever you 3 

get time? 4 

 5 

MR. JARVIS:  Yes and, in fact, I think Mr. Greene have a list if 6 

he got that from Mr. Eller, who actually took our -- He was our 7 

former president and he actually took the vote. 8 

 9 

MR. PEARCE:  All right and also, you’re in favor of a standalone 10 

amendment for measures for the recreational fishery rather than 11 

in 28 having the accountability measures? 12 

 13 

MR. JARVIS:  Yes, I think the accountability measures need to be 14 

in Amendment 40, because Amendment 40 is a recreational -- It’s 15 

the beginning of the recreational fishery management plan and 16 

there’s no better place, because the accountability measure that 17 

you may want to consider for us, it may be a charter for-hire 18 

IFQ.   19 

 20 

That’s an accountability measure, but that’s not going to suit 21 

the private boat recreational sector and so to continue forward 22 

with bringing the recreational sector into court-ordered order, 23 

you may have to consider a tag or a stamp or a permit for the 24 

private boat angling community. 25 

 26 

I wouldn’t want to be so presumptuous to insinuate that the 27 

accountability measure for me would be the same accountability 28 

measure that would suit the needs of the private boat owner or 29 

angler. 30 

 31 

MR. PEARCE:  Do you believe that if we take that step and go 32 

into a separate standalone amendment and show that we’re making 33 

an effort to solve our problem that the judges would listen to 34 

that? 35 

 36 

MR. JARVIS:  I truly do and I followed that very close, that 37 

court case, and some of you may have known that I’m also a board 38 

member of the Charter Fishermen’s Association and we have filed 39 

a petition intervention on some further legal action that still 40 

is unresolved. 41 

 42 

We are really committed to moving into the 21st century of 43 

recreational management and putting our industry and our 44 

customers back in a position where they’re going to gain access 45 

in a rebuilding fishery instead of getting 3.1 million pounds 46 

and losing sixty-six days on the water in the last four years. 47 

 48 
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We are really serious about it now and if it means we have to do 1 

it through the courts, we will, but I would much rather, because 2 

I know all of you here, that we work this here in this room with 3 

these people. 4 

 5 

MR. PEARCE:  As a recreational fisherman, what is your position 6 

on Amendment 28? 7 

 8 

MR. JARVIS:  There’s not a single guy in my organization that 9 

would not like to get more fish, but not at the price of having 10 

payback provisions and 20 percent buffers thrown upon them and 11 

there may come a time, if we move into an accountable fishery 12 

management system, where we could sit there and talk about 13 

reallocation, if it’s economically -- If it could be proven. 14 

 15 

More importantly, if we went that route, at least we could say 16 

we have a portion of the recreational fishery and any allocation 17 

shift, we could actually count the pounds or the fish that we 18 

would get, but under this present day, today, if you reallocate, 19 

you could reallocate 10 percent, but with state non-compliance 20 

in this present management system, my customer -- Not one single 21 

red snapper will come across the transom of a federally-22 

permitted charterboat with this reallocation proposal because 23 

it’s all going to be consumed by the state water noncompliance. 24 

 25 

MR. PEARCE:  You believe that we need to be accountable before 26 

we need to discuss allocation? 27 

 28 

MR. JARVIS:  Does it make any sense not to? 29 

 30 

DR. CRABTREE:  All I am looking for is a yes or a no, if you 31 

don’t mind.  You support the mandatory sector separation 32 

alternative? 33 

 34 

MR. JARVIS:  That is correct and so did my industry. 35 

 36 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  David, you’re up and then Ken Haddad. 37 

 38 

MR. DAVID KREBS:  My name is David Krebs and I own Ariel 39 

Seafoods in Destin, Florida and Sebastian, Florida and three 40 

commercial boats and I’m an IFQ red snapper and grouper 41 

shareholder. 42 

 43 

I am here to talk about Amendment 28 and thank God for a 44 

lawsuit, because it took the failures of this council to fix the 45 

recreational problem and it took the focus off of you and put it 46 

on the commercial industry, who got tired of getting run over. 47 

 48 
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From fourteen days that you might have given them, you got nine, 1 

but you can point the finger at us.  I am not allowed to unload 2 

at Ms. Anderson’s dock anymore because I was a member of the 3 

lawsuit, because I want to see the fishery fix itself.  This 4 

council has been a failure.  You have lost control now to the 5 

states of the red snapper fishery on the recreational side and 6 

you want to blame us and a lawsuit.   7 

 8 

You need Amendment 40 as a standalone vehicle to fix the 9 

problems of the recreational fishery, but the first thing you’re 10 

going to have to do is come into agreement with the states of 11 

how you’re all going to get along again. 12 

 13 

If the states are taking two-million pounds of the recreational 14 

quota and state water landings right off the top, what have you 15 

got left for your charter industry?  You guys have thrown them 16 

to the wolves and it’s our fault and that’s wrong. 17 

 18 

I wasn’t going to get upset at this meeting.  I swore I 19 

wouldn’t, because I said I’ve got nothing to lose, because if 20 

the worst case happens, we go back to court over fair and 21 

equitable.   22 

 23 

The media spin that even the papers that came out of this 24 

council on Amendment 28 that says we need to reallocate to 25 

address shorter and shorter red snapper recreational seasons and 26 

I ask you, why are there shorter and shorter recreational red 27 

snapper seasons?  Because of a failure to manage the fishery on 28 

the recreational side. 29 

 30 

You can’t have open access in a fishery and have more access, 31 

longer days.  That’s common sense and I will bet you a third-32 

grader could figure that one out, but we sit here and we blame 33 

the commercial industry and it’s our fault.  It’s our fault 34 

because we became accountable because you told us throughout the 35 

1990s to shrink your fleet and consolidate your fishermen. 36 

 37 

I stood at this podium banging on it and saying no, I’m a 38 

fisherman and you can’t make me quit fishing multispecies and 39 

you said, oh, yes, we can and you did.  My fellow fishermen that 40 

I didn’t have permits for said, well, Dave, you have just got to 41 

buy in and that’s what I did, as so many other fishermen in this 42 

room bought into an IFQ system that now they weren’t told when 43 

they bought into it that, hey, by the way, one day we may 44 

reallocate that fishery.  They weren’t told that. 45 

 46 

They were told buy into a fishery that, properly managed, will 47 

grow and grow and that’s what they bought into and so I am going 48 
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to ask you guys to throw 28 in the trashcan.  I know it’s been 1 

on the agenda to reallocate for a long time, but without a fixed 2 

recreational component -- I am tired of my friends hating me. 3 

 4 

I grew up in Destin, Florida, since 1962.  I fished on 5 

charterboats and I have fished beside them and now I’m an SOB 6 

because I’m in a commercial industry that’s managed properly and 7 

they are getting no help from this council.  Thank you. 8 

 9 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, David.  Ken Haddad and then Jim 10 

Clements. 11 

 12 

MR. KEN HADDAD:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman and council members.  13 

Thank you for letting me speak.  My name is Ken Haddad and I’m 14 

here on behalf of the American Sportfishing Association.  We’re 15 

the trade organization for the sportfishing industry, comprised 16 

of manufacturers, distributors, retailers, and fishing 17 

organizations. 18 

 19 

I am going to take a little contrary view to some of the things 20 

you’ve heard, but we encourage you to proceed with Amendment 28, 21 

including both allocation and accountability measures.  We 22 

support Action 1, Alternative 5 and have recently provided you 23 

comments from two economists, Southwick and Bergstrom, relative 24 

to the Buck and King review.  We hope you will look at that and 25 

take it into account and we know it’s going to the SESSC. 26 

 27 

The bottom line is that this alternative increases both sectors’ 28 

quotas above the benchmark of 9.12 million pounds, but it 29 

recognizes the modern changes in the recreational fishery, 30 

economic efficiency, and fairness in allocation between sectors, 31 

which, based on MRIP data, may have been wrong historically. 32 

 33 

For Action 2, we support the proposed alternatives that the 34 

committee is putting forward.  We hope you will not delay moving 35 

forward on this amendment and we support including all current 36 

actions.   37 

 38 

We hear all kinds of reasons not to move forward with 39 

allocation.  They include solving the overall recreational fish 40 

problem relative to red snapper, which, based on the council’s 41 

track record, may take quite some time. 42 

 43 

Getting the regional management worked out and getting state 44 

agreement and compliance, it won’t help the recreational fishery 45 

and a whole host of other reasons not to move on allocation, but 46 

allocation should be based on the intent, as is described in the 47 

amendment, and to try to delay for other things, it’s just been 48 
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happening for years and years. 1 

 2 

Frankly, allocation and AMs for the next year are the only two 3 

things that are accomplishable probably in any timeframe that 4 

will give us even a small boost and satisfy the lawsuit request.  5 

 6 

We remain opposed to moving forward with Amendment 40.  We 7 

understand the problems in the for-hire industry and we want to 8 

find solutions.  We continue to ask you to work with the entire 9 

recreational industry to try to solve the problems that we’re 10 

facing. 11 

 12 

We believe that there are ways within the recreational sector to 13 

help the for-hire component without creating a separate sector 14 

and there’s numbers of ideas and if somebody asks me that 15 

question, we will talk about it, but I think everybody should 16 

realize the long-term potential negative impacts just due to the 17 

politics and divisiveness that will be created on the council. 18 

 19 

Then, finally, I think the changes proposed by your Outreach 20 

Committee are good, but do not provide a forum for true dialogue 21 

and problem solving that needs to be thought about by the 22 

council.  I think you can go further in how to bring good ideas 23 

to the council.  I also think the new name for the scoping 24 

meeting should be “happy hour” and so thank you. 25 

 26 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  All right, Ken.  Any questions for Ken? 27 

 28 

MR. PEARCE:  Ken, thank you, as always.  Aside from 29 

accountability measures and paybacks, does your group have any 30 

other way for effort restriction in the private recreational 31 

fishery?  Anything that helps us stay within an accountable 32 

fishery that I can help you work with? 33 

 34 

MR. HADDAD:  Well, I think you’ve heard a number of ideas and we 35 

don’t have anything to propose and I will tell you why, Harlon.  36 

It’s because a three-minute sound bite of trying to come up with 37 

ideas that need a good bit of talking about to get to the right 38 

solution are just impossible to do in this process. 39 

 40 

When we talk about tags, which has to be talked about, nobody 41 

understands what the -- What does that mean to me?  There has 42 

been no kind of analysis to help us understand what the problems 43 

are that we can solve and so I just feel there’s not a good 44 

process right now to bring innovative ideas in front of the 45 

council or within any part of the council function that can be 46 

ferreted out and honestly looked at.  They get dismissed pretty 47 

readily and so it kind of -- It makes it hard to even want to 48 
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bring new ideas to the table. 1 

 2 

MR. PEARCE:  My cell phone is always available and I am ready to 3 

talk about it and where do you stand on a separate amendment for 4 

the private recreational fishery management that would have 5 

things in it to help solve that? 6 

 7 

MR. HADDAD:  I tend to agree with what I’ve heard I think Roy 8 

say.  I think, based on the lawsuit, the AMs need to be done 9 

now.  It’s a temporary fix and it just needs to be done.  To put 10 

it in with sector separation, I would argue you’re just -- We 11 

are not in favor of sector separation going forward and so 12 

you’re doing that. 13 

 14 

It’s right now in Amendment 28, which some people oppose, and so 15 

that may not be good.  To separate it, it’s just going to delay 16 

anything moving forward. 17 

 18 

MR. PEARCE:  Aside from taking the AMs and paybacks out of 28, 19 

but beginning a separate amendment that looks at the 20 

recreational fishing management process, would you -- 21 

 22 

MR. HADDAD:  I think you need to do that.  That needs to be 23 

totally separate from everything else.  You can’t take the AMs 24 

and put it in something new and have the time to work out a 25 

whole new management system which needs innovative and new ideas 26 

and a whole new way of thinking by the council on how to get it 27 

done. 28 

 29 

DR. CRABTREE:  Ken, thanks for being with us and I understand 30 

your concerns about the process and things are so polarized now 31 

that it is difficult, but part of the problem, it seems to me, 32 

is that almost every new idea that we come up with faces 33 

overwhelmingly opposition by the private recreational sector and 34 

sector separation being one. 35 

 36 

I heard you say you’re against it, but I really didn’t hear 37 

anything as to exactly why you’re against it.  Fish tags, you 38 

recall a representative of the Coastal Conservation Association 39 

brought that up some years ago and then got blasted and that’s 40 

part of what has fed to this environment that’s making it so 41 

difficult. 42 

 43 

We end up getting letters from all the Gulf state governors, at 44 

the urging of private recreational fishing, opposing things and 45 

so what do we do about this? 46 

 47 

MR. HADDAD:  You need -- Again, that’s why I was kind of 48 
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focusing on the Outreach Committee and a new way of thinking 1 

about scoping.  The approach you take now is an input approach 2 

and it’s not a problem-solving approach and so it doesn’t allow 3 

those of us within the industry, working with council, to 4 

actually discuss and understand the nuances across each new idea 5 

and so it’s more of a here’s a new idea and it’s more how many 6 

problems can we find with that new idea and it’s not how many 7 

solutions can we find with a new idea, but it has to start at 8 

the ground and there is no process in the council for dialogue 9 

at the ground level. 10 

 11 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Any other questions for Ken?  Thank you, Ken.  12 

Jim Clements and then Tom Steber. 13 

 14 

MR. JIM CLEMENTS:  My name is Jim Clements and I’m a commercial 15 

fisherman from Carrabelle, Florida.  Reallocation will not solve 16 

the problem of recreational overharvesting.  Under the council’s 17 

Preferred Alternative 5 in Amendment 28, nearly half-a-million 18 

pounds of red snapper would be immediately reallocated from the 19 

commercial sector to the recreational sector. 20 

 21 

This would have added just two additional fishing days for the 22 

recreational fishermen and now, with a 20 percent buffer that’s 23 

being considered applied to the 2015 season and what the states 24 

have done, those two days will likely be absorbed and there will 25 

be no additional days. 26 

 27 

The council needs to understand the harms that would result from 28 

taking nearly half-a-million pounds away from the commercial 29 

sector and its related businesses and over one-million meals 30 

away from consumers. 31 

 32 

By proposing reallocation, the council and NMFS are only 33 

addressing the symptoms of the issue and if you only address the 34 

symptoms, you will never fix the problem.  Without a management 35 

plan that actually stops recreational overharvesting, the 36 

recreational fishery is likely to exceed any quota that is given 37 

to it.  This line of thinking means that any overage would be 38 

followed by a reallocation, which would be followed by another 39 

overage, which would be followed by another reallocation.  This 40 

will undoubtedly lead to the absolute collapse of the fishery. 41 

 42 

Buffers and paybacks need to be included in Sector Separation 43 

Amendment 40 and not in Amendment 28.  Buffers and paybacks are 44 

recreational accountability measures and therefore, they should 45 

be in a recreational management plan.  Amendment 28 is a 46 

commercial reallocation plan and recreational accountability 47 

measures don’t belong there. 48 
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 1 

Buffers and paybacks should be a temporary measure to stop the 2 

bleeding while the council fixes the recreational management 3 

plan.  If the council is going to use them, they need to 4 

actually work.  The buffers should be accurate enough so payback 5 

is not needed.  You won’t know if the 20 percent buffer works 6 

until after the 2015 season is over.   7 

 8 

There is plenty of time to include accountability measures in 9 

Amendment 40.  You have nine-and-a-half months to draft it and 10 

bring it to public comment and implement it before the court-11 

mandated April 15 deadline. 12 

 13 

If this council reallocates any fish away from the accountable 14 

commercial sector to the unaccountable recreational sector 15 

without a tried and true recreational management plan 16 

implemented first, you will be flaunting your contempt in the 17 

face of the courts.  A management plan is far overdue and it 18 

needs to start now and not reallocation.  Thank you. 19 

 20 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Jim.  We don’t have any questions for 21 

you.  Tom Steber and then John Schmidt. 22 

 23 

MR. TOM STEBER:  Thank you, council.  I am Tom Steber, President 24 

of the Alabama Charter Fishing Association.  I want to thank you 25 

from all of our hearts for allowing us, the Alabama Charter 26 

Fishing Association, to have this EFP that we’re moving forward 27 

with and I thank you very much and what my hope is is that it 28 

can help lead all the Gulf states in not just a pilot program, 29 

but sector separation and accountability and VMS. 30 

 31 

We definitely need this east/west benchmark to get better data.  32 

We still need that and the eighty-eight federally-permitted 33 

boats that are in our association agree 100 percent with our 34 

brothers and sisters in the Destin Association and their 35 

comments. 36 

 37 

Lastly, until we get all these goals in place and get us all 38 

accountable, I don’t see how you can take any fish away from the 39 

only part of the industry that is accountable.  Thank you. 40 

 41 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Tom.  John Schmidt and then Bill 42 

Staff.  Bill, are you up?  Let’s take you. 43 

 44 

MR. BILL STAFF:  I’m Bill Staff from the Charterboat Sea Spray 45 

in Orange Beach, Alabama.  I’ve been fishing for thirty-three 46 

years.  I did some commercial fishing and then I chose to 47 

charter fish and it’s bit me in the butt ever since. 48 
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 1 

I run a platform for the non-boat owning public.  I took 2 

probably 1,200 people fishing last year and most of them cannot 3 

afford their own boat.  Some can and they don’t want the 4 

responsibility.  They want to go drink beer and have fun and so 5 

we take them. 6 

 7 

I am here because of the great concern of our for-hire industry.  8 

Guys, until next year, it can’t get any worse and with the 800-9 

pound gorilla in the room, Florida, we know what’s going to 10 

happen next year.  It’s coming. 11 

 12 

My user group, the federally-permitted vessel, is the only user 13 

group that cannot go catch a red snapper today.  I can’t take my 14 

boat.  Anybody else can go to Florida or Louisiana or Texas, 15 

noncompliant states, and fish.  We are being discriminated 16 

against.  Sorry. 17 

 18 

This is taking food off the table of the charter for-hire.  19 

There has never been a more dire time for sector separation than 20 

now.  We have got to get away from the purely recreational and 21 

the guys that I see stand up and talk about they don’t want 22 

sector separation and they’re not feeding their families and 23 

making mortgages and sending children to school by catching 24 

fish.  I chose my industry thirty-three years ago and I am 25 

sorry, but I’m going to fight until I go down. 26 

 27 

40B is a must.  We need accountability and we need flexibility 28 

and we need something we can bank on, guys.  I am willing, just 29 

like I think most of the charterboats are, to pay for my own VMS 30 

and get accountable and do something to help us get some days 31 

back. 32 

 33 

I would like to thank the council for the forward progress the 34 

last meeting of getting the ball rolling with the 40B and 35 

especially the EFP.  Please keep the ball continuing to roll. 36 

 37 

On the amberjack fishery, it is probably now more important, I 38 

know it is, than the red snapper, since we don’t have but nine 39 

days and next year we won’t have any.  Please look at it and do 40 

your scientific data and don’t make any rash decisions. 41 

 42 

Every time we’ve always gone up in size limit on any species, 43 

within a couple of years, we had closed longer seasons than we 44 

had before.  I know we’ve got to get into sexual maturity on the 45 

amberjack and I’m for that.  If it takes a little bigger fish, 46 

that’s fine, but let’s just try to keep it open as long as we 47 

can.  Without any fish open, we don’t have anything to sell.  On 48 



52 

 

the Amendment 28, until we do get an accountable fishery, there 1 

should be no change in that.  Thank you, all. 2 

 3 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Dr. Crabtree, a question? 4 

 5 

DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, Bill, thanks for coming out.  You support -- 6 

In the Amendment 40, there’s the mandatory sector separation and 7 

the voluntary and do you -- 8 

 9 

MR. STAFF:  Mandatory. 10 

 11 

MR. GREENE:  Bill, thanks for coming, man.  I know it’s tough to 12 

get away in June and come all the way down here.  We looked 13 

yesterday at analysis that we’re looking at slot limits on red 14 

snapper and it showed 9 to 18 percent, maybe a day or so.   15 

 16 

One of the things I wrestled with is I could see how private 17 

recreational guys would be against it.  You as a charterboat 18 

captain have been around as long as anybody in our area and what 19 

do you feel like in the charter for-hire industry could do?  If 20 

it could offer you a few more days next year or is it just not 21 

worth it?  Can you give me a little direction on what you think 22 

a slot limit could -- On the red snapper, we were looking at I 23 

think it was sixteen to twenty-four inches. 24 

 25 

MR. STAFF:  Would you still be able to keep one fish or two fish 26 

over the size limit or how does that work? 27 

 28 

MR. GREENE:  I was thinking that you were here yesterday, but I 29 

guess you were fishing.  No problem.  We looked at analysis that 30 

showed sixteen to twenty-four-inch fish and only having -- You 31 

could only keep two of those within that size limit and it would 32 

give you a pretty big bank for the buck, because you couldn’t 33 

keep a big fish that’s real problematic within the stock, 34 

because the fish are getting bigger and we were trying to figure 35 

a way to reduce the size of the harvest coming in to try to gain 36 

some more days. 37 

 38 

Then we looked at sixteen to twenty-six and having one fish in 39 

the slot and having one oversize and it obviously didn’t give us 40 

as much bang for the buck.  I was just trying to -- I could 41 

understand where the private recreational guys may not want to 42 

keep the smaller fish, but in a charter scenario where you could 43 

potentially get more days, is it something that you would be 44 

interested in, even if it was one or two days, or is it just not 45 

worth the trouble? 46 

 47 

MR. STAFF:  I don’t think it would be worth it, Johnny.  I think 48 
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we would be throwing too many fish back trying to keep a small 1 

fish. 2 

 3 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Bill.  Scott Hickman and then Bobby 4 

Kelly. 5 

 6 

MR. SCOTT HICKMAN:  Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen of the 7 

Gulf Council.  I’m Captain Scott Hickman from Galveston, Texas.  8 

I’m a member of the Charter Fishermen’s Association and the 9 

Shareholder’s Alliance.  I’m a CCA member and a red snapper 10 

share holder and I also hold a federal charter for-hire permit. 11 

 12 

Amendment 28, I still say it’s a false promise.  I reiterate 13 

what the majority of the people have come up and said today.  14 

It’s not going to do anything for the recreational fishery.  It 15 

penalizes those that have been doing it right, especially the 16 

charterboat fleet, because with 30B in place and all the states 17 

going to noncompliance, we’re managing our fishery through 18 

inconsistent regulations. 19 

 20 

Chairman Boyd, you keep asking some of these other guys about 21 

how many people are fishing.  Off of Galveston, Texas, there is 22 

lots of recreational people fishing offshore and they are 23 

catching red snappers.  They are doing it year-round.  Anytime 24 

the weather is nice, I see people out catching red snappers. 25 

 26 

I would say I would like to move the accountability measures out 27 

of Amendment 28 and into Amendment 40.  Alternative 1, Preferred 28 

Alternative 1, in Amendment 28, no action.  I would like to 29 

thank Patrick Riley and Bob Shipp for their service on the Gulf 30 

Council and I would also say that I would like to thank Harlon 31 

especially and Johnny Greene for all the heavy lifting they’ve 32 

done over the last few years on electronic logbooks. 33 

 34 

This is something I’ve been very passionate about.  We should 35 

have done it a long time ago, but we’re glad to see we’re 36 

finally getting some momentum. 37 

 38 

I support a charterboat IFQ, sooner than later, and I appreciate 39 

the council selecting the advisory panel and hopefully we can 40 

make sure we are working on that and get a system for these guys 41 

so they can take people fishing and pay their bills and feed 42 

their families. 43 

 44 

As far as the slot limits go, for any species that are affected 45 

by barotrauma, a slot limit is just absolutely the worst idea I 46 

have ever heard.  It’s just terrible.  We may get a day of 47 

fishing or something, but people are going to -- It’s still 48 
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going to cost certain types of high-grading and it’s a terrible 1 

idea and don’t act on it and let’s work on good management. 2 

 3 

Once again, Amendment 28, awful idea.  Kill it.  Roast it.  This 4 

council has spent a ton of time and energy and money working on 5 

this deal and this council needs to get back to the drawing 6 

board and get to work on Amendment 39 and help -- That can help 7 

recreational fishermen. 8 

 9 

The charterboats need an IFQ.  We’re federally permitted and 10 

under 30B, we’re not going anywhere.  Give us our business plan.  11 

Recreational folks, it makes sense for the states to hand out 12 

their own tags.   13 

 14 

Texas has a stamp for every outdoor activity especially for 15 

pronghorn antelope.  If you’re going to go red snapper fishing, 16 

you get a red snapper tag and the state issues their tags and 17 

let the states decide what they want to do with their 18 

allocation.  State directors, you all get back to work on 19 

Amendment 39.  Thank you. 20 

 21 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We have a question for you from Harlon. 22 

 23 

MR. PEARCE:  You’re in favor of mandatory electronic reporting? 24 

 25 

MR. HICKMAN:  Mandatory. 26 

 27 

MR. PEARCE:  You’re in favor of VMS? 28 

 29 

MR. HICKMAN:  Mandatory VMS and mandatory sector separation and 30 

I bought one and so I’ve already got one on my boat.  The lion’s 31 

share of the people in my port want them, too. 32 

 33 

MR. PEARCE:  As a recreational fisherman, would you favor a 34 

standalone amendment that would begin to handle the recreational 35 

fishery management problems? 36 

 37 

MR. HICKMAN:  Absolutely.  Thank you. 38 

 39 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Scott, I have a question for you.  Under 40 

Amendment 40, if sector separation came into being, would tags 41 

be a method to distribute fish that are issued -- You mentioned 42 

issued by the states and would you see tags issued by the states 43 

to be a method to divide the fish up? 44 

 45 

MR. HICKMAN:  As far as a charter for-hire permit holder, I’m 46 

really not interested in that and as a federal permit holder and 47 

also somebody that participates in the IFQ system, I want an IFQ 48 
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for the charterboats.  It’s a great system and it works. 1 

 2 

Under the regulations, we are federally permitted and we fish in 3 

federal waters and so it makes sense for the federal Fisheries 4 

Service to oversee our program.  As far as recreational 5 

fishermen in each state, I completely support tags and a 6 

separate recreational fishery management plan, where the states 7 

get whatever allocation it is and then they distribute the tags 8 

state-by-state for the purely private recreational fishermen. 9 

 10 

As far as charter for-hire, I think we need a system delegated 11 

by the National Marine Fisheries Service for the charterboats 12 

that are federally permitted. 13 

 14 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you.  Bobby Kelly and then Thad Stewart. 15 

 16 

MR. BOBBY KELLY:  Good afternoon, council.  My name is Bobby 17 

Kelly and I hail from Orange Beach, Alabama and I own two 18 

charterboats there and I want to thank you for the opportunity 19 

to address you guys. 20 

 21 

There are probably going to be some pauses in this speech.  I 22 

will have to omit some of it, because luckily I wrote it on the 23 

way up here last night, after fourteen days of fishing in that 24 

Gulf of Mexico and I was kind of mad, because I have to look at 25 

my customers every morning and get on the boat and say, guys, if 26 

you’re going to catch anything that is big and nice and 27 

beautiful, we’re going to have to throw it back in the water.  28 

There is going to be some pauses in here, because some of it I 29 

just probably don’t need to read to you all. 30 

 31 

So far this summer, I have seen you guys turn fisherman against 32 

fisherman and brother against brother.  The stress that is felt 33 

by the CFH operator along the Gulf coast is at an unprecedented 34 

high. 35 

 36 

Nine days of this season allowed forty-eight customers on my 37 

six-passenger vessel to catch and retain a total of ninety-six 38 

red snapper and does that sound fair and equitable to anybody in 39 

this room? 40 

 41 

I am shocked at the noncompliant states such as Texas, Florida, 42 

and Louisiana that have decided to steal these fish for 43 

themselves and in the long run, you all have done more to hurt 44 

the residents of your states and their access to this fishery 45 

than the guys you did for the actual boat owners in your state.  46 

I truly believe it’s criminal and you all should be brought up 47 

on charges, because that is stealing, in my book. 48 
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 1 

You have been mandated to come up with sustainable FMPs, but you 2 

choose to kick the can down the road, as our last meeting in 3 

Baton Rouge.  We need you guys to make some progress on this, 4 

because the next thing you know, it will be April 15 and there 5 

is seventy or eighty of my brothers here now and I promise you 6 

there will be just as many when we come to Baton Rouge. 7 

 8 

The Alabama EFP is a copy of the highly-acclaimed headboat FMP 9 

and it’s a great study and it’s the first step in accountability 10 

in our fishery and I think that’s what everybody in this room 11 

wants, is an accountability and that’s where we need to start.  12 

Amendment 40 starts the process to make the charter for-hire 13 

fleet accountable and I believe it should be mandatory that all 14 

federal reef fish holders participate in this fishery. 15 

 16 

Also, the timeframe in this should be from 1986 to 2005, like 17 

Captain Jarvis said.  That’s when everything there was fair and 18 

equitable, once again, in all the effort. 19 

 20 

Amendment 28 is being brought up with no real benefit other than 21 

to take fish away from a very accountable fishery anyway.  Until 22 

you have the recreational fishermen and the charter fishermen in 23 

a truly accountable fishery management plan, you are just 24 

throwing fish into an overdrawn account and it doesn’t make any 25 

sense. 26 

 27 

Buffers and payback provisions should not be in a commercial 28 

amendment.  They should be with Amendment 40 and to the charter 29 

for-hire guys, we are ready to do and be accountable for every 30 

fish we catch.  We want the VMS and we want the electronic 31 

logbooks and everything.  Thank you. 32 

 33 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Bobby.  Thad Stewart and then Dennis 34 

O’Hern. 35 

 36 

MR. THAD STEWART:  My name is Thad Stewart and I am the Dock 37 

Master and Charter Office Manager at Zeke’s Landing Marina.  38 

What Bobby just said about captains turning against each other 39 

and best friends that have known each other for twenty years, 40 

it’s happening on a daily basis on the docks and it’s the guys 41 

who can manipulate the system and go catch red snapper versus 42 

the ones who can’t and it’s a problem. 43 

 44 

There is that aspect of it and really, we shouldn’t even be 45 

discussing it, guys.  We see it every day out there.  We see the 46 

Gulf every day and we know they’re there.  We are fully aware 47 

and the charterboat guys, they are the ones that revolutionized 48 



57 

 

the artificial reef system.  They are the ones that -- Their 1 

reef system, the Japanese modeled theirs after and we are the 2 

ones hurting. 3 

 4 

Mark my words.  There will be captains without jobs that will 5 

not be able to put food on the table that will be collecting 6 

welfare stamps this winter.  It’s going to go down and it’s 7 

going to happen and I could name four, but I’m not going to and 8 

really, more than that. 9 

 10 

Guys, I really -- What Bob Zales said, yes, that’s a big part of 11 

it, but why can’t -- I am just having trouble wrapping my head 12 

around why we cannot find a solution to this and the look on you 13 

all’s face, I see it every day.  It’s on our face in the charter 14 

office when we have to explain -- We talk to over a hundred 15 

people a day and our numbers are so far down. 16 

 17 

A big part of it is because when people ask what can I catch for 18 

$1,100 or $900 or $700 or $3,000, whatever the number is, the 19 

answer to that question -- I mean, honestly, I understand.  I 20 

wouldn’t pay that kind of money to do it and it’s killing an 21 

industry and it’s killing the City of Orange Beach and it’s 22 

killing the twenty or thirty tenants we’ve got at Zeke’s Marina. 23 

 24 

These guys back here, if it keeps going the way it’s going, it’s 25 

just a matter of time and so the ones who really need to be here 26 

the most and be heard cannot afford the plane ticket to Key 27 

West, Florida, period.  They are the ones that you all need to 28 

hear. 29 

 30 

Really, ideal world, I would like to say that today is day zero 31 

and we start over and we talk and the fishermen who see it every 32 

day, let us help you come up with ways to collect the data.  Let 33 

us talk to the scientists.  We know these fish, we do, and so if 34 

there is anything I can do to help anybody here in any way, 35 

shape, or form, please let me know.  My name is Thad Stewart and 36 

you can reach me at Zeke’s any time. 37 

 38 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Thad.  Any questions for Thad? 39 

 40 

MR. GREENE:  Hi, Thad, and thank you for coming all the way to 41 

Key West.  I believe I understand what you mean by brother 42 

against brother, but I’m not sure if the other people at the 43 

table sitting here around me understand what you mean. 44 

 45 

My understanding is that some of the boats are going down to 46 

Florida and bringing snapper back in and are we on the same 47 

page?  Would you care to elaborate or are you talking about 48 
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something else? 1 

 2 

MR. STEWART:  Well, there is that.  That’s a major aspect of it, 3 

but because people are going so broke and right now they should 4 

be running once or maybe twice a day consistently, in their busy 5 

season -- A seasonal market is tough to operate in anyways, but 6 

when you add this into it, people get financially tight and they 7 

start making false accusations. 8 

 9 

They start running things through their head just because they 10 

can’t feed their family and they’re trying to make sense of it 11 

all and so they’re pointing fingers in places they don’t need to 12 

point fingers and that’s causing fights, too.  Like I said, man, 13 

it’s people that are best friends, people that were in each 14 

other’s weddings.  It’s not acquaintances.  15 

 16 

DR. DANA:  Thank you very much for being here.  I too have a 17 

charter business and it’s in Destin and tensions are very high 18 

and you’re right about that and I also agree that when you have 19 

folks who are planning a family vacation and they are budgeting 20 

their money and they want to do this one memorable trip that 21 

costs anywhere from $750 to $1,200, that’s a big deal and if 22 

they’re not able to hardly bring anything back for food or 23 

whatever, it makes their decision making change. 24 

 25 

MR. STEWART:  Yes, ma’am. 26 

 27 

DR. DANA:  I appreciated what you said and so thank you. 28 

 29 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Thad.  Dennis, you’re up and then 30 

Russell Underwood. 31 

 32 

MR. DENNIS O’HERN:  Thank you, council members.  I appreciate 33 

the opportunity to address you.  I’m Dennis O’Hern of the 34 

Fishing Rights Alliance.  I was making some notes and I walk up 35 

here and I am so confused now. 36 

 37 

Is the private angler, who I am, pounding the Gulf or have we 38 

disappeared?  I have heard conflicting results.  Truly, I think 39 

we’re way down on our effort, private anglers especially, 40 

because the guys I know, a lot of them have sold their boats 41 

when they went down from five gags to two.  It wasn’t worth 42 

going offshore. 43 

 44 

By the way, I do occasionally go on a hired boat.  I go out on 45 

some friends that are charter captains’ boats and it’s a nice 46 

ride.  I’ve got my own boat, too. 47 

 48 
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The problem is not so much sector separation right now as it is 1 

how are we taking care of the stock assessments and the results.  2 

One of your members who will remain nameless claimed about a 3 

year ago that the snapper season should probably be open for six 4 

months at a three-fish limit and I think gag grouper ought to be 5 

open for about ten months. 6 

 7 

Somehow, we are burying these numbers and we’re rolling things 8 

over and I will say that I have pounding to get the recreational 9 

community onboard with an ultimate saltwater license, just like 10 

the NRC report in 2006 said, a comprehensive, universal sampling 11 

frame with national coverage should be established.  What a 12 

concept. 13 

 14 

In fact, it was such a great concept that it’s in Magnuson, but 15 

I don’t know how -- Man, the NMFS lawyers are way better than 16 

mine, because they bamboozled the judge and the judge saw it 17 

their way, but yet, it’s 2014, five years later, five-and-a-half 18 

now, and still -- I mean it’s there, but it’s not even in use 19 

and it’s not implemented yet. 20 

 21 

That just doesn’t kind of fly too well.  We don’t think effort 22 

is really increasing and we have encouraged the State of Florida 23 

-- We have seen Texas and now we’ve got Alabama and Mississippi 24 

looking at it and Louisiana already tossed MRFSS out because 25 

they’re not doing their job. 26 

 27 

I am not sure why.  I have been up to D.C. a hundred times.  28 

Well, not a hundred, but -- I am also curious, why would the 29 

non-boat-owning public want to give up their right to choose 30 

where to fish?  With sector separation, if you took my fish that 31 

I might of caught on one of my friend’s charterboats, now all of 32 

a sudden I’ve got to go on a charterboat to catch that fish 33 

again.  I can’t go on my boat and it’s just not right. 34 

 35 

It’s the recreational angler and their rides.  Professional 36 

captains and ultimate guides and killer, killer fishing trips, 37 

that’s what you pay for, but it’s still the recreational angler 38 

and it’s the recreational angler’s fish.  I am not trying to 39 

take anything away, because I would love to have a solution that 40 

makes sure everybody has got a reasonable job.  We need 41 

professional guides.  You need that adventure and the fish are 42 

there and so I would appreciate it if everybody pay attention to 43 

what was going on with Magnuson. 44 

 45 

One more thing and I know I’ve over time, but when you guys put 46 

an agenda out with three items on it and we sign up to speak for 47 

three different things, in times past, you always got the three 48 
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things and it’s changed a little over the past couple of years 1 

and it doesn’t seem right.  Thank you. 2 

 3 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Dennis.  Russell Underwood and then 4 

Ellen Bolen. 5 

 6 

MR. RUSSELL UNDERWOOD:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I am Russell 7 

Underwood from Panama City, Florida.  I fish off of Louisiana 8 

and Mississippi.  I am a commercial fisherman and I’ve got a 9 

small fleet of boats. 10 

 11 

I have been participating in this process for about thirty-12 

something years on both sides of the fence, partyboat captain 13 

and commercial fisherman, and the first thing I would like to 14 

say is I think the council -- I think people like Roy Williams 15 

and Doug Gregory, they gave me the opportunity seven years ago 16 

and they finally listened to me and gave me an opportunity to 17 

work on this IFQ. 18 

 19 

This is a great plan.  It’s been great for my family and my 20 

business.  It’s brought the fishery back.  The most important 21 

thing that I believe in is the resource.  I don’t want to ever 22 

be in the same position I was seven years ago, where it was 23 

overcapitalized and we had fishery problems with size limits and 24 

stuff like that. 25 

 26 

I want to thank the council today, sincerely, for what we’ve got 27 

today.  It has brought the red snapper back in the Gulf and 28 

everybody, the commercial and the recreational, has paid their 29 

dues to bring this fishery back and I truly thank you all for 30 

that. 31 

 32 

I would like to also speak today on Amendment 28.  I still 33 

believe -- I have not changed my mind and I thank the Lord that 34 

I’ve been the last of the people to speak today, because I 35 

really don’t have to speak about Amendment 28.  The people I 36 

have heard today are from the charterboat people and from the 37 

recreational people. 38 

 39 

Why take these small amount of fish from a group of people that 40 

has worked hard and tried to be accountable?  It will hurt my 41 

fishing industry, my business, severely.  As most of you all 42 

know, I was originally the high-liner of the red snapper fishery 43 

and things you don’t know is when I got this plan seven years 44 

ago, I was the high-liner and I was never given the opportunity, 45 

by law, to grow my business. 46 

 47 

I was stuck on 6 percent and I have grown nowhere.  I have 48 
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gotten fish back by stock increases, but I paid my dues for the 1 

last seven years to get that back and so I appreciate this 2 

business and it’s a good program. 3 

 4 

Another thing is Amendment 28 -- What are we going to do about 5 

the bycatch in the eastern Gulf if we take fish from me and my 6 

amount would be substantial.  I am not into leasing, but I have 7 

leased quite a few fish this year to try to help my fellow 8 

fishermen down south, in south Florida here, to catch a red 9 

snapper off of Tampa and back up off of Fort Myers.  We’ve got a 10 

great stock and I’ve been trying to help that, but that’s taking 11 

fish away from the other sectors and I hate that. 12 

 13 

The last thing I would like to bring up is the redfish fishery.  14 

I fish off of Louisiana and Mississippi and sometimes we’re in a 15 

little bit shallower water.  The last twenty-five years, I have 16 

thrown these redfish back and it’s been a resource the good Lord 17 

has given us, but they have taken it away from me and I am just 18 

tired of throwing the resource back and watching them float 19 

behind the boat, because the majority of the people know that 20 

redfish -- They are hard to go back down and I would appreciate 21 

a thought or maybe some further talk about some kind of small 22 

commercial hook and line bycatch fishery, instead of wasting 23 

this resource.  This council needs to -- 24 

 25 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Could I get you to start wrapping up, please? 26 

 27 

MR. UNDERWOOD:  The council needs to listen to this and if you 28 

would, consider maybe a small redfish bycatch commercial quota.  29 

Thank you. 30 

 31 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We have a question for you from Harlon. 32 

 33 

MR. PEARCE:  I know you said by throwing the redfish away that 34 

we were taking fish away from you, but aren’t you really saying 35 

you’re taking away from the general public who owns that fish in 36 

the Gulf? 37 

 38 

MR. UNDERWOOD:  Yes, that’s right.  That’s right.  This ain’t 39 

about just me.  It’s about everybody, the whole industry. 40 

 41 

MR. PEARCE:  They deserve access to that fish, because they own 42 

that fish. 43 

 44 

MR. UNDERWOOD:  Yes, sir, I believe that. 45 

 46 

MS. BOSARGE:  I am assuming that you’ve heard that we are 47 

discussing some things about red drum right now and possibly six 48 
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miles of what are federal waters off of three of the states, 1 

that being opened back up. 2 

 3 

It was closed both recreationally and commercially and the only 4 

thing so far that’s been discussed is a recreational opening.  5 

What I am hearing you say is that there are commercial fishermen 6 

that would like to access that as well. 7 

 8 

MR. UNDERWOOD:  Yes, that’s correct. 9 

 10 

MR. PERRET:  Russell, we’ve heard from different speakers about 11 

the amount of recreational activity is down in these areas.  We 12 

heard, I think from Galveston, that it’s up.  You say you’re 13 

fishing off of Mississippi and Louisiana.  Insofar as 14 

recreational boating activity, what’s your impression?  In 15 

recent years is it going up or going down or have you got a take 16 

on that? 17 

 18 

MR. UNDERWOOD:  Well, I believe it has increased, because of the 19 

laws that Louisiana has put in place.  For years, we hardly ever 20 

saw any -- Where I fish at, off of Morgan City, off of Cameron, 21 

Louisiana, we didn’t see a whole lot of recreational fishermen, 22 

but we have seen a lot here lately right off of Fourchon or 23 

Belle Pass or Grand Isle.  We see a lot of activity there. 24 

 25 

MR. PERRET:  Is that beyond nine miles? 26 

 27 

MR. UNDERWOOD:  Yes.  One more thing is I would have to say that 28 

I’m real concerned, but I am happy to tell you all that we have 29 

not seen no FWC off of Morgan City, Louisiana. 30 

 31 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Russell.  Ellen and then Billy Niles. 32 

 33 

MS. ELLEN BOLEN:  Hello.  My name is Ellen Bolen and I am the 34 

Director of the Fish Conservation Program for Ocean Conservancy.  35 

We wanted to offer a few comments today around data collection 36 

as well as a few other issues. 37 

 38 

Around data collection, we really support the broader use of 39 

ecosystem data when assessing gag and we think that’s an 40 

important for the council to move towards.  We also really 41 

support the movement towards electronic reporting and electronic 42 

monitoring.  I think that’s a novel approach to data collection 43 

and has been an ongoing challenge in the Gulf and think it’s a 44 

good step forward. 45 

 46 

In addition, around the accountability measures in Amendment 28, 47 

we think they would be better placed in Amendment 40.  It is a 48 
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recreational amendment and focuses on that. 1 

 2 

With regards to the specific accountability measures around the 3 

overages, we think that 100 percent payback is about right, but, 4 

again, with the payback provision, it’s something that we don’t 5 

think should be triggered in the first place.  If management is 6 

working and if there are appropriate buffers that are set, we 7 

don’t need to get there. 8 

 9 

With regards to the buffers and with Amendment 40, we think that 10 

it allows for a better tailoring of buffers to better address 11 

different management objectives in different sectors and we 12 

think that’s a better way to go. 13 

 14 

Lastly, with regards to the Magnuson Act, I know that the 15 

council is considering comments with regards to reauthorization, 16 

which is now before Congress.  We would like for you to consider 17 

the successes of the Act that we’ve seen in this region.  18 

Rebuilding has worked and ending overfishing has worked.  It has 19 

put more fish in the water. 20 

 21 

I am not denying that there are still management challenges on 22 

how to best address a growing resource, but rolling back and 23 

increasing flexibility and allowing extension for overfishing we 24 

don’t feel like is the best way for the council to go and long 25 

term is not the best for the region.  Thank you. 26 

 27 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you.  We have a question for you from 28 

Harlon. 29 

 30 

MR. PEARCE:  Thanks for your comments.  You mentioned gag and 31 

the gag biomass has taken a straight-up shot and so we’ve got a 32 

lot more gag in the water and would you support a constant catch 33 

scenario for gag through 2018, to make sure we just don’t hit 34 

that heavy biomass that’s going to probably come down in the 35 

next year or two? 36 

 37 

MS. BOLEN:  You know, I would like to review the document, but I 38 

can circle back with you after the comment period.  39 

 40 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Ellen.  Billy Niles and then Mike 41 

Rowell. 42 

 43 

MR. BILLY NILES:  Hi, I’m Billy Niles from the Board of 44 

Directors of the Monroe County Commercial Fishermen and we came 45 

to you all this past summer and asked for a raise from 1,250 to 46 

2,000 pounds and you all approved it and the very next day, you 47 

withdrew it. 48 
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 1 

These fishermen down here, some of them is having to go sixty or 2 

seventy miles a day to go catch that 1,250 pounds and it just 3 

ain’t feasible.  Hell, later on, you’re going to come back with 4 

ITQs or something and you’re going to go by the landings and 5 

stuff, just like they did with the lobster and stuff, and we 6 

can’t go fishing and so how are we going to have landings? 7 

 8 

I will mention one guy’s name, Bobby Pillar.  He ain’t been out 9 

in about six years, because he can’t afford to run from Sumner 10 

Key to the Dry Tortugas to catch 1,250 pounds of fish without 11 

being able to stay overnight or something. 12 

 13 

Another thing is you all’s scientists tell you that you could 14 

give us more fish.  You have been promising us more fish every 15 

year for just about since this council has been going.  I have 16 

been to it and Mr. Roy Williams over there has been there and he 17 

remembers me very well. 18 

 19 

We haven’t got a raise yet.  Your scientists is telling you that 20 

you can give it to us and why ain’t we getting it?  According to 21 

the Magnuson Act, the way I understand it, you’re supposed to 22 

listen to what your scientists are telling you and you’re not 23 

doing it.  That’s all I’ve got to say and thank you.  Any 24 

questions? 25 

 26 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Billy.  Any questions?  Thank you.  27 

Mike, you’re up and then Gary Zurn. 28 

 29 

MR. MIKE ROWELL:  Good afternoon.  I am Mike Rowell and I am the 30 

owner and operator of the Charterboat Annie Girl in Orange 31 

Beach, Alabama.  I want to -- I won’t go over each and every 32 

thing that some of the other people have done.  I have got a 33 

different perspective to give you, but I will say that I totally 34 

agree with everything that Mr. Jarvis said today and he said a 35 

lot and so if you all could just take that and multiply it a 36 

couple of times. 37 

 38 

I am ready to become accountable.  I am ready to put a VMS on my 39 

boat and from what I have seen with some of the latest models 40 

that they have out there, I want one when I’m not even required 41 

to have it.  It gives us a lot of things like email and texting 42 

and weather and different things. 43 

 44 

I feel like I’ve always tried to do what is right to be a good 45 

businessman in this business and follow the law and I keep 46 

hoping for the best and it has not worked out, but now, seeing 47 

what the commercial sector has done with their allocation of 48 
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fish, I would love to be able to have an allocation that I could 1 

fish the way I would want to.  That way, I could manage my 2 

business better.  I could try to attract fishermen for different 3 

things, offshore fishing and overnighters. 4 

 5 

I think we need a multispecies deal, where we can manage our 6 

fishery all year long.  It’s funny, but we have a bad perception 7 

nowadays in our business.  People think because -- It’s all bad 8 

news.  The good news is we do have a good fishery, but we’re 9 

just not able to access some of it right now and I hope we can 10 

work some of that out. 11 

 12 

People think that you can’t catch anything and there’s plenty of 13 

other fish to catch that we fall back on and hopefully this red 14 

snapper thing will get better, but just for instance, I have a 15 

group of guys that I take fishing for free.  They are amputees 16 

and they are in wheelchairs and I take them fishing during 17 

snapper season. 18 

 19 

This year, with the shortened season, they fell out of snapper 20 

season.  I give them the trip and they called me and canceled 21 

because they said, heck, we can’t catch anything.  Here’s people 22 

that don’t get to do everything that most of us do every day and 23 

getting a free fishing trip and they have the perception that 24 

there’s nothing else out there to catch and that’s bad and we’ve 25 

got to change that somehow and our industry is working on that 26 

and different ideas and everything, but I truly believe with 27 

accountability and having our own allocation of fish that we can 28 

manage our fishery and survive.  Thank you. 29 

 30 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Mike.  Gary and then Bill Tucker. 31 

 32 

MR. GARY ZURN:  Thank you, council, for this opportunity.  My 33 

name is Gary Zurn and I am an owner/partner of Big Rock Sports, 34 

a wholesale distributor of fishing tackle in the Gulf and across 35 

the U.S. 36 

 37 

We employ fourteen sales representatives in the Gulf who service 38 

hundreds and hundreds of the tackle shops from here to Texas and 39 

these tackle shops and our representatives are down 20, 30, and 40 

40 percent on sales the last few years due to the restrictions 41 

on red snapper. 42 

 43 

To help these dealers, we request the council support 44 

Alternative 5 on Amendment 28.  We believe this is a good first 45 

step in helping the fishing industry and our tackle retailers in 46 

the Gulf regain some of this lost business. 47 

 48 



66 

 

We know with our dealers on the east coast a few years ago, we 1 

learned that every additional day in increased allocation helped 2 

make a big difference in their sales and their lost business and 3 

we ask that you help these dealers in the Gulf as well.  Thank 4 

you. 5 

 6 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you.  Any questions for Gary? 7 

 8 

MR. WILLIAMS:  Mr. Zurn, do you sell just to the private boats 9 

or do you sell to the charter for-hire? 10 

 11 

MR. ZURN:  We sell to the retail stores.  We are a wholesale 12 

distributor and so all of the tackle shops and the marinas and 13 

things, we sell them all of their tackle at wholesale and then 14 

they resell to the recreational fishery. 15 

 16 

MR. PEARCE:  Texas and Florida and Louisiana have gone 17 

noncompliant and why are your tackle sales down if they catch 18 

fish year-round in these states?  It seems like your tackle 19 

sales would be up. 20 

 21 

MR. ZURN:  No, the sales in these areas are down overall.  It’s 22 

not the same with all of them.  Some are down and those areas, 23 

it may be less, 10 or 20 percent.  In the other states, they are 24 

down as much as 30 or 40 percent and so it’s not uniform and 25 

you’re right on that, but overall, in the entire Gulf region, 26 

these dealers are needing some help. 27 

 28 

MR. PEARCE:  Would you support an accountable fishery for both 29 

the private sector fishermen, recreational fishermen, and the 30 

charter for-hire fishermen? 31 

 32 

MR. ZURN:  Yes, we would.  Any other questions? 33 

 34 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Gary.  Bill Tucker and then Bubba 35 

Cochrane. 36 

 37 

MR. BILL TUCKER:  Bill Tucker from Dunedin, Florida.  It’s 38 

interesting to hear all these comments.  I don’t know why the 39 

tackle manufacturers are one of the big supporters of 40 

reallocation.   41 

 42 

It seems to me that if you have a good, vibrant fishery where 43 

people can fish, if you had a different management structure, 44 

where the recreational fishermen could actually get out there, 45 

then there would be more opportunities and they would be selling 46 

more tackle, but the idea that we’re going to reallocate and 47 

that’s going to somehow boost tackle sales, I don’t get it.  I 48 
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don’t understand it at all, but that’s not really what I’m here 1 

to talk about or I guess it is. 2 

 3 

Amendment 28, you’ve got accountability measures in Amendment 28 4 

and that stuff is all overdue, but it’s like we’re bundling 5 

these accountability measures to somehow make this reallocation 6 

more palatable and I think that’s a mistake. 7 

 8 

Yes, we need the accountability measures, but we don’t need the 9 

reallocation.  A truly accountable sector will be characterized 10 

by accountability during the fishing season and not just some 11 

catch-up measure that shortens the following season. 12 

 13 

We need a new recreational management regimen that needs to be 14 

developed and implemented.  Managing by size limits, bag limits 15 

and closed seasons has proven to be ineffective and to continue 16 

this failed practice is just folly. 17 

 18 

The cost of reallocation to the public, in the form of reduced 19 

seafood supplies to the consumer, far outweighs the benefits to 20 

anglers.  Their season is not going to be noticeably longer, but 21 

the diners and the consumers, they are going to feel the loss 22 

and the commercial dead discards are going to increase. 23 

 24 

Something that kind of bothers me about Amendment 28 is the 25 

executive summary says the purpose is to reallocate and I think 26 

that’s a false premise.  The purpose should be to develop a 27 

management plan that promotes accountability and expands the 28 

options for recreational anglers that allow them flexibility in 29 

when they fish and that minimize the adverse affects on other 30 

sectors that are accountable and that do fish within their 31 

quotas. 32 

 33 

It’s like you’re taking an unaccountable sector and you’re 34 

feeding them carrots and then you’re taking a stick to the 35 

people who are actually accountable and it doesn’t make any 36 

sense and nobody has explained it to me where that makes any 37 

sense.  The costs far outweigh the benefits. 38 

 39 

You know, something that I can’t let go is what Mrs. Anderson 40 

said about the substantially fished provision in the referendum 41 

requirements in the grouper IFQ and that somehow it put somebody 42 

out of business. 43 

 44 

That’s a gross mischaracterization of what the substantially 45 

fished provision does.  Magnuson states that only those people 46 

who have substantially fished in the multispecies fisheries are 47 

going to be allowed to vote. 48 
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 1 

I was involved in developing the program and we specifically 2 

made it that even if you didn’t vote, you weren’t cut out of the 3 

fishery.  Nobody was cut out of the fishery.  If somebody 4 

actually fished in that fishery, they got a catch history during 5 

that qualifying period and if they had a catch history during 6 

the qualifying period, that was turned into quota share and they 7 

got it. 8 

 9 

If somebody was fishing and participating in the fishery and 10 

didn’t get quota share, I don’t know what it was, if they 11 

weren’t reporting landings.  I don’t know all the details, but 12 

to mischaracterize the substantially fished provision -- 13 

 14 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Bill, could you start wrapping it up, please? 15 

 16 

MR. TUCKER:  Yes.  To mischaracterize that is not fair and it’s 17 

misinformation and it’s misleading to you people who are 18 

decision makers and I resent it.  Thank you. 19 

 20 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Bill.  Bubba Cochrane and then Don 21 

Jones. 22 

 23 

MR. BUBBA COCHRANE:  Bubba Cochrane, commercial fisherman from 24 

Galveston, Texas.  I also own a federally-permitted charterboat 25 

in Galveston and I am the President of the Gulf of Mexico Reef 26 

Fish Shareholder’s Alliance. 27 

 28 

As always, I am against any form of reallocation of red snapper 29 

from the commercial sector to the recreational sector.  The 30 

commercial red snapper IFQ management in place now is working 31 

great and it makes no sense to use Amendment 28 to take red 32 

snapper away from an accountable commercial sector and give it 33 

to a sector with admitted failed management and adding 34 

accountability measures to this amendment does not make it any 35 

better. 36 

 37 

Accountability measures should be added to the existing 38 

Amendment 40.  I realize recreational anglers want more access 39 

to the red snapper fishery.  However, under the council’s 40 

preferred alternative in Amendment 28, the recreational red 41 

snapper season could be extended an extra two days.  I am pretty 42 

sure two days is not what most recreational fishermen had in 43 

mind when asking for more access. 44 

 45 

I urge this council to get rid of Amendment 28 once and for all.  46 

It only creates problems and not solves them.  Recreational 47 

fishermen deserve a better plan, one with better data collection 48 
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and real accountability measures instead of increased buffers 1 

and paybacks.  These buffers and paybacks do nothing to increase 2 

fishing opportunities. 3 

 4 

We have a management in place for the commercial sector that has 5 

accountability measures that ensure we never go over our quota.  6 

I realize that commercial catch share management is not a one-7 

size-fits-all plan, but it seems that the majority of the for-8 

hire vessels want some form of catch share management plan that 9 

gives them the same accountability and flexibility as the 10 

commercial sector. 11 

 12 

Combined with sector separation, I believe such a management 13 

plan will give the for-hire sector the means to run more 14 

successful and profitable businesses and give the recreational 15 

anglers they take fishing greater access to the red snapper 16 

fishery that they deserve.  That’s it. 17 

 18 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Bubba.  Don Jones and then Buddy 19 

Guindon. 20 

 21 

MR. DON JONES:  Hello, everybody.  I am Don Jones and I’ve got 22 

Fishing Fever Charters out of Fort Myers Beach in Florida.  I 23 

haven’t heard one person say there’s a shortage of red snapper 24 

here at all tonight.  Everybody is saying how many fish are in 25 

abundance. 26 

 27 

Cutting us back to nine days is ridiculous.  I can see the two 28 

fish and put a slot size or put allocation on it or whatever you 29 

want to do and the red grouper, down here in south Florida all 30 

we’ve got is grouper and snapper to fish for and you want to 31 

take that away? 32 

 33 

I have been in the business for thirty-five years and you’re 34 

killing me.  You’re taking five months of my life away.  There 35 

is management and the fish have come back and the fish are 36 

getting bigger and more pounds are being brought in and you’ve 37 

got to take that in conception. 38 

 39 

If you want IFQs, that’s great.  Give us a quota and I’m all for 40 

it, but to just shut me down or shut half of these guys down, 41 

you’ve got to change your studies or something, but things just 42 

aren’t working and that’s all I’ve got to say. 43 

 44 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  All right, Don.  Thank you.  Buddy, you’re up 45 

and then Kelli O’Donnell. 46 

 47 

MR. BUDDY GUINDON:  My name is Buddy Guindon and I’m the 48 
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Executive Director of the Gulf of Mexico Reef Fish Shareholder’s 1 

Alliance and I think most of you know the rest.  I will try to 2 

help a little bit with this. 3 

 4 

Paybacks and buffers that the commercial fishery has been paying 5 

for for the last twenty years and so now we’re going to make it 6 

on top of the table payback and buffers and we’re going to 7 

reallocate some fish from the commercial fishery to take care of 8 

it. 9 

 10 

The judge also quoted Einstein about doing the same thing over 11 

and over and we’re doing the same thing over and over.  I think 12 

if you would push as hard as you did for reallocation that you 13 

might be able to get something done, but I don’t think there’s 14 

the will here to push for any kind of a management system that’s 15 

been proven to work. 16 

 17 

There is only a will to reallocate and to proliferate the 18 

mismanagement that’s been going on and there’s some really good 19 

people on this council and I know some of you are mandated to do 20 

the things that you do and I apologize for that.  You shouldn’t 21 

be.  You come here and take an oath to manage fisheries and you 22 

shouldn’t be mandated to do certain things that aren’t good for 23 

the fishery.  I wish you could make your mind up to do that. 24 

 25 

Now that we’ve defeated the Southerland Amendment in the House 26 

of Representatives, I would like to see the rest of the reef 27 

fish move into a catch share system, so we can complete the 28 

management of the commercial reef fish fishery so we can quit 29 

having sectors that are discarding fish and wasting them. 30 

 31 

We can get to a point where we have a full retention fishery if 32 

we do that and then we go out and shop each other’s quota back 33 

and forth and really build our fishery up to where we have 34 

plenty of fish to supply to the recreational sector of this 35 

fishery and take care of some of the problems that we have.  36 

Fishermen could help, again, if you give us the rest of our 37 

management system. 38 

 39 

I believe in sector separation and Amendment 40 and I am a 40 

licensed charterboat operator.  I have two charterboat permits 41 

and so I think I have some qualifications to speak.  An IFQ in 42 

that fishery would work very well. 43 

 44 

VMS and electronic monitoring and I think the sector separation 45 

should be mandatory and I will save you from asking that 46 

question and I just hope that you can use that resolve that you 47 

had to reallocate fish to get a management system in place, 48 
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because you really worked hard.  You put extra meetings in and 1 

worked hard and really did the things. 2 

 3 

Somebody already touched on it, but substantially fished or 4 

unsubstantially fished, you shouldn’t have to come up here and 5 

speak to facts as you understand them and I think Pam has been 6 

around here long enough to know that everybody got what they 7 

qualified for, whether they got to vote or not. 8 

 9 

There is a man named Mandy Ivory that just sold his permit out 10 

of Crystal River for $200,000 and he didn’t get a vote, but he 11 

got to sell his business at the end and he put $200,000 away for 12 

his retirement and I think you saw the judge and how pissed off 13 

she was at the government.   14 

 15 

I think that’s what you’re going to get when you bring this to 16 

her, the same look on her face and the same results, and so I 17 

wish you would look at getting a management system before you 18 

look at reallocating the fishery.  It might be the right thing 19 

to do, but it’s not the right thing to do throwing it into a 20 

dead hole.  That’s all and thank you. 21 

 22 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We have a question for you, Buddy. 23 

 24 

MR. PEARCE:  Thanks for your presentation, Buddy, but on another 25 

note, I understand the five Gulf State Restaurant Associations 26 

in the Gulf have come out against Amendment 28 and is that true, 27 

against reallocation? 28 

 29 

MR. GUINDON:  Yes, that’s true.  The Share the Gulf Coalition 30 

has reached out to many restaurants and in doing that, the 31 

associations have joined in and recently, the National 32 

Restaurant Association has joined in and written letters to all 33 

five Gulf state governors to show their support for leaving the 34 

allocations the way they are. 35 

 36 

MR. PEARCE:  Hasn’t the Texas Retailer Association also done the 37 

same? 38 

 39 

MR. GUINDON:  Yes, they have. 40 

 41 

MR. PEARCE:  I can’t imagine how many people they represent that 42 

are citizens of this country. 43 

 44 

MR. GUINDON:  It’s a huge amount of people that are now in 45 

support of Gulf commercial fishermen, because they realize that 46 

that’s their only access to this fishery and that without Gulf 47 

commercial fishermen, there won’t be any fish on their plates 48 



72 

 

fresh from the Gulf and so yes, that’s been a big deal. 1 

 2 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Buddy.  Kelli O’Donnell and then 3 

William Gibson.  William Gibson and then Shane Cantrell. 4 

 5 

MR. WILLIAM GIBSON:  Hi, council.  My name is Bill Gibson and 6 

I’m a fourth-generation Key West fisherman of about fifty years 7 

and my dad before me and my grandfather before that.  You have 8 

heard a bunch of input today from different user groups and I 9 

hope you listen to them wholeheartedly. 10 

 11 

I want to take a little visit to 1995 and at the Key Colony 12 

Beach, the Gulf Council had a joint council meeting and the 13 

kingfish fisheries were there in participation and at that 14 

meeting, they said we’ve got some good news and some bad news 15 

for you guys. 16 

 17 

The bad news is you’re unregulated and recreational fishermen 18 

are catching fish and selling them and they’re turning out to be 19 

commercial and it was a whole -- It was a can of worms as far as 20 

problems were concerned.  They said, now, the good news is that 21 

we’re going to fix this and you stick with us and bite this 22 

bullet we’re going to give you for a time and we are going to 23 

rebuild this fishery. 24 

 25 

Well, low and behold, twenty years later, and I happen to be an 26 

advisory panel member for migratory pelagics for fourteen years 27 

during that time span and so during that time, the SPR rate was 28 

really low, something around seventeen.  It needed to be around 29 

twenty-three to be in the healthy range. 30 

 31 

Well, over a period of years, that has been moved about three 32 

times and I like to relate it to like moving the goal post, but 33 

it’s a science and that was the best science that’s available. 34 

 35 

I am here today, after this long period of time, and you 36 

councilmen weren’t there, but Roy Williams was, unfortunately, 37 

but there is records of the talking that was done.   38 

 39 

What I am here to ask you is whatever the glitch is, after we 40 

have an SPR rate that is as high as can be, and I don’t know how 41 

it could get much better, there is some sort of a snag as to why 42 

there can’t be some more fish allocated to this fishery for the 43 

hook and line people and for the recreational people down the 44 

road if they need it and we have never asked for you to consider 45 

going on the high end of the envelope and picking a risky figure 46 

so that we can cash in on it.  We have never asked for anything 47 

like that and we’re not asking for that now. 48 
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 1 

What we’re asking for is an -- This is an opportunity for this 2 

council to actually allocate some fish instead of regulating 3 

stuff.  We need the regulation and the regulation is in place.  4 

What we need now is some allocation.  That’s what I would like 5 

to speak to today. 6 

 7 

I may be a little rusty as far as the newest data is, but what 8 

is the major snag and I don’t really know who to point this at, 9 

other than Mr. Roy, who is a scientist, but what is the snag, if 10 

there is one, and it’s a rhetorical question, because I can’t 11 

find it.  I don’t know what it is and so I would like somebody 12 

to address that and to make sense. 13 

 14 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  I am going to have to ask you to wrap up and I 15 

have a question for you over here. 16 

 17 

MR. WILLIAMS:  Billy, it’s good to see you again after these 18 

years.  For what it’s worth, we have approved a motion to 19 

reallocate some of the king mackerel to you guys.  I don’t know 20 

exactly where it’s going to go.  You’re going to be surprised, 21 

but I made the motion. 22 

 23 

MR. GIBSON:  I am going to tell you that I didn’t hear you very 24 

well.  It’s not that I didn’t want to hear you. 25 

 26 

MR. WILLIAMS:  We made a motion and approved a motion and it’s 27 

only a motion and there’s nothing else, but to do some 28 

reallocation of the mackerel and I made the motion. 29 

 30 

MR. GIBSON:  That’s music to my ears, but you can’t believe 31 

everything you hear.  You’ve got to see it and so anyway, that’s 32 

pretty much it.  These men here on all of these user groups, 33 

this is the cream of the crop and they are honest and law-34 

abiding guys and that shouldn’t buy us anything. 35 

 36 

Just the fact that the fish are abundance, we have regulators 37 

poised and ready that we have to -- I won’t bore you with all of 38 

the stuff that we have to go through to comply with the 39 

regulations as far as notifications and faxing things.  40 

Everything is so -- If this is so far out of line, the council 41 

can back up and make another adjustment and so that’s all. 42 

 43 

When and how long did it take?  Roy, there was a mistake I made 44 

back at that meeting.  They said we were going to have to bite 45 

the bullet for a time, but I didn’t get a time on it, but it’s 46 

fifteen years so far. 47 

 48 
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CHAIRMAN BOYD:  William, thank you.  We appreciate it.  Thank 1 

you.  Shane, you’re up and then Richard Turner. 2 

 3 

MR. SHANE CANTRELL:  Hello.  I am Shane Cantrell, the Executive 4 

Director of the Charter Fishermen’s Association.  Thanks for 5 

giving me the opportunity to address the council today. 6 

 7 

Concerning Amendment 40, Action 1, I support Alternative 2, 8 

mandatory sector separation.  It’s going to make this document 9 

much more simple and more efficient and reduce our timeline and 10 

give us the opportunity to focus on more important issues.  We 11 

could put the accountability measures in there. 12 

 13 

For Action 2, we support the longest time series available and 14 

currently, that’s going to be Alternative 2.  We wouldn’t be 15 

opposed to a pre-charterboat permit moratorium timeline, ten or 16 

fifteen years, as Captain Jarvis suggested. 17 

 18 

Action 3, instead of Alternative 1 or 2, we would prefer to see 19 

sector-specific accountability measures, something that hasn’t 20 

necessarily been discussed to this point. 21 

 22 

The burden of accountability measures in Amendment 28 and in a 23 

standalone amendment falls directly on the federally-permitted 24 

charterboats.  We have the opportunity to develop sector-25 

specific accountability measures that address the uncertainty 26 

levels, the scientific uncertainty and the management 27 

uncertainty, differentials between the charter for-hire fleet, 28 

federally-permitted charterboats there, and the private angling 29 

component. 30 

 31 

We’ve got that opportunity in the recreational amendment, 32 

Amendment 40, and it could fit right in there.  By making it a 33 

mandatory option, you remove the voluntary portion that’s 34 

currently slowing it down and frees up some time and you can add 35 

it in there. 36 

 37 

The timeline is there to get this amendment done by the ruling 38 

by the judge and the adoption and expansion of state-water 39 

seasons, inconsistent regulations, non-compatibility, whatever 40 

you may want to call it there, that threatens to lock out the 41 

federally-permitted charterboats to accessing the federal 42 

waters. 43 

 44 

If you reallocate this fishery from commercial to recreational 45 

under the current system, that reallocated fish goes right to 46 

the private anglers.  When the federal season is closed, 47 

federally-permitted charterboats do not have the ability to fish 48 
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in those state-water seasons and that’s discriminatory and it’s 1 

arbitrary and capricious and that’s all I have and if you all 2 

have any questions, I would be happy to answer them. 3 

 4 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Shane.  Johnny Greene has a question 5 

for you. 6 

 7 

MR. GREENE:  Thank you, Shane.  I guess you were here for the 8 

slot limit presentation yesterday and do you or your 9 

organization have an opinion on the use of a slot limit for red 10 

snapper? 11 

 12 

MR. CANTRELL:  We have not discussed that directly among the 13 

association.  I feel like it’s a -- It’s addressing the symptoms 14 

and not the problem.  I know the fishermen in Texas, they want 15 

to harvest the entire season and a lot of bigger fish and they 16 

don’t like throwing fish back.  It’s a tough situation, but it’s 17 

not a solution. 18 

 19 

I know that the organization would prefer to focus on solutions.  20 

We’ve got a readily available vehicle here with Amendment 40 and 21 

we need to move it forward with a public hearing draft and 22 

select some preferred alternatives at this meeting and get this 23 

thing rolling. 24 

 25 

We have a huge opportunity here and I feel like we would be 26 

doing the industry and even the private anglers an injustice by 27 

not moving these things forward.  We want to get their house in 28 

order and we need that opportunity. 29 

 30 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Shane, thank you.  Richard Turner and then Jason 31 

Delacruz. 32 

 33 

MR. RICHARD TURNER:  Hello, council.  My name is Rick Turner and 34 

I’m a commercial fisherman in the Florida Keys and the Board of 35 

Directors of the Florida Keys Commercial Fishermen’s Association 36 

and the Vice President of Marathon Chapter of OFF. 37 

 38 

First, I would like to see the kingfish hook and line limit for 39 

the southern subzone raised to 2,000 per trip per day.  It’s 40 

3,000 everywhere else and your whole deal with it’s going to 41 

drop the price because it’s going to flood the market, in this 42 

day and age, with communication and transportation, with a high-43 

quality seafood, you’re not going to have that problem.  It’s 44 

just going to be distributed all over this country within days 45 

and it’s not an issue. 46 

 47 

I would also like to bring up with the yellowtail snapper.  I 48 
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would like to see the quota raised based on the last two stock 1 

assessments.  They have shown that there’s an increase in the 2 

stock both times and I think that the quota should be raised to 3 

reflect that. 4 

 5 

I would support a change with the yellowtail snapper, our 6 

reporting dates, to go from August to August for your reporting 7 

and logging of our catch.  That way, if there is a reason to 8 

close the quota, it’s going to be closed during the spawning 9 

season, right in the heart of it. 10 

 11 

Our prices are low that time of the year, due to increased 12 

pressure from fishermen that aren’t fishing traps and also the 13 

imports flood our markets and so we have a much lower price. 14 

 15 

I think that it would be the optimal protection of the resource 16 

and also, you’re going to get a better bang for your buck, 17 

because I can sell a yellowtail that I catch now for $1.50 that 18 

I can catch the same fish in December and sell it for $3.00.  19 

You’re just going to get more bang for your buck if you close it 20 

-- If you have to close it during that time of the year. 21 

 22 

Also, I would like to see you rescind the circle hook exemption 23 

or rescind the circle hook for the south of 28 north.  Studies 24 

have shown a very small difference in gut hooking from circle 25 

hook to J-hook.  It’s around 5 percent and you have a huge loss 26 

of efficiency with our de-hookers.  It just slows everything 27 

down and also, I would like to not see you turn the regulations 28 

over to the state under a regional management plan.   29 

 30 

We want uniform rules all the way around.  The state doesn’t 31 

have money to keep their FWC officers on the water and what 32 

makes you think they’re going to have the money to do all the 33 

studies that you guys do?  That’s all I have to say. 34 

 35 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Richard.  Any questions for Richard?  36 

Thank you, Richard.  Jason Delacruz and then John Schmidt. 37 

 38 

MR. JASON DELACRUZ:  Thank you, ladies and gentlemen.  I am 39 

Jason Delacruz, Vice President of the Shareholder’s Alliance.  I 40 

am going to beat the same band that most of my friends beat, 41 

which is that reallocation. 42 

 43 

More specifically, I think I want to bring it back to home in a 44 

better understanding of the reason that may be where we got here 45 

and may be a misunderstanding of where we need to go.  CCA and 46 

other fishing organizations have pushed hard up against other 47 

tag solutions that are more of a recreational fishery solution. 48 
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 1 

I think the biggest challenge here, and everybody at this table 2 

needs to understand, is that these organizations are driven by a 3 

top-tier 3 percent or maybe 4 percent of the recreational 4 

fishermen that can catch what they want when they want. 5 

 6 

What you guys don’t realize is what you’re really managing is 7 

the rest of those guys that recreational fish and the rest of 8 

these guys have real lives.  They don’t come to these meetings 9 

and they don’t sit on the internet and they don’t talk about it 10 

all the time.  They take their kids to soccer and they take 11 

their kids to school and when they get a chance to recreate, 12 

they like to go fishing. 13 

 14 

In the conversations that I get a chance to have at my 15 

recreational dock where these people come by and buy fuel and 16 

gas from me on a daily basis, they go, well, I wouldn’t have a 17 

problem with a stamp that gave me five fish and maybe increase 18 

it to another five after I turn my data in, because that’s all I 19 

caught last year. 20 

 21 

You guys need to stop trying to manage this for this top-tier 22 

percent and manage it for the greater good of everybody and give 23 

these guys access and a chance to go fishing. 24 

 25 

If you guys want to see economic value in a fishery, get more 26 

people going fishing and that’s the way to do it and not just a 27 

handful of guys going fishing all the time, which is, 28 

unfortunately, the way the regulations have worked out.  29 

Everybody lost focus on what the real goal is with this and I 30 

think you need to not bow to political pressure and not back up 31 

when they push back and say, oh, my God, what are we going to 32 

do? 33 

 34 

Stop and make a rule that actually starts -- Continue working on 35 

Amendment 40 and develop something good and strong.  If you 36 

really have to meet court mandates, do it in a separate 37 

amendment and don’t put it in a toxic amendment like 28.  Put it 38 

all by itself and move it right through and get done with it, 39 

but don’t tie it up in an odd spot that doesn’t really solve 40 

these problems. 41 

 42 

These guys that I talk to, these are friends of mine, long-term 43 

friends of mine, that are very good fishermen, some of them, and 44 

they just have real lives now and they don’t have the time to do 45 

that like when they were young and had nothing to do.  Now they 46 

have lives and they want to go fishing just when they can and 47 

sometimes they can’t go when it’s red grouper season or gag 48 
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grouper season or red snapper season and so they want to catch 1 

those fish when they get their opportunity and give them that 2 

chance.  Thank you. 3 

 4 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Jason.  John Schmidt. 5 

 6 

MR. JOHN SCHMIDT:  I promise I will never miss my chance again.  7 

I am John Schmidt from Palm Harbor and I’ve been fishing and 8 

diving in the Gulf of Mexico for a little under thirty years and 9 

roughly twenty as a recreational fisherman.  I do have some 10 

experience there and actually some allegiances there and a 11 

little over ten in the commercial fishing business.  There is 12 

some overlap there. 13 

 14 

When I started fishing, we never saw red snapper on the west 15 

coast in the eastern Gulf of Mexico, where I dove.  It was the 16 

year 2000 when we saw our first red snapper and we didn’t know 17 

what it was.  We put it on the boat, but gags were -- Gag 18 

grouper were just about everywhere. 19 

 20 

I personally believe that gag still -- There is a lot of 21 

rebuilding to do with gag grouper and all of the evidence that I 22 

see is that it’s not rebuilt yet.  There were carbos in the 23 

middle ground and that’s a true black grouper.  They were a 24 

hundred pounds in the middle grounds and it’s not like that 25 

anymore. 26 

 27 

What I really believe that we need to be doing here, and I 28 

really believe that we have the minds to do it, is that we 29 

should be implementing accountable fisheries in all of the 30 

fisheries that we manage and that’s really the only way that we 31 

can assure that we maximize the benefits to seafood consumers 32 

and fishermen and that’s the way that we can assure that we 33 

maintain our fisheries at the best possible levels and that’s 34 

the way that we solve these problems about bad data and that’s 35 

the way that we get more fish for boat companies to sell more 36 

boats, is to make our fisheries reliably better and it’s going 37 

to take an accountable system to do it. 38 

 39 

I am not talking about a lawsuit and I am not talking about only 40 

things that we’ve ever talked about.  I believe that there is 41 

enough brainpower here that if we have the commitment to do it, 42 

we can come up with some innovative ways of ensuring 43 

accountability that really are not just world class, but the 44 

class of the world. 45 

 46 

I don’t also believe that we need any supervision from Congress 47 

and I don’t believe that we need big changes in Magnuson.  I 48 
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think we could start tomorrow if we had the commitment to do it 1 

and one other thing that I want to say personally is that I 2 

would pay more money from my business operations towards 3 

enforcement, because I believe that we need more enforcement and 4 

more cooperation among the agencies in order for us to have 5 

accountable fisheries and I think that’s better in the long run 6 

for everybody and so that’s all my comments and thank you. 7 

 8 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  John, I’ve got a question for you.  What 9 

business are you in?  I didn’t remember you saying that you’re 10 

charter or are you recreational fishing or -- 11 

 12 

MR. SCHMIDT:  Commercial fishing in Madeira Beach. 13 

 14 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Okay.  Any questions for John?   15 

 16 

MR. SCHMIDT:  Can I ask you guys some questions?  No, I’m just 17 

kidding.  No, but honestly, let me tell you, if I have a minute 18 

left, I just want to say that what always kind of makes me crazy 19 

is that you go to a state meeting and they criticize the Gulf 20 

Council, the federal management, and then you -- Everybody says 21 

that they’re doing such a -- They are doing a good job, but, as 22 

far as I know, you guys are all appointed by governors and 23 

you’re all here to do -- To look out for the best interests of 24 

the states and most of the data that you use comes from the 25 

state and cooperative efforts and so I kind of don’t get that.  26 

The only thing I think that we need to do is get a commitment to 27 

establish accountable fisheries so we really do what we’re 28 

supposed to do to get the most out of them.  Thank you. 29 

 30 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, John.  That wraps up the public 31 

testimony.  We are going to recess until in the morning at 8:30 32 

and we will start committee reports.  Thank you. 33 

 34 

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed at 8:15 p.m., June 25, 2014.) 35 

 36 

- - - 37 

 38 

June 26, 2014 39 

 40 

THURSDAY MORNING SESSION 41 

 42 

- - - 43 

 44 

The Full Council of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management 45 

Council reconvened at the Marriott Beachside, Key West, Florida, 46 

Thursday morning, June 26, 2014, and was called to order at 8:30 47 

a.m. by Chairman Doug Boyd.  48 
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 1 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We will get started.  Good morning.  We have 2 

several presentations this morning and I’m going to ask Mr. 3 

Gregory to introduce our first presenter. 4 

 5 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  I appreciate the honor.  Our first 6 

presentation is about the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary 7 

Program and Sean Morton, the Superintendent of the Sanctuary, is 8 

here to give this presentation and it’s with great pleasure to 9 

be sitting here welcoming him, because we worked together so 10 

much when I was here as a Sea Grant agent.  Sean, I will turn it 11 

over to you and if you have any needs, just let us know. 12 

 13 

PRESENTATIONS 14 

FLORIDA KEYS NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY STATUS OF MANAGEMENT 15 

 16 

MR. SEAN MORTON:  Great and thanks, Doug.  Thank you, Chairman 17 

Boyd and members of the council, for allowing me the time to 18 

give you an update.  Like Doug said, I am the Superintendant 19 

here at Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary. 20 

 21 

We have been working on several things over the last couple of 22 

years related to regulations and our marine zoning and going 23 

through a review.  This is kind of the first chance I’ve had to 24 

talk to you guys about what we’ve had going on and I appreciate 25 

that time. 26 

 27 

Just a little bit about the Sanctuary program.  We are one of 28 

fourteen sites around the country designated to protect the 29 

resources as a marine protected area.  The Florida Keys National 30 

Marine Sanctuary, we cover about 2,900 square miles, from the 31 

Biscayne area out to the Tortugas.  32 

 33 

The Sanctuary Program itself, we’ve been in the Keys here since 34 

1975 with the designation of the Key Largo National Marine 35 

Sanctuary and in 1981, there was the designation of the Looe Key 36 

National Marine Sanctuary, but really, when the Florida Keys 37 

National Marine Sanctuary really came into existence, that was 38 

in 1990, when Congress passed the Florida Keys National Marine 39 

Sanctuary and Protection Act. 40 

 41 

Basically, that designated the entire Florida Keys as a national 42 

marine sanctuary, but then it left to NOAA, in a public process, 43 

it set up a sanctuary advisory council and the job of putting 44 

together a management plan and putting in a zoning plan, as well 45 

as developing regulations. 46 

 47 

That really didn’t happen until about 1997 and we have not 48 
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updated that management plan since that time.  The only 1 

significant change since 1997 was when we implemented the 2 

Tortugas Ecological Reserve and for council members, that was 3 

coordinated with the Gulf Council and there were both sanctuary 4 

regulations that went along with that as well regulations that 5 

were implemented under the Magnuson-Stevens Act. 6 

 7 

The sanctuary itself, we are -- I work for NOAA and it’s a NOAA 8 

program, but it is operated as kind of a co-trustee relationship 9 

with the State of Florida and that’s with both the Florida 10 

Department of Environmental Protection and then the Florida Fish 11 

and Wildlife Conservation Commission and we work very closely 12 

with them, day-to-day, on management and then also as well in 13 

developing, implementing, and then enforcing the regulations. 14 

 15 

Why was the sanctuary created by Congress?  I put up kind of the 16 

policies and purpose, but basically what Congress envisioned was 17 

the sanctuary would protect the resources of the Florida Keys 18 

area.  It also put in as a purpose that our job was to educate 19 

and interpret for the public the Florida Keys marine environment 20 

and so we have an education mission and we have a research 21 

mission in addition to our resource protection mission, but it 22 

was that policy stated by Congress that we are here to protect 23 

the resources of the Keys, both the living resources as well as 24 

some of the historic resources and we have a significant 25 

Maritime Heritage Program with that. 26 

 27 

Then, as part of that, in managing those resources, you’re 28 

really managing the human uses that could be affecting the 29 

marine environment and so that was all laid out in that 30 

legislation. 31 

 32 

We have pretty general rules in terms of protecting the Florida 33 

Keys from groundings and general rules about protecting coral 34 

and things like that, but a lot of what we do, and this was 35 

envisioned by Congress when they -- They said you can use and 36 

should use geographic and temporal zoning and so some of the 37 

things that we regulate through our zoning plan are up here and 38 

that’s things like spearfishing and so there’s certain gear 39 

types that we regulate. 40 

 41 

Marine life collection, other fishing things, in terms of 42 

access, and we also regulate diving and snorkeling and then just 43 

how people operate their vessels and where they operate their 44 

vessels and all of this is done as part of our overall zoning 45 

plan and that’s what we’re reviewing right now and will be for 46 

the next couple of years. 47 

 48 
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Some of the examples of our types of zones, we have sanctuary 1 

preservation areas and ecological reserves.  These are generally 2 

our no-take areas.  Sanctuary preservation areas are -- They 3 

tend to be smaller no-take areas and part of the reason for 4 

setting some of those up, back in 1997, was also to really 5 

separate some of the conflicting uses that we had and this is 6 

where there were a lot of conflicts and we still see some today 7 

between the diving and snorkeling industry and folks fishing on 8 

top. 9 

 10 

Then our ecological reserves, like the Tortugas, which was 11 

implemented in coordination with this council, those are set up 12 

to protect the ecosystem itself and this is what we’re also 13 

reviewing at this time. 14 

 15 

We also have what’s called wildlife management areas.  These are 16 

primarily in the back country shallow areas, where we see a lot 17 

of groundings.  This gets into different types of access 18 

restrictions, but it’s primarily things like trying to get boats 19 

to slow down and not run aground.  Some of them are no-motor 20 

zones and idle speed and no wake and things like that. 21 

 22 

Other zones that we have are called existing management areas 23 

and these are places like the wildlife refuges that are set up 24 

in the Keys and as well as the old Looe Key and Key Largo 25 

National Marine Sanctuary and then we have four what we call 26 

special use areas and these are very small areas that are set 27 

aside just for research only and this is to provide control 28 

sites, so we can kind of understand how our management 29 

activities are working outside of different types of uses. 30 

 31 

Everything we do, in terms of management and our review of 32 

marine zones and our regulations, our management plan, our 33 

education program, research programs, things like that, we work 34 

through our Sanctuary Advisory Council and this was also part of 35 

our enacting legislation. 36 

 37 

Similar to a fishery management council, we have different folks 38 

representing different industries and elected officials.  Some 39 

folks are at-large, but we have a significant amount of fishing 40 

representation and that’s different types of sectors for 41 

commercial fishing, recreational fishing, the charter fishing, 42 

flat guides, folks like that, in addition to diving and tourism 43 

and education, as well as like Maritime Heritage Resources and 44 

submerged cultural resources, shipwrecks and things like that. 45 

 46 

I wanted to put up kind of a timeline for how this review is 47 

going to take place or is taking place.  We actually started 48 
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back in 2011 and we released what we called our condition report 1 

and this basically gave folks a sense of what is the condition 2 

of the marine sanctuary and it really kicked off the review 3 

itself. 4 

 5 

This went to our advisory council in 2012, where they identified 6 

specific goals and objectives and their principles and they set 7 

up specific working groups to address different issues and those 8 

working groups started last year, in 2013, addressing issues 9 

like coral reef ecosystem restoration and shallow-water habitat, 10 

again addressing things like groundings and impacts to wildlife, 11 

where we were seeing folks getting too close to bird nesting and 12 

things like that. 13 

 14 

Then, overall, a working group addressing ecosystem protection 15 

and that group was charged with looking at some of our no-take 16 

areas, those sanctuary preservation areas, the ecological 17 

reserves, and they’re about to wrap up their recommendations for 18 

any changes in the coming weeks. 19 

 20 

Then that goes to our advisory council and they have been 21 

working, just as recently as the third week in June, and they 22 

will be addressing the other working group recommendations in 23 

August. 24 

 25 

From there, we take those recommendations from our advisory 26 

council and then we go to work on a draft environmental impact 27 

statement and so what we’re looking at would be kind of 28 

recommendations on those changes and probably in the 2015 29 

timeframe, probably about this time or later next year. 30 

 31 

At that point, if there are recommendations or changes that 32 

involve the Gulf side, particularly the Tortugas or anything 33 

west of that, we would be coming back to your council to talk 34 

about that and start that coordination process.   35 

 36 

Again, that’s really probably mid-2015 and I wrote “subject to 37 

change”, because timelines tend to make me a liar and we will be 38 

-- We will likely be maybe a little bit behind on that, but, 39 

again, anything changing in the Gulf would probably be about 40 

this time or later next year and that would be with a draft 41 

environmental impact statement, so we would have a sense of 42 

environmental impacts and economic impacts and things like that. 43 

 44 

Just upcoming for the rest of year, again, with our advisory 45 

council.  We just met in Marathon to go over some of the 46 

shallow-water recommendations and the coral reef ecosystem 47 

recommendations and we’ll be meeting again in August in Key 48 



84 

 

Largo, where the advisory council is going to look at the 1 

working group recommendations related to some of the reserve 2 

areas. 3 

 4 

Then wrapping up our council work in October and, again, that 5 

will kick off the preparation of the draft environmental impact 6 

statement. 7 

 8 

That kind of wraps it up.  That’s sort of our timeline of what 9 

we’re looking at over the next kind of calendar year and then we 10 

will be -- Again, if there are changes in the Gulf side, 11 

particularly anything relating to fishing regulations, we would 12 

be back coordinating with your council probably about this time 13 

or later next year.  If anyone wants any more information on 14 

this process or Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary in 15 

general, I would encourage you to go to our website at 16 

floridakeys.noaa.gov or like us on Facebook or any time, feel 17 

free to contact us. 18 

 19 

While you’re here in town, if you have a free moment, we do have 20 

a visitors center down on the Truman Waterfront here in Key West 21 

and I encourage you to go on down there and kind of take a look 22 

and it’s a good interpretation of the Florida Keys ecosystem and 23 

it gives you a sense of what we do and how we coordinate with 24 

other agencies.  Thank you very much for your time.  I 25 

appreciate it and I would be happy to answer any questions. 26 

 27 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Any questions for Sean? 28 

 29 

MR. PEARCE:  Real quick, Sean.  What will the creation of these 30 

zones and how will it affect the recreational fishermen and the 31 

commercial fishermen of those areas?  Will they be displaced? 32 

 33 

MR. MORTON:  At this time, we have marine zones in place and 34 

that’s what is being reviewed.  Any impacts associated with 35 

changes to the those zones, new zones, or taking away zones, 36 

that will be all part of our environmental impact statement and 37 

we haven’t done that review, because we haven’t seen what kind 38 

of recommendations have come out of our advisory council and so 39 

it’s hard to say until we get those recommendations where we 40 

will go from there.  It’s probably about a year. 41 

 42 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Any other council questions? 43 

 44 

MR. PERRET:  Trapping, you say you allow trapping on a limited 45 

basis and is that when the animal population looks like it’s 46 

getting out of hand and so you allow trappers to go in? 47 

 48 
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MR. MORTON:  Really, the only trapping in the marine sanctuary 1 

would be part of a managed fishery, stone crab and spiny 2 

lobster. 3 

 4 

MR. PERRET:  Not fur-bearing trapping? 5 

 6 

MR. MORTON:  No and thankfully, we stop at the high-water mark 7 

and that becomes the Department of the Interior.  I will correct 8 

that.  In some cases, we do go after lionfish. 9 

 10 

MS. BOSARGE:  For marine trapping, are you -- We heard some 11 

concern the other night and I heard it at another meeting that I 12 

was at.  Are you looking at limiting some of that trapping that 13 

has historically been allowed in this area, specifically lobster 14 

traps? 15 

 16 

MR. MORTON:  With related to trapping or any type of fishing, 17 

some of our reserves right now are no-take reserves and so if 18 

there were changes to those, that could change what’s allowed to 19 

be taken in one area versus another and, again, some reserve may 20 

move or it may be taken away.  Other ones may be added.  That’s 21 

part of this ongoing review right now. 22 

 23 

We do have no-take areas as part of our zoning plan and so that 24 

would be -- That could affect where things are taken, be it hook 25 

and line or be it via trap, but, again, all that analysis will 26 

be part of a draft environmental impact statement and we would 27 

be coming back to you with any kind of changes to that. 28 

 29 

MS. BOSARGE:  Our role, I guess I’m a little confused.  We just 30 

essentially give suggestions or do you have to do what we say or 31 

what is our role when it comes to this? 32 

 33 

MR. MORTON:  Under the National Marine Sanctuaries Act, if there 34 

are fishing regulations, and this was part of the Act 35 

reauthorization in 2000, but if there are fishing regulations 36 

that are proposed by a national marine sanctuary and if it was 37 

in federal waters and, in this case, if it was in Gulf waters 38 

and a fishing regulation was proposed, we would bring that and 39 

the analysis to the fishery management council to coordinate 40 

with you and then the council has the opportunity to draft 41 

regulations to meet the goals and objectives that have come out 42 

of the sanctuary. 43 

 44 

There is a drafting regulation role and I would kind of point to 45 

the Tortugas Ecological Reserves as one example of how that is 46 

coordinated with the fishery management council.  Those involve 47 

both state and federal waters, but the regulations for the 48 
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reserve are under the Sanctuaries Act, but they’re also, in the 1 

federal waters, under the Magnuson-Stevens Act and basically for 2 

all the fisheries that were in the Tortugas, there were 3 

amendments to each of those fishery management plans to 4 

recognize the no-take area out of the Tortugas.  Is that clear 5 

as mud? 6 

 7 

MS. BOSARGE:  Yes, clear as mud, yes.  I look forward to seeing 8 

your next report. 9 

 10 

MR. ANSON:  Thank you for the presentation.  Regarding research 11 

within the reserve, have you all thought of any research or are 12 

you currently conducting any research relative to removal of 13 

lionfish and if you are conducting research, can you describe 14 

that research?  I am curious more to the trapping issue. 15 

 16 

Some folks within the industry are concerned about it and 17 

throughout the Gulf, because it is a problem, and the use of 18 

traps designed specifically for lionfish, if one exists, or just 19 

other alternative gears or traps that are designed specifically 20 

for other purposes might be utilized for that. 21 

 22 

MR. MORTON:   With respect to lionfish, since even before the 23 

lionfish showed up in 2009 -- They showed up in January of 2009 24 

here in the Keys, but there’s been monitoring for them.  We have 25 

several different researchers looking at different things 26 

throughout the Keys, from the use of traps and different types 27 

of trap design, that’s also going on up in Biscayne, and we’re 28 

still working out what the results of those kind of trap studies 29 

would be. 30 

 31 

There is always a concern about a lot of bycatch associated with 32 

fish traps and so that’s something we want to look at and we 33 

also have different researchers looking at control methodology 34 

and there’s even one spot within a research-only area where 35 

they’re actually not killing the lionfish, just to see what the 36 

differences are between different reefs and how fast the 37 

population comes back. 38 

 39 

That type of research is actually going on throughout the Keys 40 

and then as part of fishery-independent research, we’ve been 41 

counting the lionfish on almost every area that’s divable at a 42 

scuba depth, to 130. 43 

 44 

Then in some of the deeper areas, we’ve been looking at the use 45 

of ROVs, both inside the sanctuary and then as far as out as 46 

places like Pulley Ridge and what are the lionfish densities 47 

there and they’re significant in the deeper areas.  There’s a 48 
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lot of different types of research going on. 1 

 2 

The trap studies, there’s a -- I believe we issued two permits 3 

for trap studies and those results aren’t out yet and we’re also 4 

looking at a new study that might be coming along for different 5 

types of structure that could be placed down there, where they 6 

think they might have success in aggregating the lionfish to 7 

those to make them easier to remove and control.  That’s kind of 8 

some of the things we’re looking at right now. 9 

 10 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Any other questions?  Sean, thank you very much 11 

for being here.  Next on the agenda is the RESTORE Act 12 

Presentation and Glenn. 13 

 14 

RESTORE ACT PRESENTATION 15 

 16 

MR. CONSTANT:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  For those of you who 17 

don’t know me, my name is Glenn Constant and I work for U.S. 18 

Fish and Wildlife Service and I run the Fisheries Conservation 19 

Office in Baton Rouge.  I am new to the council and I’m also 20 

fairly new to the Gulf restoration effort.           21 

 22 

Being new to both the council and the Gulf restoration effort, I 23 

stole this presentation from a guy named Chris Peace who is 24 

stationed in Lacombe, Louisiana, at the Big Branch National 25 

Wildlife Refuge.  Chris is one of the new team that is being 26 

assembled to help DOI and Fish and Wildlife Service manage what 27 

he characterized here as -- I can’t read this, but I think he 28 

said it was a cross-program, multi-bureau -- Inter-bureau, 29 

multi-partner landscape analysis. 30 

 31 

Being with the Fish and Wildlife Service for fifteen years, just 32 

the first part of that, cross-program, means lots of people have 33 

to come together with a common understanding of where we’re 34 

going and that’s a difficult thing. 35 

 36 

Part of what the Fish and Wildlife Service has set out to do 37 

with this effort is to capture or to assist the obligations of 38 

four federal bureaus in their responsibilities to the Gulf 39 

restoration effort. 40 

 41 

DOI had appointed Cindy Dohner, who is our Regional Director 42 

here in the Southeast Region, as the lead in helping the 43 

Department of Interior manage its obligations.  Cindy Dohner, in 44 

turn, directed the Fish and Wildlife Service to get ready for 45 

assistance in all of our programs and so the National Wildlife 46 

Refuge System, Migratory Birds, the Fisheries Program.   47 

 48 
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Every part of our program has been on alert that this is a top 1 

priority and I will be crafting ways to connect to partners in 2 

this large, interagency, multi-partner approach. 3 

 4 

To help kind of paint the picture of where Fish and Wildlife 5 

Service is going in that leadership role, we crafted this vision 6 

and it’s recently out, but it just puts a very brief -- It 7 

paints a very brief picture of the intention, of the Service’s 8 

intention, and how to navigate this huge restoration effort. 9 

 10 

There are eight conservation strategies in this document and if 11 

you go into the document, which is available at this website, or 12 

if you just Google “Fish and Wildlife Service Vision for the 13 

Gulf”, you will get the document. 14 

 15 

It’s not very long, but it tells you a little bit about each of 16 

these strategies and so from the Fish and Wildlife Service’s 17 

perspective or DOI’s broader perspective, what is it that we 18 

would like to see in our mandate for restoration? 19 

 20 

The first two parts of this, the use of science and the 21 

commitment to restore those resources that were injured in the 22 

Gulf oil spill, are more of a commitment, I think.  Then the 23 

subsequent six bullets tell a little bit more about exactly what 24 

it is that we would like to see in conservation in the pursuit 25 

of a healthy Gulf. 26 

 27 

Again, just to kind of get the Service’s message out on the 28 

table and start the dialogue and to use this as a catalyst for 29 

discussion with partners and bringing everyone to the table in a 30 

mission towards a common, mutually-beneficial plan for 31 

restoration. 32 

 33 

You will also see in this document sixteen focal areas and where 34 

exactly do we intend or would we, if we got to choose the first 35 

cut at where we want to see things that would actually help get 36 

us back to a healthy Gulf, where would we do those things? 37 

 38 

This outlines the first cut at Fish and Wildlife Service’s 39 

intent to direct or prioritize the restoration resources.  If 40 

you look at it on the map, it’s not all focused on the Gulf.  A 41 

lot of it is, obviously, because the resources were damaged here 42 

in the Gulf, but there were also some areas of focus upstream in 43 

the rivers and we heard a little bit yesterday about kind of 44 

connecting the bigger picture to managing fish stocks, where the 45 

environmental assessments that you considered in terms of 46 

setting regulations or an attempt to get at that bigger picture 47 

management scenario. 48 
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 1 

If you up into the northern areas, in the zones colored red up 2 

there, those are obviously something to do with either migratory 3 

birds or in the Mississippi Valley, it has to do with nutrient 4 

reduction strategies that all lead to a healthy Gulf and so it’s 5 

not necessarily all aligned along the Gulf footprint, but 6 

there’s a little bit broader thinking and this document kind of 7 

helps you to understand what the intent is and what the strategy 8 

is and reasoning behind each of those zones that are colored in 9 

designated focal areas. 10 

 11 

Along with this kind of brief here’s-our-intention document that 12 

is the vision, a draft blueprint document is going to be a 13 

companion document that goes a little bit further in terms of 14 

examples of how we might view the kinds of projects that would 15 

address the strategies that you see in the vision document and 16 

so it’s still under review and revision, but hopefully, again, 17 

it will be another one of those catalysts to open discussion 18 

more connecting to everyone else out in the Gulf community that 19 

has an interest in restoration. 20 

 21 

Still, I think Chris put this slide in here to highlight, again, 22 

the complexities of making that happen and the need for us to 23 

communicate, like in this forum and many other forums across the 24 

Gulf, to get our ducks in a row as these dollars become 25 

available for projects. 26 

 27 

We have an opportunity, if we preplan this right, to be set to 28 

have those resources be effective and that’s a difficult thing 29 

with all the strings that come attached to the money and the 30 

variability and spatially in the Gulf and across the Gulf coast 31 

and the need for different kinds of conservation actions. 32 

 33 

Again, I can’t read this.  This is the slide that usually gets 34 

the most questions and so I won’t go through the detail of it, 35 

but it’s basically a picture of what the resources are and how 36 

this restoration in the Gulf is apportioned in terms of the 37 

fines or the obligations as the funding is associated with 38 

different efforts in the Gulf. 39 

 40 

There is the NRDA effort that is going to be tied to the Natural 41 

Resource Damage Assessment and the funding there will be 42 

designated for restoration specific to the injury assessments 43 

that come through that. 44 

 45 

Then there’s the RESTORE Act, which we’re going to hear more 46 

about today, and these other funding sources through NFWF and 47 

NAWCA and they all come with some very specific strengths.  DOI 48 
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and Fish and Wildlife Service have a role in all of these and 1 

none of the dollars that come through this funding stream end up 2 

in DOI’s coffers and so we have some funding that we’re using to 3 

assemble this team and the resources that Fish and Wildlife 4 

Service can bring in terms of NEPA compliance and our assistance 5 

in Section 7 consultation or project design and those kinds of 6 

things, but none of those dollars are coming from the 7 

restoration funding stream.   8 

 9 

They all come from a small pot of money that we I think got 10 

through the Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund and from DOI’s 11 

coffers and, like I said, the commitment of all of our programs 12 

to assist in helping here and so that’s kind of the blueprint of 13 

follow the cash and you can ask me questions.  I probably won’t 14 

be able to answer in much detail, but I will bring those 15 

questions to the folks at the Gulf team to get answers for you 16 

if you have them. 17 

 18 

Finally, the idea of connecting to others is where we are now 19 

and building this team of folks and, again, I am a recent member 20 

to this Gulf program that connects to NOAA and it connects to 21 

all of the states and it connects to the nine government 22 

organizations that have interest in furthering the Gulf. 23 

 24 

It’s very important to the Director and, like I said, this whole 25 

effort is supposed to be a catalyst to start those discussions 26 

and so I’m glad to be here today and to bring that message to 27 

you guys and to take any requests or messages back to the team. 28 

 29 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Glenn.  Corky has got a question and 30 

then Dr. Dana. 31 

 32 

MR. PERRET:  I’ve got two.  What is Fish and Wildlife’s 33 

definition of “working lands”?  You are going to conserve 34 

working lands and what is working land? 35 

 36 

MR. CONSTANT:  Working lands are considered those lands that are 37 

actively managed, but, at the same time, provide habitat for 38 

wildlife, like fields or forests that are under rotation, but in 39 

they, in the interim, still provide habitat for fish and 40 

wildlife. 41 

 42 

MR. PERRET:  One of your strategies is to restore resources 43 

impacted by the Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill and if I go to the 44 

watershed area, we’re going to spend money in the Rainwater 45 

Basin in Nebraska and I can buy the Prairie Potholes and the 46 

Upper Watershed of the River for waterfowl and migratory birds, 47 

but is RESTORE money or is the Deepwater Horizon money being 48 
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spent in the Rainwater Basin of Nebraska or is that another 1 

source of funds? 2 

 3 

MR. CONSTANT:  Yes, this is part of the Gulf restoration effort 4 

and if you look at the -- I guess it’s not NFWF, but NAWCA 5 

funds, it’s specific to migratory birds and the Rainwater Basin 6 

is one of those critical stopover points and I forget the exact 7 

numbers, but if you get to this vision document, it will explain 8 

that it houses some large percentage of the pintail population 9 

and mallard population as they migrate back up through the 10 

flyway. 11 

 12 

It all has some connection and I think that’s part of what this 13 

vision document does.  It kind of gets very succinctly to the 14 

ideas and concepts of why those focal areas are where they are. 15 

 16 

That said, it was made very clear to me that this is about 17 

starting dialogue and so while there’s red dots on the map, 18 

those are not meant to be written in stone.  This is just kind 19 

of letting everyone know where Fish and Wildlife Service stands 20 

from the very start and to kind of match, where we can, as many 21 

common interests in seeing these kind of restoration projects. 22 

 23 

DR. DANA:  Thanks for the presentation.  It’s good to see you 24 

here, because I know that this council, for a great amount of 25 

time, wanted someone from your organization represented here and 26 

so welcome. 27 

 28 

Just for my own information, you represent -- You are based in 29 

Louisiana and you represent the Gulf region and how many other 30 

regions does your organization cover throughout the United 31 

States? 32 

 33 

MR. CONSTANT:  In the Gulf zone and specific to restoration, 34 

there are three Fish and Wildlife Service regions and two on the 35 

Gulf coast.  Region 4, which is the Southeast Region, is all of 36 

the Gulf states except for Texas and so Texas is in Region 5. 37 

 38 

Then the third region is that upper area that Corky was asking 39 

about, in Region 6, where there’s a little less kind of direct 40 

participation, but because there have been some benefits 41 

identified to those Prairie Pothole areas -- Actually, it could 42 

even, I think, reach over into one of the other regions, Region 43 

3, which is that Mississippi Alluvial upper drainage of the 44 

Mississippi.  That might be one of those things that the council 45 

is more interested in, because of its potential in nutrient 46 

reduction. 47 

 48 
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As those kinds of issues come up, we could tie to other regions.  1 

I think in total there are nine Fish and Wildlife Service 2 

regions. 3 

 4 

MR. GREENE:  Back in 2012, this council, through the Restoration 5 

Committee and approval of the full council, sent a letter in 6 

requesting some priorities that we had as a council.  I am not 7 

certain if you have seen that letter.  If you haven’t, I will 8 

certainly try to get you a copy of it. 9 

 10 

It was priorities and things that we felt were very pertinent at 11 

that time and two years later, we’re still trying to kind of 12 

work through that.  I still feel that the council and the 13 

process and access to the fishermen that we have and the science 14 

people is a very good vehicle for you guys to use moving 15 

forward. 16 

 17 

I believe that this would be a good way to help you guys reach 18 

out to the fishermen and everybody else and with that being 19 

said, I understand the Prairie Potholes and all that stuff, but 20 

you know that oil spill happened offshore here and there was a 21 

lot of stuff that went on in the Gulf and I am still curious on 22 

the deepwater restoration projects and how that stuff ties in. 23 

 24 

I almost think that in a restoration type of thing that you go 25 

to the area that’s most affected and work outward from there and 26 

so if you would consider that as just a personal comment in 27 

moving forward, I would appreciate it. 28 

 29 

MR. CONSTANT:  Thank you.  I have not seen the letter, but part 30 

of my initiation into the program, with the restoration program 31 

and the Gulf team, was to help them understand where to connect.  32 

Because we have a broad kind of array of tasks inside the Fish 33 

and Wildlife Service, they picked from our offices and so they 34 

got me, whatever that means, but it was because I think they 35 

knew I was tied to an opportunity to kind of connect in the way 36 

you’re talking about.  I haven’t seen the letter, but I was 37 

aware that it existed. 38 

 39 

The projects, we were supposed to at this point have project 40 

lists.  Now, that chart on the screen divides up the money with 41 

some very specific strings and so when you look at those areas 42 

in the Prairie Potholes, they are coming from that source of 43 

funds that was designated for migratory bird restoration. 44 

 45 

If you look at the dollar amounts there, the biggest chunk of 46 

money doesn’t fall in that very narrow definition of restoration 47 

for migratory birds and so I think, in balance, my view is that 48 
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they’ve probably allocated the funding across the suite of the 1 

different restoration activities pretty fairly to accomplish 2 

what you’re talking about, starting from the core of the injury 3 

and working toward those parts of the restoration that might not 4 

be so directly connected. 5 

 6 

I think your sentiment about connecting through the Fish and 7 

Wildlife Service is part of what this Gulf team is staffing up 8 

to do and I think we have a liaison to NOAA and the development 9 

of the Science Team is something that we’re -- It’s still 10 

ongoing and so we’re also looking to connect that way as well. 11 

 12 

DR. SHIPP:  Thanks, Glenn, for being here.  The slide that’s up 13 

there now, there is one source of money that seems to be missing 14 

and that’s the Gulf of Mexico Research Initiative, which is $500 15 

million and a ten-year program.  How does this complement that 16 

or are you aware of that pot of money and how does that fit with 17 

what’s up on the board? 18 

 19 

MR. CONSTANT:  I am not exactly sure if DOI -- If this matrix of 20 

money is limited to the funds that DOI has interest in.  I am 21 

aware of that.  I am not sure which pot of money that it comes 22 

under, but it probably falls under one of those.  I can find out 23 

for you and get back to you about that, but that would be my 24 

guess. 25 

 26 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Any other questions for Glenn?  Glenn, thank 27 

you.  Next on the agenda is a Summary of NOAA Restoration 28 

Science Program Advisory Working Group and Dr. Simmons. 29 

 30 

SUMMARY OF NOAA RESTORATION SCIENCE PROGRAM ADVISORY WORKING 31 

GROUP 32 

 33 

DR. SIMMONS:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  You may recall that Dr. 34 

Ponwith came to the council about a year ago and told you all 35 

that this group was going to be formed.  Prior to that, Mr. Russ 36 

Beard, the Acting Director of the Science Program, had been to 37 

our office with some of his staff to start a framework of 38 

priorities for the science plan. 39 

 40 

Our staff met with him and provided feedback and that was 41 

probably well over a year ago and so what they did is they took 42 

that framework and then they drafted a science plan and the 43 

purpose of the Science Program Advisory Working Group, which was 44 

made up of academics from across the country, as well as a Gulf 45 

States Marine Fisheries Commission representative, which was 46 

Jeff Rester, and then myself from the council, met and reviewed 47 

this draft plan. 48 
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 1 

Unfortunately, I could not attend in person, both because I was 2 

sick and because of some travel communication issues.  I 3 

participated as much as I could remotely and then I contacted 4 

members that were there and got a report. 5 

 6 

Basically, what they did is they wanted us to focus on the long-7 

term draft priorities that were in this plan and this working 8 

group had a lot of concerns about the focus of these long-term 9 

priorities and they divided it up into several different -- 10 

About four different working groups and they tried to better 11 

focus these long-term priorities, which were about ten-year 12 

priorities for the science plan. 13 

 14 

Those working groups developed recommendations, but they have 15 

not yet been incorporated in the new revised draft science plan 16 

and so they’re going to -- We’re going to meet again by 17 

conference call.  It is not completed yet and we’re going to 18 

meet again by conference call and discuss those and try to get 19 

them incorporated into a new draft plan and then try to finish 20 

it up by July 18, again by another conference call, to then 21 

submit it to the Science Advisory Board by the end of July. 22 

 23 

This is still in progress.  They didn’t get as much accomplished 24 

at the in-person meeting.  It was last week, Wednesday through 25 

Friday, in Long Beach, Mississippi.  We will be continuing to 26 

discuss it and try to finish up by July 18. 27 

 28 

Then the science plan will be submitted to the Science Advisory 29 

Board, which I believe is primarily made up of NOAA employees, 30 

specialists in D.C.  Then, after they review it, I believe it 31 

will be released to the public and so it’s still very much in 32 

draft form and there’s still a lot of work to be done on it and 33 

I think they had a good group of people there to comment on it, 34 

from what I heard from the discussion on the webinar and after I 35 

talked to the gentleman that was there in person.  I will try to 36 

answer any of your questions that you might have about the 37 

science plan. 38 

 39 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Okay, council.  Any questions for Dr. Simmons? 40 

 41 

MR. GREENE:  I don’t know so much if it’s a question or not, but 42 

I guess I want to make sure that we get that letter that we put 43 

our time and effort into back in 2012 to the right people.  I 44 

guess I want to send a letter to them and so I guess let me just 45 

do it in a motion.  Let me just try to do this and maybe this 46 

will be the best way to go about it. 47 

 48 
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The council send a letter to the RESTORE 1604 Science Fund that 1 

references the needs in our restoration priorities letter of 2 

2012 and particularly highlights habitat mapping as a way that 3 

can develop regional scientific information that will assist our 4 

priorities like improving stock assessments.  Mr. Chair, that’s 5 

my motion. 6 

 7 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We have a motion on the board and do we have a 8 

second?  We have a second by Mr. Riley.  Any discussion on the 9 

motion?   10 

 11 

MR. PERRET:  Mr. Greene, just a couple of suggestions for the 12 

letter.  We are referencing our priorities letter of 2012 and I 13 

would bracket and say “enclosed” and send the letter to -- I 14 

don’t know, but who would we send it to, the Administrator or 15 

the Director or the President of the RESTORE -- Whoever the 16 

appropriate people or person is I think is who it should go to.  17 

Staff can probably handle that. 18 

 19 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  All right.  Any other discussion?  Let’s vote on 20 

this.  All in favor say aye; opposed like sign.  The motion 21 

carries.  We have one opposed. 22 

 23 

DR. SIMMONS:  I just wanted to let the council know, regarding 24 

that letter, that both times when Mr. Russ Beard came to the 25 

office, we discussed those priorities and we submitted them to 26 

the data portal and, again, in our written comments and on the 27 

telephone, when I was discussing with the group, we were trying 28 

to really force the issue with long-term offshore and not just 29 

inshore RESTORE Act priorities, especially for stock assessments 30 

and data collection and not just targeting specific inshore 31 

projects.  32 

 33 

MR. GREENE:  Thank you. 34 

 35 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Anything else, Carrie?   36 

 37 

DR. SIMMONS:  No, that concludes my report.  Thank you. 38 

 39 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Next on the agenda is Dr. Ponwith and she has 40 

gone to D.C. for some meetings and so she is not available and 41 

Phil says that he doesn’t have a report for that and so we’re in 42 

good shape there.  We are going to go into Committee Reports.  43 

We are about an hour ahead of time and so I am going to take a 44 

recess and then we’ll just go straight through to lunch after 45 

that and so let’s recess until 9:35 and that will give us about 46 

fifteen minutes. 47 

 48 
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(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 1 

 2 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We will start with the Advisory Panel Selection 3 

Committee. 4 

 5 

COMMITTEE REPORTS 6 

ADVISORY PANEL SELECTION COMMITTEE 7 

 8 

MR. PERRET:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  The Advisory Panel 9 

Selection Committee met and the agenda was adopted as written.  10 

The AP Selection Committee met in open session and discussed the 11 

procedure for appointing AP members to newly formed ad hoc 12 

panels.   13 

 14 

After some discussion, the committee decided to meet as a full 15 

council in closed session to review and appoint applicants for 16 

the Ad Hoc Red Snapper For-Hire Individual Fishing Quota 17 

Advisory Panel.  This is the procedure that we’ve been using 18 

since about October of 2009.  19 

 20 

We had a total of fifty-nine applicants that requested to be 21 

included on this committee.  During the closed session, the 22 

following motion was passed by the full council to accept all 23 

the names as listed to appoint to the Ad Hoc Red Snapper For-24 

Hire IFQ AP and those individuals are Gary Bryant, Daryl 25 

Carpenter, Troy Frady, James Green, Charles Guilford, Mark 26 

Hubbard, Mark Kelley, Robbie Langlinais, Seth Macinko, Greg 27 

Mercurio, Mike Nugent, Richard (Rene) Rice, Scott Robson, Bill 28 

Staff, Mike Sullivan, Skipper Thierry, Edward Walker, Johnny 29 

Williams, Troy Williamson, and Bob Zales.  30 

 31 

The council reviewed and approved the Draft Charge for the Ad 32 

Hoc Red Snapper For-Hire IFQ AP and that charge is: The charge 33 

of the AP is to make recommendations to the council relative to 34 

the design, implementation and evaluation of a red snapper for-35 

hire IFQ-type program.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  That concludes 36 

the report and, as I said, this was action by the entire council 37 

and so this is what the council approved.  Thank you. 38 

 39 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  The next committee 40 

report is Red Drum and, Mr. Pearce, are you ready? 41 

 42 

RED DRUM COMMITTEE 43 

 44 

MR. PEARCE:  Yes, Mr. Chairman, I am.  The Red Drum Committee 45 

met and present was Camp Matens, Kevin Anson, Doug Boyd, Johnny 46 

Greene, Dale Diaz, Pat Riley, Bob Shipp, Martha Bademan, and 47 

myself. 48 
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 1 

The agenda in Tab J, Number 1 and the minutes in Tab J, Number 2 2 

were approved as written.  The committee discussed the Scoping 3 

Document for Modification to Recreational Red Drum Management, 4 

Tab J, Number 4.   5 

 6 

Committee members expressed a desire to have more historical 7 

information from previous Red Drum FMPs included in the document 8 

relevant to both the recreational and commercial fishing 9 

sectors.  Also requested were some language changes to the draft 10 

options, including in Section 2.1 to change “designate” to 11 

“delegate” in Option 3, as the council can “delegate” management 12 

of a species to the states. 13 

 14 

To request, not require, that the states maintain a minimum of 15 

30 percent juvenile escapement in Options 3 and 4 and to remove 16 

language in Option 4 referencing personal or vessel bag limits 17 

and associated sub-options. 18 

 19 

MS. BOSARGE:  I wanted at this point -- I wasn’t on the 20 

committee and I wanted at this point just to have a discussion.  21 

As you know, we’re looking at openings in federal waters and 22 

possibly delegating it to the states.   23 

 24 

The portion that is federal waters, six miles off of whatever 25 

state, that could possibly be delegated to the state, those are 26 

federal waters and they were closed to both recreational and 27 

commercial fishing when it was closed for red drum and I would 28 

like to have some discussion on why we feel that it’s fair and 29 

equitable to only open it back up to recreational fishing.  I 30 

want a good, open dialogue about this. 31 

 32 

MR. PEARCE:  Are there comments?  Leann, I think you’re right 33 

that this has been closed a long time and a closed fishery is 34 

not a fishery management plan and so I think at some level some 35 

discussion at some point needs to consider a harvesting fishery 36 

in the EEZ.   37 

 38 

MS. BOSARGE:  If there’s no discussion, then I assume there’s 39 

nobody that is opposed to opening it for commercial fishing and 40 

I would like to see staff put some information into this scoping 41 

document that regards opening it to both commercial and 42 

recreational fishing, if that needs to be another action item or 43 

whatever it needs to be. 44 

 45 

MR. DIAZ:  Harlon, I just wanted to point out that when we 46 

talked about this at the last meeting, we did have a pretty good 47 

discussion and it was -- To me, it was obvious, going around 48 
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from the discussion that was had at the table, that there was 1 

not support by the council to do anything on the commercial 2 

side. 3 

 4 

I actually accepted a modification to the original motion to 5 

just add the word “recreational” there, because it just seemed, 6 

from the discussion, that that was the only way that it could 7 

proceed at that time and so I think that’s how we got to where 8 

we are right now and so I just wanted to make that point and 9 

thank you, Mr. Chairman. 10 

 11 

DR. CRABTREE:  If you’re going to go down that path, you’re 12 

going to have to think about some things.  One is you’re going 13 

to need allocation, it would seem to me, and then, two, there is 14 

no permits, commercial permits, and so you would have to talk 15 

about who -- Are you going to issue a red drum commercial permit 16 

to fish in that zone or who would you qualify or are you going 17 

to open it up to anybody or what gears are going to be allowed 18 

and all of those kinds of things.  You need to be thinking about 19 

that. 20 

 21 

MR. MATENS:  I may have been looking at this in a completely 22 

erroneous manner, but in my simple mind, it seems, to me, that 23 

the waters from three miles to nine miles or whatever it is in 24 

each of the three states would effectively become state waters 25 

and if Mississippi has a 50,000-pound limit for commercial catch 26 

of red drum in their state waters, these waters from three to 27 

nine would be included and am I missing something? 28 

 29 

DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, you are, because the council is going to 30 

delegate certain specific things to the states, but it remains 31 

federal waters and it remains that whatever the state does will 32 

have to be consistent with the fishery management plan and it 33 

remains that it will have to be consistent with the Magnuson-34 

Stevens Act and all and so it doesn’t become state waters where 35 

the states can make whatever decisions they want. 36 

 37 

They are going to be very -- There are going to be limits on 38 

what the states can do if you go down this path and you’re going 39 

to have to make decisions about specifically what are you 40 

delegating and what bounds are you going to put on what the 41 

states are allowed to do within that delegation and all that is 42 

going to have to be analyzed through a NEPA document and then 43 

you’re going to have to continue to review the actions that the 44 

states take and the catches and all of those kinds of things to 45 

affirm that the states are complying with the Magnuson Act and 46 

all those kinds of things. 47 

 48 
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MR. MATENS:  To that point, thank you.  It goes to show you, Dr. 1 

Crabtree, that you’re never too old to learn.  Accordingly, I 2 

would have to really think about what my position would be on 3 

that.  Thank you. 4 

 5 

MR. PEARCE:  I think something else that we need to consider is 6 

that the SSC is going to be considering an ABC for red drum in 7 

the EEZ through data-poor processes and so that’s going to 8 

happen at, I believe, the next SSC meeting, Dale.  I think 9 

that’s what they said and so we may have more information by 10 

August as well, as to whether there even is a fishery out there 11 

that we can consider. 12 

 13 

MR. FISCHER:  I know Dale was instrumental on this and I believe 14 

you were also, speaking about the charterboats and giving them 15 

one more fish to catch.  That’s how this got rolling and we 16 

stood on the sidelines and watched ourselves slowly decide that 17 

this could be good for the charter fishermen and it could be 18 

good for the recreational fishermen. 19 

 20 

Any change to the original plan, I would say we would have to be 21 

totally opposed to, because I still have to remind this council 22 

there are many ways to manage fish and this council basically 23 

manages by working off of an ACL and trying to create harvest 24 

limits constrained by bag limits and size limits and quotas and 25 

trip limits or whatever to get us as close to that ACL or ACT as 26 

possible. 27 

 28 

In the case of red drum, it’s a unique management system, but it 29 

works phenomenal.  We have an unlimited quota from Key West to 30 

Brownsville.  It’s open 365 days from Key West to Brownsville 31 

and the caveat is that you follow state guidelines in state 32 

waters and we protect the brood stock. 33 

 34 

Once we get away from this management, the ratio of people who 35 

fish the estuarine area who aren’t managed by this council -- 36 

Just looking at our license sales, I would say it’s probably 80 37 

percent of the fishermen are inshore fishermen and that’s just a 38 

real quick off-the-cuff guess. 39 

 40 

What we are doing is we’re talking about managing the brood 41 

stock that the majority of the fishermen enjoy in state waters.  42 

If we have any deviation away from this original concept of 43 

trying to create a system where maybe the charterboats can keep 44 

a fish or the recreational -- We were talking about the 45 

mortality and they were always dead and that’s what we heard at 46 

testimony.  I would say we would be totally opposed to it and we 47 

wouldn’t support and how it makes us lean that we’re looking at 48 
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the status quo, because we are already deviating before we even 1 

start the document. 2 

 3 

MR. PEARCE:  Thank you, sir.  Mr. Chairman, I clearly want to 4 

help the charterboats catch another fish, but I think there’s 5 

some other things we need to consider and when you talk about 6 

brood stock, it doesn’t take many redfish to propagate the 7 

entire Gulf.  They are pretty fecund. 8 

 9 

The other thing that you’ve got to realize is that it’s been 10 

twenty-something years for the harvesting side and we have to 11 

manage not just for the fishermen, but for the individuals that 12 

own that fish in the Gulf, which is the rest of the country and 13 

the rest of the individuals. 14 

 15 

What we have done is taken a fourteen or fifteen-million-pound 16 

quota in the 1980s -- A fifteen or fourteen-million-pound catch 17 

in the 1980s and reallocated it from the -- Some of it from the 18 

commercial sector and it’s all recreational and so I think at 19 

some point, in all fairness, I think we need to really think 20 

about how we can help bring this fishery back. 21 

 22 

MR. PERRET:  Well, you’re giving a committee report and a 23 

council member has brought up an issue that she thinks should be 24 

discussed.  To me, take it up at the next council meeting and 25 

the Red Drum Committee.  The Red Drum Committee is the first 26 

step.  You vote it up or down and then that’s -- Whatever 27 

happens, happens. 28 

 29 

Personally, I don’t see anything happening on the commercial 30 

end.  There’s a 50,000-pound quota in the whole northern Gulf of 31 

Mexico for the State of Mississippi and I think red drum are 32 

game fish in the other four states. 33 

 34 

You can’t land them commercially, unless something has changed, 35 

and so even if you allowed it, with a 50,000-pound quota, hell, 36 

they would fill it in the first hour or the first day or first 37 

whatever it is, but the point is I think we have a process and 38 

we should go through the committee process at the next meeting 39 

and if it’s voted up, it moves to the council and if it’s voted 40 

down, then that’s it. 41 

 42 

MR. PEARCE:  Thank you, Corky.  I guess I’m going to have to get 43 

Myron to help me open it up in Louisiana waters.  Any other 44 

discussion?  I will continue with my report, Mr. Chairman. 45 

 46 

Escapement was discussed, with the general definition proffered 47 

being escapement of juveniles from the estuaries to the beach.  48 
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Staff will make sure to include the correct description of 1 

“escapement area” in the document and clarify it in the draft 2 

options.  Committee members generally agreed that the states 3 

should discuss minimum standards for calculating escapement, 4 

understanding that each state may have different ecological, 5 

biological, or other needs to consider in determining the 6 

methodology which works best for them.   7 

 8 

The committee requested that the Special Red Drum Working Group 9 

formed during the April 2014 council meeting add a discussion of 10 

escapement to their agenda. 11 

 12 

Enforcement of a special management area was discussed and 13 

committee members thought that enforcement of any regulations 14 

within such an area would prove difficult.  The idea of a tag 15 

system was offered as an alternative, which may prove easier to 16 

enforce, which could also be used to collect data pertinent to 17 

conducting a stock assessment, including age composition data.   18 

 19 

Staff reminded the committee of the 2008 analysis by the 20 

Southeast Fisheries Science Center of red drum data needs, which 21 

was presented in 2008, 2010, and 2013.  Southeast Science Center 22 

staff suggested the application of data-poor methods for 23 

assessing red drum and reminded the committee that the charge of 24 

the Special Red Drum Working Group included examining 25 

appropriate data-poor stock assessment methods. 26 

 27 

Committee members asked why a fishery management plan was 28 

necessary, since all landings of red drum in the Gulf of Mexico 29 

over the last twenty-six years have come from state waters.  If 30 

there were no red drum fishery management plan, then the states 31 

would be able to manage the red drum fishery independently. 32 

 33 

Committee members thought that holding scoping workshops prior 34 

to the August 2014 meeting may be premature, since the council 35 

was waiting on feedback from the Special Red Drum Working Group.  36 

The committee thought it best to wait until such feedback was 37 

received before holding scoping workshops.  I asked if there was 38 

any further discussion.  Hearing no other discussion, the Red 39 

Drum Committee meeting was adjourned.  Mr. Chairman, this 40 

concludes my report.  41 

 42 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  All right, Mr. Pearce.  Thank you.  Next on the 43 

agenda is the Outreach and Education and Mr. Williams. 44 

 45 

OUTREACH AND EDUCATION COMMITTEE 46 

 47 

MR. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I’ve got two reports 48 
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here and let me see which one is the correct one.  The Outreach 1 

and Education Committee met to review a summary of the Outreach 2 

and Education AP meeting and panel recommendations.  3 

 4 

The agenda and minutes of the last Outreach and Education 5 

Committee meeting were approved as written.  Charlene Ponce gave 6 

an overview of the O&E AP summary report, beginning with the AP 7 

recommendations to modify the scoping meeting format.  8 

 9 

Mr. Perret expressed an interest in staff making an effort to 10 

get more participation in the scoping meetings.  Ms. Ponce 11 

explained that the proposed format changes are mirrored after 12 

the RAP sessions, which did encourage and result in new 13 

participation. 14 

 15 

Mr. Williams added that the current scoping format is confused 16 

with public hearings and the proposed changes to make scoping 17 

more collaborative were well supported by the AP.  18 

 19 

I have a motion on behalf of the committee and that is that the 20 

council rename and modify the structure of scoping workshops to 21 

include some of the RAP session protocols, including the 22 

following: Define a workshop culture that is more collaborative 23 

than the formal structure currently associated with public 24 

hearings; Allow participants to speak without a formal comment 25 

card and rigid time limits and ensure that each participants is 26 

aware they have an opportunity to comment before anyone can 27 

speak twice on an issue; Create a living document, in real time, 28 

as speakers contribute; Do not attribute comments to individual 29 

speakers; Use informal venues that are more audience friendly; 30 

and schedule during times when greater participation is more 31 

likely.  On behalf of the committee, I so move. 32 

 33 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  You have a committee motion and it requires no 34 

second.  Is there discussion on this motion?  35 

 36 

MR. ANSON:  Just for clarification, schedule during times when 37 

greater participation is more likely, I wonder if there is any 38 

discussion, Emily or Charlene, to define that.  Is that in the 39 

evening like we had at this meeting or is that on the weekends 40 

or when --  41 

 42 

MS. PONCE:  I’m sorry, but can you repeat the question? 43 

 44 

MR. ANSON:  The last bullet here on the motion, it says a 45 

suggestion or a recommendation was to schedule during times when 46 

greater participation is more likely and is there any discussion 47 

on that or thoughts as to what would be a better time? 48 



103 

 

 1 

MS. PONCE:  Yes and it was twofold.  One is based on the 2 

location, evening or daytime.  Most likely evening, but the 3 

other part of that was to make sure that it was during the time 4 

when people weren’t out fishing and so if it was during some 5 

season, try and bypass that. 6 

 7 

DR. DANA:  Yesterday, during public testimony, Ken Haddad I 8 

thought made a thoughtful comment that this bullet-point review 9 

of these RAP sessions was good, but it lacked that one final 10 

element which was solutions.  Is there any element of solutions-11 

based considerations?   12 

 13 

I can’t remember exactly how he put it, but right now, it’s 14 

input-driven, but in our bullet points, we don’t have anything 15 

dealing with taking that input and then looking for solutions, 16 

possible solutions, from the recreational sector and so I just 17 

wanted to bring that up. 18 

 19 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you.  I think he said input-driven versus 20 

solution-driven and was that it? 21 

 22 

DR. DANA:  I believe he said that as we currently have it, it’s 23 

pretty much all input-driven and there was that one missing 24 

element which was looking for the contributions to solutions. 25 

 26 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Further discussion?   27 

 28 

MS. PONCE:  I just wanted to point out that that right there was 29 

the main reason that we wanted to change the formatting, to 30 

allow people to have a discussion with us rather than just have 31 

the opportunity to get up and say their piece and then feel like 32 

they haven’t contributed and so we want to have a discussion 33 

format, so that it’s a two-way communication and then we can 34 

bring that back to you. 35 

 36 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Further discussion?  It’s a committee motion.  37 

All in favor say aye; opposed.  The motion carries. 38 

 39 

MR. WILLIAMS:  Ms. Dana expressed concern over dissuading 40 

reiterative comments and suggested that point be removed from 41 

the motion, which we did. 42 

 43 

Ms. Levy agreed that it should not be policy to dissuade any 44 

comments.  She also clarified that in renaming scoping workshops 45 

that it will be necessary to make it clear that these meetings 46 

are still aligned with the NEPA process. 47 

 48 
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Ms. Bosarge requested that careful consideration be given when 1 

using informal venues to ensure that people from all sectors we 2 

want to hear from feel welcome.  Mr. Boyd requested that staff 3 

include more real input from scoping meetings rather than a 4 

vote.  Ms. Ponce then reviewed the updated strategic 5 

communications plan.  Mr. Perret provided a list of suggestions 6 

to staff.  7 

 8 

I am going to have to note here that at this point we omitted a 9 

couple of motions that the AP had made and so I am going to 10 

present those motions on behalf of the AP and the council can 11 

vote them up or down. 12 

 13 

The first motion, and I think Phyllis has it, is to recommend 14 

that the council approve the revised strategic communications 15 

plan with Corky’s edits.  He has been fairly vocal about these. 16 

 17 

MR. PERRET:  I second and Charlene has got my comments and I 18 

assume staff will have editorial license and so on.  Thank you. 19 

 20 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We have a motion and a second.  Just a question.  21 

Does everyone understand what the strategic communications plan 22 

is or do you need some clarification on what that is, since 23 

we’re approving it?  Everybody is okay with what it is?  All 24 

right.  Any discussion?  Hearing none, any opposition to the 25 

motion?  Hearing none, the motion is approved. 26 

 27 

MR. WILLIAMS:  The second motion, Mr. Chairman, was the Outreach 28 

and Education AP asked that they be reconvened prior to the 29 

April 2015 council meeting to review the follow-up survey on 30 

stakeholder communications.  On behalf of them, I would make 31 

that motion. 32 

 33 

MR. PERRET:  I second and ask Mr. Gregory, do we have the funds? 34 

 35 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We have a second and Mr. Gregory and then 36 

discussion. 37 

 38 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Yes, we do have the funds. 39 

 40 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Discussion?  Hearing none, any opposition to the 41 

motion?  The motion carries. 42 

 43 

MR. WILLIAMS:  Mr. Chairman, this concludes my report. 44 

 45 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you and the next committee report is Joint 46 

Coral/Habitat Protection and that is also Mr. Williams.  Before 47 

you start, a minute ago, Kelly was out of the room and I just 48 
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wanted to note that Kelly Lucas is at the table and she’s been 1 

in the audience and Dale finally got her to come sit up here 2 

with us and so I just wanted to make note of that.  Okay, Mr. 3 

Williams. 4 

 5 

JOINT CORAL/HABITAT PROTECTION 6 

 7 

MR. WILLIAMS:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  The agenda, Tab I, 8 

Number 1, and minutes, Tab I, Number 2, from the August 28, 2013 9 

Joint Coral/Habitat Protection Committees meeting were adopted 10 

as written. 11 

 12 

Staff summarized the April 24, 2014 joint meeting of the Special 13 

Coral Scientific and Statistical Committee and Coral Advisory 14 

Panel.  As detailed in Tab I, Number 4, the Coral SSC/AP were 15 

presented with a summary of the May 2013 workshop on 16 

interrelationships between corals and fisheries, coral essential 17 

fish habitat updates, live rock harvest, royal red shrimp, and 18 

the pending coral Endangered Species Act rule, and new 19 

information about deepwater corals. 20 

 21 

The primary focus of the SSC/AP meeting was deepwater coral, 22 

including its overall distribution, special aggregations, known 23 

fish and invertebrate associations, and observed and potential 24 

threats from bottom contact fishing gear. 25 

 26 

The committee was presented with recommendations from the Coral 27 

SSC/AP, including updating coral essential fish habitat and 28 

forming a scientific working group to identify new deepwater 29 

coral areas to be considered as habitat areas of particular 30 

concern. 31 

 32 

The committee discussed EFH areas and how these areas are 33 

determined, as well as potential impacts of the 2010 oil spill 34 

on deepwater coral.  The committee stressed the importance of 35 

identifying and working closely with any fishermen that might 36 

have operations affected by any new HAPCs, such as the royal red 37 

shrimp fishery.  38 

 39 

Other user groups that might be affected, such as golden crab 40 

fishermen and deep drop recreational anglers, need to be 41 

identified and represented.   42 

 43 

The committee discussed the possibility of adding 44 

representatives of such affected fisheries to the working group, 45 

but ultimately decided that the scientific working group first 46 

needed to better define the locations of proposed deepwater 47 

coral, so that potential boundaries for HAPCs could be based on 48 
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the best available science.  1 

 2 

The committee determined that the fishing industry 3 

representatives should be included when the working group 4 

reports draft findings to the Coral SSC, Coral AP, and 5 

appropriate law enforcement representatives to facilitate 6 

collaboration. 7 

 8 

The committee recommends, and I so move, to form a working group 9 

made up of Sandra Brooke, Paul Sammarco, Peter Etnoyer, George 10 

Schmahl, John Reed, Judy Lang, and Erik Cordes to determine the 11 

criteria and boundaries, and other specifics for potential sites 12 

and, once that has been determined, that this group meet with 13 

representatives of any potentially impacted fisheries and 14 

members of law enforcement.  Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the 15 

committee, I so move. 16 

 17 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  It’s a committee motion and needs no second.  Is 18 

there discussion on this motion?  Hearing no discussion, any 19 

opposition to the motion?  Seeing no opposition, the motion 20 

carries. 21 

 22 

MR. WILLIAMS:  Prior to any regulatory action, the most 23 

appropriate mechanisms and documents must be identified.  The 24 

different mechanisms available to the council include amending 25 

the Coral Fishery Management Plan, updating essential fish 26 

habitat, and/or utilizing the deep sea coral discretionary 27 

provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. 28 

 29 

The committee recommends, and I so move, to have staff initiate 30 

the appropriate action to modify coral EFH and identify new 31 

areas as potential habitat areas of particular concern and on 32 

behalf of the committee, I so move. 33 

 34 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We have a committee motion.  Is there discussion 35 

on this motion?  Hearing no discussion, any opposition to this 36 

motion?  Hearing none, the motion carries. 37 

 38 

MS. BOSARGE:  On that prior motion, I am good with it.  We had a 39 

discussion during committee about making sure that information 40 

that would be reviewed by scientists be available on the front-41 

end of this process, industry information, and we had discussed 42 

putting a member of industry on the working group and we decided 43 

no and I’m still good with that. 44 

 45 

What I think may help though is when we have the working group 46 

come together to determine the boundaries for these potential 47 

areas, I would like to instruct staff to have available for that 48 
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working group the ELB tracks from industry, which can be 1 

garnered from Dr. Benny Gallaway at whatever resolution they’re 2 

going to need them at, whether it be a one-square-mile-by-one-3 

square-mile for each of those affected areas. 4 

 5 

That way, on the front-end, when they’re determining these 6 

areas, they will already have that to look at.  They don’t 7 

necessarily need industry there, but they just need the data 8 

from industry there on the front-end and will that work for 9 

staff?  Is that okay? 10 

 11 

MR. WILLIAMS:  Mark, can you do that? 12 

 13 

DR. MORGAN KILGOUR:  We have already got that data and we are 14 

already incorporating it into some other work and so yes, that 15 

was definitely going to be included as data to include when 16 

we’re looking at these areas and so we’re ahead of you on this 17 

one thing. 18 

 19 

MS. BOSARGE:  Perfect.  Thank you. 20 

 21 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Leann, did that take care of it? 22 

 23 

MS. BOSARGE:  Yes. 24 

 25 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Mr. Williams, thank you. 26 

 27 

MR. WILLIAMS:  The committee was presented with a brief update 28 

on NOAA’s pending final rule regarding Endangered Species Act 29 

status determinations for sixty-six coral species.  The list 30 

includes seven new coral species, five endangered and two 31 

threatened, in the Gulf of Mexico, and proposes elevating 32 

Staghorn and Elkhorn coral from threatened to endangered.  The 33 

final rule is still pending, but a final determination should be 34 

made by the end of the summer.  Mr. Chairman, this concludes my 35 

report. 36 

 37 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Mr. Williams.  Before we go to the 38 

next committee report, which is Data Collection, Mr. Pearce, are 39 

you ready?  Okay.  Leann asked me if she could make a comment in 40 

reference to the letter that we’re going to send that Mr. Greene 41 

had made the motion for and I said I would recognize her. 42 

 43 

MS. BOSARGE:  It was regards to the restoration and our science 44 

objectives, that letter from 2012.  Since 2012, we have had some 45 

discussion and presentations on a specific research project with 46 

the Kemps ridley turtles that is a collaboration between both 47 

the U.S. and Mexican scientists. 48 
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 1 

We made a provision or made some motions that helped to fund 2 

that for the short term, but I do think that that fits within 3 

the parameters of what that restoration effort is looking to do 4 

with collaborative science and I hope that maybe we could add 5 

that to our list of priorities for long term, to hopefully 6 

establish long-term funding for that. 7 

 8 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  That is just for staff.  Staff has got that? 9 

 10 

DR. SIMMONS:  Yes, Mr. Chair.  We have that.  Thank you. 11 

 12 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you.  Mr. Pearce, if you’re ready, we’ll 13 

do Data Collection and just keep moving through these, since 14 

we’re on a roll. 15 

 16 

DATA COLLECTION COMMITTEE 17 

 18 

MR. PEARCE:  I am amazed that we’re moving at lightning speed 19 

here.  That’s great.  Good morning.  The Data Committee met 20 

yesterday and committee members present were myself, Kevin 21 

Anson, Roy Crabtree, Johnny Greene, Camp Matens, Myron Fischer, 22 

Lance Robinson, and Martha Bademan. 23 

 24 

The Data Collection agenda, Tab F, Number 1, was adopted and the 25 

minutes of the April 9, 2014 meeting were approved as written.  26 

The Data Collection Committee reviewed the Technical 27 

Subcommittee Report, Tab F, Number 4, and discussed each 28 

section.  29 

 30 

The Data Collection Committee outlined its preferences that the 31 

proposed electronic logbook census program focus on the 32 

federally-permitted charter fleet in the Southeast Region and 33 

not consider state-permitted for-hire vessels at this time.   34 

 35 

The Data Collection Committee agreed that accountability 36 

measures are critical to encourage timely reporting and improve 37 

the accuracy of these data.  Moreover, these data could be 38 

improved with the use of VMS and hail-out and hail-in provisions 39 

that was recommended by the Technical Subcommittee.   40 

 41 

The Data Collection Committee was supportive of the intended 42 

validation protocols and the potential use of a variety of MRIP-43 

approved platforms for report submission.  The Data Collection 44 

Committee discussed the need for calibration with the existing 45 

for-hire survey and was supportive of the recommendation of a 46 

three-year overlap to develop a calibration with the historical 47 

data that is critical for stock assessments and management.   48 
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 1 

The South Atlantic Council will review this report at their next 2 

meeting and their guidance will be integrated, along with Gulf 3 

Council guidance, into the draft report.   4 

 5 

The committee recommends, and I so move, that the For-Hire 6 

Electronic Reporting Program should: a. Cover the entire Gulf-7 

wide federally permitted charter fleet; b. Be a census 8 

electronic reporting system coupled with an estimation process 9 

for non-compliance; c. Be mandatory; d. Require daily trip 10 

reporting; e. Have accountability measures for compliance in 11 

reporting, including suspension of permit for not reporting 12 

until trip reports are submitted and received; f. Include an 13 

allowance for paper-based reporting only during extreme events, 14 

e.g., natural disasters; g. Must use VMS or similar system if 15 

determined more cost effective for effort validation, in 16 

addition to hail-out and hail-in.  Also consider how incorporate 17 

dually permitted vessel who already have a VMS, if at all 18 

possible; h. Should be implemented and tested side by side 19 

with MRIP and state’s method for at least three years; i. 20 

Validation should include Gulf MRIP pilot program methodologies, 21 

dockside validation of catch and vessel activity, and, whenever 22 

practical, at-sea observers or observations through electronic 23 

monitoring technologies, d) fine-scale discard data, e) depths 24 

of capture, f) area fished, and g) release mortality.  That’s my 25 

committee motion. 26 

 27 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Mr. Pearce.  We have a committee 28 

motion. 29 

 30 

MR. GREENE:  We had some discussion at the committee level about 31 

picking this motion back up at full council.  You may remember 32 

we were a little rushed on time and everything. 33 

 34 

With the motion that’s on the board, I don’t know if I need to 35 

make a substitute, but I just want to go and clarify a few 36 

things and how would you like me to proceed, Mr. Chair, as a 37 

substitute motion or just work off this one? 38 

 39 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Work off of this one and let’s see if we can 40 

make it happen. 41 

 42 

MR. FISCHER:  I don’t think it’s appropriate to have a friendly 43 

change to a committee motion and I think it would have to be a 44 

substitute. 45 

 46 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Yes, I think you’re right.  Make it as a 47 

substitute. 48 
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 1 

MR. GREENE:  Okay.  Phyllis, if you will just copy all of that 2 

and just move it down, I will make a substitute motion and we’re 3 

just going to do some just minor changes here and it’s nothing -4 

- The substitute motion should say suggestions for for-hire 5 

electronic reporting program should: a. Cover the entire Gulf-6 

wide federally-permitted charter fleet; b. Be a census 7 

electronic reporting system coupled with an estimation process 8 

for non-compliance; c. Be mandatory; d. Require daily/trip 9 

reporting.  I think we discussed that in committee, but we can 10 

go more into that after we get through this. 11 

 12 

e. Have accountability measures for compliance in reporting, 13 

including suspension of permit for delinquent reporting until 14 

trip reports are submitted and received; f. Include an 15 

allowance for paper-based reporting only during extreme events, 16 

such as natural disasters; g. Must use VMS or similar system if 17 

determined more cost effective for effort validation, in 18 

addition to hail-out/hail-in.  Also consider how to incorporate 19 

dually-permitted vessels who already have a VMS unit, if at all 20 

possible; h. Should be implemented and tested side by side 21 

with MRIP and state method for at least three years; i. 22 

Validation should include a) Gulf MRIP pilot program 23 

methodologies, dockside validation of catch and vessel activity, 24 

and whenever practical b) at-sea observers or observations 25 

through electronic monitoring technologies, c) fine-scale 26 

discard data, d) depths of capture, e) area fished, and f) 27 

release mortality.  I believe that is my motion. 28 

 29 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Do we have a second? 30 

 31 

MR. PEARCE:  Second for discussion. 32 

 33 

MR. FISCHER:  On the very title of the motion, where it says 34 

“substitute motion”, where does this motion go to?  Does it go 35 

back to this technical subcommittee, because we’re not 36 

establishing a program today? 37 

 38 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  I am assuming that’s where these suggestions go.  39 

Mr. Gregory, where would these suggestions go from the council, 40 

back to the technical subcommittee? 41 

 42 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Yes. 43 

 44 

MR. FISCHER:  Therefore, I would like to make a substitute 45 

motion or amend this motion, whichever you deem.  It’s going to 46 

be just changing a few phrases or adding a few phrases and so 47 

let me call it an amendment.  We would probably want to vote on 48 
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it. 1 

 2 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Let’s do it as another substitute and that way, 3 

we’ve got it on the board. 4 

 5 

MR. FISCHER:  It would be very similar.  When we discuss a -- I 6 

guess it’s in (b), to be a census reporting system, after 7 

“system”, I would like to add “or a system yielding similar 8 

results”.  We still want to prove that our system works and 9 

we’re already deciding that this is the sole-based system and we 10 

want the opportunity to see how our creel system works side-by-11 

side and it may prove to be the most cost effective with the 12 

burden on the agency and the burden not on the fishermen and 13 

this takes our attempt to even work on the system away and so I 14 

would like to at least see -- Earlier, I thought when we passed 15 

this, that we had the words “or similar system” or “other 16 

systems” in the language. 17 

 18 

The second change would be on (d), where it’s daily reports, but 19 

submitted weekly.  This committee, the technical subcommittee, 20 

and at council, we did discuss daily, but I still was assuming 21 

it was always to be submitted weekly, as they had in the 22 

literature. 23 

 24 

On (g), it’s VMS and I’m worried about funding, but that 25 

wouldn’t be to the subcommittee to direct funding, but I would 26 

like to change “similar system” to “other system”.  The only 27 

thing I can think of similar to VMS is a VMS.  There may be some 28 

other system out there that can be incorporated and so I would 29 

think it’s “other” and not “similar”.  If those three were 30 

captured, I thank you. 31 

 32 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We have a motion.  Do we have a second?  Then 33 

I’m going to go to Roy. 34 

 35 

MR. GREENE:  I will second it. 36 

 37 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Johnny seconds. 38 

 39 

DR. CRABTREE:  I think you’re getting way too in the weeds with 40 

this.  This is supposed to be guidance to a technical 41 

subcommittee and so I don’t think it’s appropriate to get into 42 

suspension of permits and things.  That’s not a technical 43 

subcommittee issue or systems yielding similar results. 44 

 45 

I don’t even really know what that means.  This is about 46 

electronic reporting and I don’t think you need to cloud it with 47 

whether -- I guess where you’re going, Myron, is you want to 48 
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exempt all the Louisiana vessels from it and that’s a council 1 

decision for down the road and not something that we need to 2 

give this technical subcommittee.  I think you’re just getting 3 

way too into the details of a lot of this stuff at this point. 4 

 5 

MR. FISCHER:  With that said, we also could be -- We are doing a 6 

-- We have done a census of our charterboats via interview call 7 

and some discussions have arisen to supply these people with 8 

electronic means.  I am not saying we’re going in that 9 

direction, but we do have a very good sampling system and we 10 

just want to make certain that we’re not creating a system that 11 

erodes the progress we’ve made towards total recreational, both 12 

private and charter vessel sampling. 13 

 14 

DR. CRABTREE:  To that point, I think I understand where you’re 15 

coming from, Myron, but those are decisions to be made by this 16 

council down the road when we go through an amendment process 17 

and not something that we need to lay on this technical 18 

subcommittee and this is guidance towards the technical 19 

subcommittee that I think is going well beyond that, guidance.  20 

We’re getting into the weeds of trying to design the system. 21 

 22 

DR. JOHN FROESCHKE:  One thing that concerns me a little bit is 23 

at the technical subcommittee, we talked a great deal about the 24 

need to develop recommendations for a program that was 25 

homogenous throughout the Southeast Region and the difficulties 26 

that would be developed in trying to calibrate and accommodate 27 

different systems in different areas. 28 

 29 

The other thing that we talked about, at the council and at this 30 

meeting, was the advantages of a census-style reporting program, 31 

in that the timeliness that you all are requesting for 32 

management is likely to be met while achieving the desired 33 

precision rates. 34 

 35 

If you’re doing a survey, you have to have strata, time blocks 36 

and area blocks.  If those time or area blocks are too small or 37 

too frequent, then your precision is not good enough to provide 38 

reliable management advice and I couldn’t comment in particular 39 

on the Louisiana sampling program.  I don’t know about that, but 40 

that was a challenge that we certainly talked about. 41 

 42 

We also talked a lot about the calibration between the 43 

historical time series and the current time series.  If we were 44 

to add in a different state or regional program, there would 45 

also need to be a calibration between the old program and the 46 

new program and a state program that was different and we would 47 

have to be aware of potential changes to either program through 48 
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time and how that would change the conversion rates, if you 1 

will. 2 

 3 

I am not certain how the technical subcommittee could 4 

accommodate the advice to make a different program for one state 5 

while sort of achieving the overarching goals of giving the 6 

technical advice on the best way to do a program. 7 

 8 

MR. FISCHER:  All I’m trying to do is get it on -- Let the 9 

technical subcommittee realize that there are other systems and 10 

to at least look into it and to accept it or reject it and at 11 

least have it listed as (b) on this paper, on our suggestions, 12 

because there are other methods. 13 

 14 

MR. GREENE:  Mr. Fischer, under (h), should be implemented and 15 

tested side-by-side with MRIP and state methods, the intent 16 

there was specifically -- My thought was specifically to what 17 

you guys have done.  You have MRIP and you have what you guys 18 

have done, plus what the technical subgroup would come up with 19 

and give you three years of looking at potentially three or more 20 

different types of programs. 21 

 22 

Back to Dr. Froeschke’s point about having everything in, at 23 

committee we talked in pretty good detail about the recognition 24 

that South Carolina still requires paper reporting and that 25 

there would be some differences between the South Atlantic and 26 

the Gulf. 27 

 28 

The comment was made about the guys in the Keys here who have to 29 

deal with both of them and may have a little bit of dual burdens 30 

if we were to separate away from the South Atlantic Council very 31 

much, but I would much rather give the technical subgroup way 32 

too much information than not give them enough. 33 

 34 

It’s certainly not my intention to bog them down or slow the 35 

process down, but I certainly want to make sure that we capture 36 

as many good ideas and get them a true reflection of where we’re 37 

at and where we’re trying to go with this.  It may be a little 38 

too well defined here and if it is, then they can kick back and 39 

use this information a little further, but I certainly don’t 40 

want to take anything away from them. 41 

 42 

DR. FROESCHKE:  Just so I’m abundantly clear what to tell the 43 

technical subcommittee, originally it seemed the charge was to 44 

convene the group and develop what they felt was the best 45 

program and report it back to you and you would ultimately make 46 

a decision. 47 

 48 
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At this point, it would seem the parameters, if you will, of 1 

being able to accommodate a perhaps totally different kind of 2 

system in this would greatly change the scope of the problem 3 

that they’re trying to solve. 4 

 5 

I don’t know how we would do that and so my question is do we -- 6 

Are we to just develop the best program we think we can deal 7 

with and bring it back to you and you can accept or reject or 8 

modify as you wish or do we try to build this in right from the 9 

get-go?   10 

 11 

It’s very difficult for me to see this and the danger is if one 12 

state does it, then essentially you’re going to have eight or 13 

nine different kinds of programs and we’re all aware of the 14 

difficulties in calibration, both historically and even among 15 

different programs running concurrently.  Just any advice that 16 

you can give me so that I’m abundantly clear on what to tell 17 

them and so we know what the constraints of our guidance is to 18 

be. 19 

 20 

DR. CRABTREE:  John makes good points.  I mean we all sit here 21 

complaining about how long this is taking, yet we’re going to 22 

cloud this up so badly that we may never be able to get it done 23 

and, Myron, I understand your state survey and all, but the fact 24 

is that your survey hasn’t been even calibrated against MRIP yet 25 

and I don’t know if it’s going to be calibrated against MRIP and 26 

there have been a lot of, I’m sure you’re aware, discussions 27 

about the problems that creates, but, again, we’re putting 28 

things in here that I don’t think we should and so I can’t 29 

support the substitute motion. 30 

 31 

MS. LEVY:  Just a couple of comments.  I have some concerns with 32 

the specificity in these general motions and substitute motions, 33 

just because the idea of the technical subcommittee developing 34 

the plan seems a little bit inconsistent with the process, 35 

meaning the technical subcommittee can make technical 36 

recommendations about the plan. 37 

 38 

To me, the idea of whether it should be a census or a survey and 39 

what they think would work best are that type of this decision, 40 

but this looks really close to a plan amendment document or type 41 

of thing without alternatives. 42 

 43 

Require daily trip reporting, that should be an alternative.  It 44 

seems like, to me, the technical subcommittee or the direction 45 

we’re giving is very specific without the council actually 46 

looking at actions and alternatives to decide what the 47 

management should be. 48 
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 1 

I am not saying you can’t go back and give direction, but I just 2 

want us to have, at some point, a process of developing a plan 3 

amendment that actually lays out actions and alternatives.   4 

 5 

My one other comment is just with regard to the “suspension” 6 

language.  I suspect that you don’t really mean suspension of 7 

the permit, but are looking more at like what’s already in place 8 

with the dealer and headboat electronic reporting requirements 9 

that basically say that there’s a prohibition on harvesting and 10 

possessing the fish if you don’t have timely reporting. 11 

 12 

Just from a legal perspective, that’s a little bit different, 13 

because “suspension” implies an actual administrative procedure 14 

act process that results in a suspension of the permit as 15 

opposed to just a prohibition to harvesting and possessing, but 16 

if I’m wrong, you can correct me. 17 

 18 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  I have one question for you, Mara.  If I’m 19 

interpreting that correctly, you would have an issue with the 20 

original motion as well as the two substitute motions. 21 

 22 

MS. LEVY:  With the “suspension” thing or just the overall? 23 

 24 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Overall. 25 

 26 

MS. LEVY:  I don’t necessarily have a problem with it if you’re 27 

-- If what you’re trying to do is also give the South Atlantic 28 

side an idea of where you would like to go, I don’t necessarily 29 

have a problem with it, but the idea that the technical 30 

subcommittee is developing the plan seems a little bit off, to 31 

me. 32 

 33 

The council should be developing the plan based on guidance from 34 

the technical subcommittee and so at some point, these are going 35 

to have to be incorporated into actions and alternatives where 36 

you actually consider other things besides just daily reporting.  37 

Meaning we’re going to have to talk about other options and 38 

analyze them and you’re going to have to make a decision like we 39 

did with the dealer reporting rule and amendment. 40 

 41 

MR. GREENE:  Hang on a second.  I’ve got a terrible headache and 42 

I’m sorry, but hang on.  In committee, we were presented Tab F, 43 

Number 4, titled “Draft Technical Subcommittee Meeting Summary”.  44 

As I scroll through this document, coming up on page number 3, 45 

Section 4.1, Mandatory or Voluntary Participation? 46 

 47 

4.2 is Survey or Census?  4.3 is Reporting Frequency?  They went 48 
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through and they went through all this stuff with motions and 1 

comments and validation and estimation and my intent with the 2 

original motion was to try to capture what came out of Tab F, 3 

Number 4 and reply back to them, because I assumed they were 4 

asking us for some additional information. 5 

 6 

Now, after the committee went through, I felt we were pretty 7 

clear on everything and my intent was to solely kind of wrap it 8 

up in a motion to hand back to them so that they could move 9 

forward. 10 

 11 

Maybe I am misinterpreting something here, but I thought they 12 

were coming back to us and wanting some clarification on things 13 

and that’s where my original motion came from.  Granted, I am 14 

probably the worst person in the world to try to make a motion, 15 

but I was just trying to capture all this stuff and reply to 16 

them.  If I’m out of line or out of order here, I apologize, but 17 

I don’t see the connect of where the conversation is going here 18 

the last few minutes. 19 

 20 

DR. FROESCHKE:  I think that was my understanding yesterday and 21 

to a certain extent, I think the discussion yesterday captured 22 

that well.  If you look at Section 8, Decision Points, the first 23 

is state or only federally-permitted vessels and you all 24 

provided coherent advice on that that I think we could take that 25 

back, for better or worse, and develop a plan on how to move 26 

forward. 27 

 28 

To that extent, I think it is good.  We talked about Southeast 29 

Region-wide rather than Gulf-wide only, but just the one part -- 30 

Again, if we’re -- I think the plan was just to provide you, in 31 

terms of good, better, best, the gold standard kind of reporting 32 

program and this is what the technical subcommittee would 33 

recommend for a region-wide approach, recognizing that this 34 

would be multispecies to cover a broad area, noting that 35 

specific species, specific problems and things like that, likely 36 

will require additional or different solutions and that’s the 37 

nature of any multispecies survey that is always going to be 38 

necessary. 39 

 40 

If we were going to try to leave the flexibility for different 41 

state and different regions to do completely different things, I 42 

think we would have to come back with calibration 43 

recommendations and all kinds of things that I don’t know that 44 

that would fall in terms of the best recommendation and not 45 

because one program is not to standard, but just when you have 46 

lots of different ones, that, by nature, complicates it, from 47 

the timeliness perspective if nothing else, because all of that 48 
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has to be meshed through rather than just a straight data push 1 

of a report and QA/QC and available for use. 2 

 3 

MR. FISCHER:  On the present verbiage, could we leave the title 4 

and the word program -- For the For-Hire Electronic Program to 5 

consider “could include” instead of just “should” and we just 6 

phrase it lighter, where it’s just that these are items that 7 

they could consider?  It looks like we’re not forcing them that 8 

they have to take this stand. 9 

 10 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  It’s your motion. 11 

 12 

MR. FISCHER:  I think that would be the correct phrase in all 13 

three motions. 14 

 15 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Does the seconder agree with that? 16 

 17 

MR. FISCHER:  To consider that they could include. 18 

 19 

MR. GREENE:  I seconded it and I don’t have a problem with it.  20 

As I stated earlier, my intent was just to make sure that we 21 

provided that in there and whether we just need to vote these 22 

three motions down and they have enough information and let’s 23 

just move on, I am unclear, but I just felt like I was trying to 24 

hand that back to them.  I don’t really care how we go about it 25 

procedurally, but I just want to make sure they have what they 26 

need. 27 

 28 

MR. FISCHER:  My final comment on it is going to be if this is 29 

the technical committee, I don’t know why we would want to omit 30 

them from looking at the system we’re using.  If we want them to 31 

look at systems and give us advice, why not remind them that 32 

there is another system you could look at? 33 

 34 

MR. PEARCE:  As chairman of this committee, I think we had a 35 

very good committee meeting.  I think we went through things 36 

very thoroughly and we did some things and I understand Myron’s 37 

concerns. 38 

 39 

I also understand what Johnny did with this motion and I 40 

understand where Dr. Froeschke wanted us to go and I believe we 41 

did a good job with what we did in committee and I’m not sure 42 

how to solve Myron’s problems, but I mean “should” instead of -- 43 

That’s not a problem and I think we’re just trying to give them 44 

direction, but I think that what Johnny did just encapsulated 45 

everything that we did throughout that whole process and I was -46 

- Again, as chairman, I was happy about the way the meeting 47 

went. 48 
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 1 

DR. CRABTREE:  I think what we need to -- We had pretty good 2 

guidance coming out of committee and now we’ve just clouded it 3 

all up into kind of a mess and so I think what we need to do is 4 

vote down both of these substitute motions and approve the 5 

committee motion and I would like to call the question, with 6 

that. 7 

 8 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Any opposition to calling the question?  All 9 

right.  The substitute motion, I am not going to read the whole 10 

thing.  It’s on the board.  All in favor of the substitute 11 

motion please say aye; opposed to the substitute motion same 12 

sign.  I think the motion fails. 13 

 14 

We will go back to the first substitute motion.  The first 15 

substitute motion, I am going to read it.  The motion is 16 

Suggestions for the For-Hire Electronic Reporting Program 17 

should: a. Cover the entire Gulf-wide federally-permitted 18 

charter fleet; b. Be a census electronic reporting system 19 

coupled with an estimation process for non-compliance; c. Be 20 

mandatory; d. Require daily trip reporting; e. Have 21 

accountability measures for compliance in reporting, including 22 

suspension of permit for delinquent reporting until trip reports 23 

are submitted and received; f. Include an allowance for paper-24 

based reporting only during extreme events (e.g., natural 25 

disasters); g. Must use VMS or similar system if determined more 26 

cost effective for effort validation, in addition to hail-27 

out/hail-in. Also consider how to incorporate dually-permitted 28 

vessel who already have a VMS unit, if at all possible; h. 29 

Should be implemented and tested side by side with MRIP and 30 

state method for at least three years; i. Validation should 31 

include a) Gulf MRIP pilot program methodologies, dockside 32 

validation of catch and vessel activity, and, whenever 33 

practical, b) at-sea observers or observations through 34 

electronic monitoring technologies, c) fine-scale discard data, 35 

d) depths of capture, e) area fished, and f) release mortality.  36 

Is there further discussion on this substitute motion?   37 

 38 

MR. ANSON:  I just want to pick up on a comment Mara had 39 

mentioned earlier relative to the choices, I guess, and then 40 

kind of relating that back to the charge to the group is that 41 

some of these are should or should include and others are not so 42 

liberal in the charge to the group and mandatory versus 43 

voluntary program, for instance. 44 

 45 

I guess, in the spirit of trying to get the group to analyze or 46 

at least include in the final report either Options a, b, and c 47 

for reporting frequency and there is Options a, b, c, and d for 48 
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catch information and such that could be reported. 1 

 2 

I am just wondering if some of these, again, are just too 3 

prescriptive and that we’re focusing too much or giving too much 4 

guidance, again, relative to the charge that you all are just 5 

supposed to evaluate and these are the things we would like in 6 

it that a program should be addressing, but then you -- For each 7 

of those specific items, you will be coming back to mandatory is 8 

an option and voluntary is an option and we suggest or recommend 9 

mandatory for these reasons and then we would have that 10 

information available. 11 

 12 

That’s, I guess, what I’m just curious, as to whether or not we 13 

would be tainting the discussions or not getting a full report 14 

where the group then would include all of these different other 15 

options that would be excluded under this motion. 16 

 17 

DR. FROESCHKE:  From my perspective, this is fine, in that, as 18 

Mara indicated, there will be two separate processes.  One would 19 

be the amendment or something, where there will be all these 20 

different recommendations. 21 

 22 

From this, the technical subcommittee report, we came to you and 23 

this is what we’re currently thinking and electronic logbook 24 

census and, to me, what your motion says is okay, we agree with 25 

you so far and that’s fine intermediate feedback and please go 26 

on and I think that part is useful. 27 

 28 

We recognize that once we produce a final report, that’s when 29 

the amendment process probably would start and then all those 30 

evaluations about other options and things would probably be up 31 

for consideration and that would ultimately be your decision. 32 

 33 

In my view, this is different.  This isn’t an alternative style.  34 

You’re saying the alternative is what’s the best guidance you 35 

can provide us and that’s what we’re trying to give you.  If we 36 

try to do a graded response of good, better, and best and 37 

things, I think that would be very difficult for you all to take 38 

that.  I mean ultimately whatever you decide to implement is, of 39 

course, your decision, but if I’m wrong on that, please let me 40 

know. 41 

 42 

MS. BADEMAN:  The more I listen to the conversation around the 43 

table, the more I kind of think that a lot of this is really 44 

specific, at least for this time in the process.   45 

 46 

We have this list, our kind of wish list, of what we would like 47 

to see and that’s fine, but I am a little concerned that it may 48 
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be a little restrictive for this subcommittee and then also when 1 

the South Atlantic makes their wish list, which is going to look 2 

very different from this one, we’re just kicking off deadlock, 3 

where we really just need to be getting this scientific advice 4 

from the subcommittee at this point. 5 

 6 

We’ve had a good conversation in committee and I agree with all 7 

of that and I know that we’ll eventually have to move into this 8 

amendment process and be working with the South Atlantic 9 

Council’s Data Collection Committee, but I just don’t know that 10 

this is the way to start this whole thing. 11 

 12 

MR. CUPKA:  I just want to point out that this is a joint 13 

process and it is going to involve our council and irregardless 14 

of what the technical committee does with your suggestions, I 15 

think it’s going to be useful for our council to see where you 16 

all are in the process and what you’re thinking in regard to 17 

these specific issues about mandatory versus voluntary and that 18 

sort of thing. 19 

 20 

I think for our council this is going to be useful information 21 

to have, because it’s a baseline to start from to look and see 22 

where we might be in agreement or where there might be some 23 

disagreement, but that eventually is going to have to be 24 

resolved through the amendment process. 25 

 26 

Again, I think this is going to be useful when we go over the 27 

technical subcommittee report, to kind of know what the Gulf’s 28 

thinking is at this point on these specific issues.  I am glad 29 

to see that you’re doing this, because it will help us. 30 

 31 

MR. PEARCE:  Real quick, that was my comments, because we 32 

approached Mr. Cupka in the meeting and he said he really wanted 33 

us to do things like this, so he had an idea of what to bring 34 

back to his council.  Is there a difference in this motion and 35 

the original motion?  I don’t see much difference.  I don’t see 36 

any.  Was this the original motion? 37 

 38 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  If I remember correctly, it changed from 39 

direction to suggestions.  That was one thing.  Phyllis, could 40 

you put the original motion up just to clarify? 41 

 42 

MR. PEARCE:  I just wanted to know what the changes are.  I 43 

didn’t see any changes. 44 

 45 

DR. DANA:  I like the suggestions part of it, because that’s 46 

just giving guidance and it’s not mandating. 47 

 48 
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MS. BADEMAN:  Doesn’t this one have the suspension of permits in 1 

here?  That wasn’t in the first one and is that right? 2 

 3 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Phyllis, can we put the original motion up and 4 

let’s look at it?  We changed it from “should” to “suggestion” 5 

and, Mr. Pearce, do you see anything else? 6 

 7 

MR. PEARCE:  No.  Johnny, is that all that was changed?  If so, 8 

I don’t have a problem. 9 

 10 

MR. GREENE:  I believe it was “suggestion” was the first one and 11 

there was one on daily trip reporting and that was to -- The 12 

intent there was for the fishermen to report daily and Mr. 13 

Fischer had raised some concern in the second substitute motion 14 

about just making it be that you can report daily, but it’s only 15 

required weekly.   16 

 17 

That was one of the things that we looked at, but that is not a 18 

difference between the motion you’re looking at now and the 19 

original motion that came out of committee.  There was one -- I 20 

think that’s -- The delinquent was a change as well and it was.  21 

The word “delinquent” was added in there and it is a difference 22 

between this and the previous motion that came out of committee. 23 

 24 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Okay.  Let’s go ahead and vote on this one.  25 

We’ve had plenty of discussion.  All in favor of the substitute 26 

motion please raise your hand; all opposed please raise your 27 

hand.  The motion carries.  Mr. Pearce, back to you. 28 

 29 

MR. PEARCE:  The committee reviewed the request for comment 30 

letter regarding the Southeast Region’s Electronic Monitoring 31 

and Reporting Implementation Program.  To support this program, 32 

the committee recommends and I so move, to appoint myself and 33 

John Froeschke to the Regional Implementation Plan Committee.  34 

That’s a committee motion. 35 

 36 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  It’s a committee motion.  Any discussion on the 37 

motion?  Hearing none, any opposition?  Hearing none, the motion 38 

passes. 39 

 40 

MR. PEARCE:  Jessica Stephen provided an update on the Headboat 41 

Collaborative Program and explained that the program is working 42 

as expected, providing extended seasons to harvest red snapper 43 

and gag while remaining within quota.  She also stated that 44 

landings from this program are updated daily and that dockside 45 

validation indicates that reporting is very accurate and is 46 

addressing issues of resource access while improving accuracy 47 

and timeliness of fisheries data.   48 



122 

 

 1 

Steve Branstetter provided an overview of the procedures used to 2 

monitor recreational landings, Tab F, Number 7(b).  He stated 3 

that the new MRIP statistical estimation methodology was 4 

implemented in 2012 and the new MRIP intercept survey started in 5 

March 2013.   6 

 7 

He stated that annual catch limits for many stocks are defined 8 

using MRFSS rather than MRIP.  In this case, MRIP landings are 9 

calibrated to MRFSS landings using ratio estimators developed by 10 

MRIP Calibration Working Group.  He also reviewed 2014 closure 11 

projections and the methodology used to determine when the ACT 12 

or ACL has been met.  Mr. Chairman, this concludes my report. 13 

 14 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 15 

 16 

DR. SIMMONS:  I wanted to bring this up during the committee, 17 

Data Collection, but we didn’t really have the time.  I was just 18 

wondering if Mr. Cupka could kind of brief the council on where 19 

the South Atlantic is with the commercial electronic logbook 20 

document and my understanding was that the South Atlantic 21 

Council is going to move forward with that action and they are 22 

not waiting until the Science Center’s pilot is complete and 23 

could we get a little bit more information about those decisions 24 

that were made at the South Atlantic Council meeting in June? 25 

 26 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Any comments? 27 

 28 

MR. CUPKA:  I was just trying to get to the report, Mr. 29 

Chairman.  We did have a report from staff on the commercial 30 

logbook electronic reporting.  At our March meeting, we directed 31 

staff to develop options to allow fishermen to report 32 

electronically and the committee discussed the options and 33 

approved the motion below. 34 

 35 

The committee concluded there would be no duplication with the 36 

onboard electronic logbooks, since any fisherman reporting with 37 

the onboard systems would not need to report electronically once 38 

they returned to shore. 39 

 40 

The motion that we passed was to direct staff to work with ACCSP 41 

in developing a commercial logbook electronic data entry form, 42 

with the idea that the Southeast Fisheries Science Center would 43 

provide the data elements and participate in the development of 44 

this program and that the Southeast Regional Office would also 45 

participate and provide linkage to the permits database.  We are 46 

moving ahead and working with the ACCSP program in trying to 47 

develop the forms that would be needed and so that’s where we 48 
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are at this point, Carrie. 1 

 2 

DR. SIMMONS:  The type of reporting that you guys are going to 3 

move forward with would be different than the pilot program that 4 

the Science Center is working on and so the idea is that there 5 

was no need to wait for that program to be completed and is that 6 

correct? 7 

 8 

MR. CUPKA:  That’s correct, except that we are working with the 9 

Science Center and the Regional Office, as well as with General 10 

Counsel, to develop this entry form that would be used and so 11 

we’re not operating separate from them, but we’re -- I am sure 12 

they are going to incorporate what they find out from the pilot 13 

program as they develop this entry form. 14 

 15 

DR. CRABTREE:  Just bear in mind though that we need to make 16 

sure what the South Atlantic is doing on this and where the Gulf 17 

is going are coordinated, because the king mackerel permit is 18 

one permit that’s in both regions and so if we’re going to make 19 

a change to how the logbook reports are done on king mackerel, 20 

it’s going to involve both councils, since it’s a joint plan. 21 

 22 

DR. FROESCHKE:  I guess I’m just curious what the Gulf Council’s 23 

role in it is.  My understanding is this is going to be a joint 24 

document.  The other question I have is I guess I either don’t 25 

understand why we’re doing a pilot or what we would do if the 26 

pilot comes up with recommendations that are vastly different 27 

from what you all are currently working on. 28 

 29 

MR. CUPKA:  I think it is going to be joint.  We’re just looking 30 

at a data entry form and we aren’t actually coming up with the 31 

entire program and so I am assuming it’s all going to be 32 

coordinated.  It’s going to have to be if it’s going to be 33 

joint. 34 

 35 

DR. SIMMONS:  I guess -- Our staff hasn’t spent much time on 36 

this yet.  We haven’t brought really anything to the council and 37 

so after we get back to the office and we get some more 38 

information from the South Atlantic Council staff -- This action 39 

is currently on the action schedule, but it’s pretty far down in 40 

priority and so when we get everything all together and get our 41 

to-do list all lined up, we will be asking for some 42 

prioritization, because we have quite a few ongoing actions and 43 

joint actions and we will need to decide how much of a priority 44 

some of these will need to be and we’ll be contacting the Chair 45 

and Vice Chair for some feedback on that after the meeting, 46 

because we have a lot going on. 47 

 48 
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CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you.  The next committee report is the 1 

Shrimp Committee and, Mr. Riley, if you’re ready, I think what 2 

we’ll do is take this report and then we’ll break for lunch and 3 

then come back for our closed session. 4 

 5 

SHRIMP COMMITTEE 6 

 7 

MR. RILEY:  The Shrimp Committee met on Wednesday, June 25.  8 

Members present were myself, Mr. Pearce, Mr. Anson, Ms. Bosarge, 9 

Dr. Crabtree, Mr. Fischer, Mr. Perret, Mr. Robinson, and Mr. 10 

Donaldson.  The Shrimp Committee convened and the agenda was 11 

adopted and the minutes of the April 9, 2014 meeting held in 12 

Baton Rouge, Louisiana were approved as written. 13 

 14 

The public hearing draft of shrimp Amendment 15 was presented.  15 

The Shrimp AP recommended adding new language to Action 1.1 for 16 

Alternatives 2 and 3, expressing that a stock is not undergoing 17 

overfishing unless the fishing mortality, F, value has been 18 

exceeded two years in a row.   19 

 20 

The committee discussed how this two-year provision for 21 

determining when overfishing is occurring has been in previous 22 

amendments.  However, there was concern that the rationale was 23 

not based on scientific rationale.   24 

 25 

The committee reasoned that the model variability, the influence 26 

of the environment on shrimp stocks, and historical management 27 

strategies were all justification for adding the language to the 28 

alternatives.  During the upcoming penaeid shrimp workshop or at 29 

an SSC meeting, the committee requested that the two-year 30 

provision for determining if overfishing is occurring be 31 

reviewed before the council takes final action on the document.   32 

 33 

The committee recommends, and I so move, in Action 1, to add “a 34 

stock will only be considered to be undergoing overfishing if 35 

the MFMT value is exceeded two years in a row” to Alternatives 2 36 

and 3. 37 

 38 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We have a committee motion.  Is there discussion 39 

on this motion?  Hearing no discussion, is there any opposition 40 

to the motion?  Hearing none, the motion passes. 41 

 42 

MR. RILEY:  The committee recommends, and I so move, in Action 43 

1.1, that Alternative 2 be the preferred alternative.  44 

Alternative 2 is the maximum fishing mortality threshold (MFMT) 45 

for each penaeid shrimp stock is defined as the maximum apical 46 

fishing mortality rate (F) computed for the fishing years 1984 47 

to 2012 plus the 95 percent confidence limits.  Species-specific 48 
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MFMT values will be recomputed during updated assessments, but 1 

only among the years 1984-2012.  The values for each species 2 

will be updated every five years through the framework 3 

procedure, unless changed earlier by the Gulf of Mexico Fishery 4 

Management Council.  a. Brown shrimp:  the apical F value of the 5 

model output (3.54) plus the confidence limit (0.14); effective 6 

F: 3.68; b. White shrimp:  the apical F value of the model 7 

output (0.76) plus the confidence limit (0.01); effective F: 8 

0.77; c. Pink shrimp:  the apical F value of the model output 9 

(0.20) plus the confidence limit (0.03); effective F: 0.23. 10 

 11 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We have a committee motion.  Is there discussion 12 

on the motion?  Hearing no discussion, any opposition to the 13 

motion?  Seeing no opposition, the motion carries. 14 

 15 

MR. RILEY:  The committee reviewed Action 1.2.  The Shrimp AP 16 

recommendations of adding new language in Action 1.2 for 17 

Alternatives 2 and 3 expressing that a stock is not overfished 18 

unless the spawning stock biomass is below the MSST two years in 19 

a row were discussed.  Similar concerns as those discussed in 20 

Action 1.1 were presented.   21 

 22 

The committee recommends, and I so move, in Action 2, to add “a 23 

stock will only be considered to be overfished if the MSST value 24 

is below the recommended value for two years in a row” to 25 

Alternatives 2 and 3. 26 

 27 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Again, a committee motion.  Any discussion?  28 

Hearing no discussion, any opposition to the motion?  Seeing 29 

none, the motion carries. 30 

 31 

MR. RILEY:  The committee recommends, and I so move, in Action 32 

1.2, that the preferred alternative be Alternative 2.  33 

Alternative 2 is the minimum sustainable stock threshold (MSST) 34 

for each penaeid shrimp stock is defined as the minimum total 35 

annual spawning biomass minus the 95 percent confidence limit 36 

for the fishing years 1984 to 2012.  Species-specific MSST 37 

values will be recomputed during the updated assessments, but 38 

only among the fishing years 1984-2012.  The values for each 39 

species will be updated every five years through the framework 40 

procedure, unless changed earlier by the Gulf of Mexico Fishery 41 

Management Council.  a. Brown shrimp: the MSST value of the 42 

model output (11,166) minus the confidence limit (222); 43 

effective MSST value: 10,944 metric tons of tails; b. White 44 

shrimp:  the MSST value of the model output (125,535) minus the 45 

confidence limit (306); effective MSST value: 125,229 metric 46 

tons of tails; c. Pink shrimp:  the MSST value of the model 47 

output (17,502) minus the confidence limit (3,467); effective 48 
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MSST value: 14,035 metric tons of tails. 1 

 2 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We have a committee motion.  Is there discussion 3 

on this motion?  Hearing none, any opposition to the motion?  4 

Seeing no opposition, the motion carries. 5 

 6 

MR. RILEY:  The committee reviewed Action 2 to modify the shrimp 7 

FMP framework procedure and differences between Alternative 2 8 

and Alternative 3.  Alternative 2 allows for more management 9 

flexibility than Alternative 3.   10 

 11 

The committee recommends, and I so move, in Action 2 that the 12 

preferred alternative be Alternative 2.  Alternative 2 is modify 13 

the shrimp management measures framework procedure to include 14 

changes to accountability measures for the royal red shrimp 15 

fishery through the standard documentation process for open 16 

framework actions and make editorial changes to the framework 17 

procedure to reflect changes to the council advisory committees 18 

and panels.  Accountability measures that could be implemented 19 

or changed would include: in-season accountability measures; 20 

closure and closure procedures; trip limit implementation or 21 

change; implementation of gear restrictions; post-season 22 

accountability measures; adjustment of season length; 23 

implementation of closed seasons/time periods; adjustment or 24 

implementation of trip or possession limits; reduction of the 25 

ACL/Annual Catch Target (ACT) to account for the previous year 26 

overage; revoking a scheduled increase in the ACL/ACT if the ACL 27 

was exceeded in the previous year; implementation of gear 28 

restrictions; and reporting and monitoring requirements. 29 

 30 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Again a committee motion.  Discussion on this 31 

motion?  Hearing no discussion, any opposition to the motion?  32 

Seeing no opposition, the motion carries. 33 

 34 

MR. RILEY:  The committee also requests consideration for the 35 

potential need for public hearings here at full council and 36 

staff would like some direction now on that from the full 37 

council. 38 

 39 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  All right.  Is there discussion there?  Would 40 

staff like to elaborate on that? 41 

 42 

DR. SIMMONS:  We were thinking that due to the technical nature 43 

of the status determination criteria for shrimp and the fact 44 

that your Shrimp AP has reviewed this document, that we could do 45 

the public hearings electronically. 46 

 47 

What we would do is, with Emily’s assistance, get her to create 48 
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a presentation on the actions in this document, a video with the 1 

information posted online and we can get comments from anyone.  2 

We would also send the link to that presentation and the link 3 

for comments to the shrimp permit holders.  Charlene has that 4 

information and we have done that in the past. 5 

 6 

If that would suffice, we would like to do that and if not, if 7 

you feel we need to take this document out to in-person 8 

locations and hold public hearings, we are requesting that we 9 

wait until we have Shrimp Amendment 16 ready to go out for 10 

public hearings and take them together, which deals with the 11 

royal red shrimp changes to the regulations, some corrections to 12 

the regulations.  We are looking for some guidance on that. 13 

 14 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  What is the council’s guidance?  Do we have 15 

suggestions? 16 

 17 

MR. RILEY:  Just to speak to it, I don’t see the need for in-18 

person public scoping.  I don’t think the turnout would be all 19 

that great on this.  There is nothing really all that 20 

controversial and I think it could be handled in the manner 21 

which Dr. Simmons is speaking of and that the AP has already 22 

weighed in considerably on this subject and I think it’s pretty 23 

well good to go. 24 

 25 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  I am looking for some guidance on this so that 26 

we can move forward. 27 

 28 

MS. BOSARGE:  I agree with Patrick and I think that one thing we 29 

can do as a council or as a committee is we can also be 30 

proactive and make sure that we send these documents to certain 31 

industry groups, such as maybe Southern Shrimp Alliance, who has 32 

a good representation among the industry.   33 

 34 

In other words, it will be on the website and we will do those 35 

things, but we will also be proactive and make sure that 36 

industry-affiliated organizations take a look at it and get some 37 

feedback from their membership and we’ll make sure that they’re 38 

okay with it too, but I agree that it is highly technical. 39 

 40 

MR. ANSON:  I am just curious about the process, Dr. Simmons, 41 

for this type of situation.  You have an email list serve and so 42 

would you just send out to the email list serve that, hey, this 43 

document is going out and it’s up for comment or, as Leann 44 

suggested, identifying specific organizations or individuals, 45 

maybe.  Do you have that list in detail that you can do kind of 46 

targeted emailing to get the word out for that? 47 

 48 
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DR. SIMMONS:  Can I let Charlene answer that? 1 

 2 

MS. PONCE:  I think we would send it out to the entire list 3 

serve, but then we would also target all shrimp permit holders 4 

and shrimp industry leaders. 5 

 6 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Dr. Simmons, does that give you plenty of 7 

direction or do you need more specifics? 8 

 9 

DR. SIMMONS:  That’s perfect.  Thank you so much. 10 

 11 

MS. LEVY:  I don’t have any problem with having public hearings 12 

electronically.  I would just make clear on the next agenda that 13 

there’s going to be an in-person public hearing at the meeting, 14 

meaning your meeting is serving as a public hearing for this 15 

document as well. 16 

 17 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Mr. Gregory, will we note that? 18 

 19 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Yes. 20 

 21 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you.  On the next agenda.  Go ahead, Mr. 22 

Riley. 23 

 24 

MR. RILEY:  Continuing, the committee was presented with the 25 

April 2014 ESA Section 7 Consultation on the continued 26 

implementation of sea turtle conservation regulations under ESA 27 

and the continued authorization of the Southeast U.S. Shrimp 28 

Fisheries in federal waters.   29 

 30 

The consultation was triggered by NOAA’s withdrawal of a 31 

proposal that would have required TEDs in skimmer trawls.  The 32 

biological opinion considered new information since the 2012 33 

biological opinion and focused on five sea turtle species and 34 

three fish species known to be adversely affected by shrimp 35 

fishing.   36 

 37 

It was determined that the critical habitat in the action area 38 

was not likely to be adversely affected.  The opinion concluded 39 

that the proposed action is not likely to jeopardize the 40 

continued existence of any listed species, because the losses 41 

from lethal captures were not expected to cause an appreciable 42 

reduction in the likelihood of both the survival and recovery of 43 

any listed species.   44 

 45 

The committee was also presented with the specific requirements 46 

of the incidental take statement.  A question was raised about 47 

the discretionary conservation recommendations included in the 48 
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document.  NOAA has some funding to address these measures and 1 

was encouraged to collaborate with the states for 2 

implementation.   3 

 4 

Compliance was estimated from boardings data and documented 5 

violations.  The committee was concerned that efforts from 6 

fishermen to work with state agencies for correct installation 7 

of TEDs was used in the compliance data.   8 

 9 

Currently, the only data collected by the Office of Law 10 

Enforcement and the NOAA gear management team is used in 11 

estimating fleet sea turtle capture rates, but there are efforts 12 

to include observer data.  13 

 14 

An update on the penaeid shrimp workshop to evaluate MSY and ABC 15 

control rule based benchmarks was given.  The workshop has 16 

eleven confirmed participants.   17 

 18 

There is a conference call scheduled for August 13th at 9:00 19 

Central Standard and an in-person workshop scheduled for late 20 

September or early October.  Mr. Chairman, this concludes my 21 

report. 22 

 23 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Mr. Riley.  We are ahead of schedule.  24 

I do want to go ahead and break for lunch now and we will 25 

reconvene at one o’clock and remember that we added to the 26 

agenda a short closed session and so at one o’clock, we will be 27 

in closed session for five or ten minutes, however long that 28 

takes, for an administrative matter. 29 

 30 

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed at 11:15 a.m., June 26, 2014.) 31 

 32 

- - - 33 

 34 

June 26, 2014 35 

 36 

THURSDAY AFTERNOON SESSION 37 

 38 

- - - 39 

 40 

The Full Council of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management 41 

Council reconvened at the Marriott Beachside, Key West, Florida, 42 

Thursday afternoon, June 26, 2014, and was called to order at 43 

1:30 p.m. by Chairman Doug Boyd.  44 

 45 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We will start with the Sustainable 46 

Fisheries/Ecosystem Committee and Mr. Greene. 47 

 48 
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SUSTAINABLE FISHERIES/ECOSYSTEM COMMITTEE 1 

 2 

MR. GREENE:  The agenda and the minutes of the April 7, 2014 3 

Sustainable Fisheries/Ecosystem Management Committee were 4 

adopted as written.   5 

  6 

Gulf of Mexico Ecosystem Assessment Status Report, the committee 7 

was presented with the integrated ecosystem assessment, IEA, 8 

program.  Several examples of how ecosystem components can be 9 

used in management were presented, such as incorporating food 10 

web dynamics, red tide events and changes in forage fish 11 

harvest.   12 

 13 

There are currently efforts to incorporate potential future 14 

ecosystem states in the models to help improve forecasting.  The 15 

IEA is using a tier system to approach ecosystem-based 16 

approaches in the Gulf of Mexico.   17 

 18 

Tier 1 focuses on incorporating ecosystem components into single 19 

species assessments.  Tier II products will evaluate if the 20 

harvest control rule is appropriate for a multispecies complex, 21 

in particular the shallow-water grouper complex.   22 

 23 

The Tier III management strategy evaluation will assess the 24 

consequences of a range of management options and determine the 25 

tradeoffs across a range of management objectives.  The 26 

committee noted that incorporation of ecosystem components may 27 

help with documenting importance of land-based drainage, fresh 28 

water inflows, into the Gulf ecosystem.   29 

 30 

The IEA is a collaborative approach incorporating several NOAA 31 

offices, academia, and others and there has been progress on 32 

models for the entire Gulf.  Some of the SSC summary and the IEA 33 

program overlapped.  Several recommendations were presented from 34 

the SSC.   35 

 36 

The committee recommends, and I so move, to request that the 37 

council ask the Ecosystem SSC, in cooperation with the Standing 38 

SSC, to develop a set of suggested goals and objectives of an 39 

Ecosystem-Based Fisheries Management Plan that considers 40 

possible measurable targets. 41 

 42 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We have a committee motion.  Is there discussion 43 

on this motion?  Hearing no discussion, is there any opposition 44 

to the motion?  Hearing none, the motion passes. 45 

 46 

MR. GREENE:  Additional recommendations from the SSC were 47 

considered.  A motion to endorse the SSC’s recommendation to 48 
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have the GOM IEA program work with the Standing and Ecosystem 1 

SSCs to evaluate the current red grouper harvest control rule to 2 

determine if it is robust to possible future changes in 3 

intensity and frequency of episodic events of non-fishing 4 

mortality failed for lack of a second.   5 

 6 

An SSC recommendation that the council pursue participation in a 7 

newly formed taskforce to develop a blueprint for ecosystem-8 

based fisheries management was supported by the committee.  This 9 

task force is funded by the Lenfest Ocean Program.  The 10 

committee recommends, and I so move, that the council pursue 11 

participation in the newly formed taskforce to develop blueprint 12 

of action for ecosystems-based fisheries management. 13 

 14 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We have a committee motion and is there 15 

discussion?  Hearing no discussion, any opposition to the 16 

motion?  Seeing no opposition, the motion passes. 17 

 18 

MR. GREENE:  Mr. Gregory commented that the task force had just 19 

been formed and it might be premature for Council involvement.  20 

For this reason Mr. Atran stated that pursue participation meant 21 

that staff would send a letter to the Lenfest Ocean Program 22 

expressing interest in becoming involved with the taskforce 23 

program.   24 

 25 

The committee discussed one additional SSC recommendation to 26 

form a working group of members from the SSCs, APs, and council 27 

members to identify information needs.  The membership suggested 28 

by the SSC was discussed and it was agreed that only members 29 

from the SSCs should participate.  The group would be 30 

beneficial, because it could provide a report to NOAA about data 31 

and research needs.   32 

 33 

The committee recommends, and I so move, that the council 34 

convene a working group comprised of some members from the 35 

Ecosystem SSC, Standing SSC, Socioeconomic SSC of the council to 36 

develop approaches for identifying and prioritizing ecosystem 37 

and socioeconomic information needs for the fisheries managed by 38 

the council. 39 

 40 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We have a committee motion.  Any discussion?  I 41 

did have a question on this one.  The word “some”, do we want to 42 

define that more?  Is that one or all or do we care at this 43 

point? 44 

 45 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  I thought in committee there was 46 

discussion of having five people from each group and that seems 47 

workable to us. 48 
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 1 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  All right.  Is there any desire to change “some” 2 

to a number or how would you like to handle that? 3 

 4 

MS. BOSARGE:  I think that’s something that maybe we could just 5 

leave up to staff.  I feel like they probably know what their 6 

schedule is like and who they can pull.  As long as we have 7 

representation from all three, I like Dr. Gregory’s idea of five 8 

and I think we could probably leave that to them, but I am open 9 

to other suggestions. 10 

 11 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Council, are you all right with just leaving it 12 

like this and we will allow staff to do it?  All right.  Since 13 

we had discussion on it, let me have a voice vote.  All in favor 14 

of this motion please say aye; opposed same sign.  Hearing no 15 

nays, the motion passes. 16 

 17 

MR. GREENE:  The committee discussed current research at FWRI 18 

using ecosystem models which are similar to what was presented 19 

in the IEA program.  Historically, models had been presented to 20 

the committee and there was concern about whether incorporating 21 

these models would slow down the SEDAR process.  However, the 22 

models have improved and the IEA runs parallel to the SEFSC and 23 

will not slow down the SEDAR process.   24 

 25 

The committee recommends, and I so move, that the council 26 

requests SSC feedback on the FWRI “West Florida Shelf ecosystem 27 

model’s” ability to evaluate gag and other shallow-water grouper 28 

harvest strategies and evaluate whether the model can provide 29 

information on ecological and economic tradeoffs in order to 30 

help determine best management outcomes, and, if possible, for 31 

the council to receive a presentation on the model at the next 32 

council meeting. 33 

 34 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  It’s a committee motion and is there discussion?  35 

Hearing no discussion, is there any opposition to the motion?  36 

Seeing none -- 37 

 38 

MR. WILLIAMS:  Before you leave that part of the report, I had a 39 

motion that failed yesterday on red grouper and at some point, I 40 

would like to make it again. 41 

 42 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  It’s not to this motion, right? 43 

 44 

MR. WILLIAMS:  Okay, I thought you -- I am for this motion. 45 

 46 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Is there any opposition to this motion?  Hearing 47 

none, the motion carries.  Mr. Greene, is it all right if I go 48 
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to -- Go ahead, Mr. Williams. 1 

 2 

MR. WILLIAMS:  I made a motion and couldn’t get a second, which 3 

I kind of found mystifying, but I would like to make it again 4 

and that is simply there was a recommendation in the SSC report 5 

and Mike Schirripa showed it yesterday as well and it was to try 6 

to evaluate the effects -- See how their model can evaluate the 7 

effects of red grouper to episodic events, especially red tide, 8 

I guess. 9 

 10 

I talked to Mike last night and he would like to do it and so I 11 

am going to make the motion again and maybe I will get a second 12 

this time and that’s to recommend that the Gulf of Mexico IEA 13 

Program work with the Gulf Standing and Ecosystem SSCs to 14 

evaluate the current red grouper harvest control rule to 15 

determine if it is robust to possible future changes in 16 

intensity and frequency of episodic events of non-fishing 17 

mortality. 18 

 19 

MR. SANCHEZ:  Second. 20 

 21 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We have a motion that is on the board and it has 22 

been seconded by Mr. Sanchez.  Is there discussion? 23 

 24 

MS. BOSARGE:  Roy, did he elaborate any more?  It’s kind of a 25 

little vague and I wasn’t sure where they intended to go with 26 

that.  I mean he mentioned some red tide issues the other day 27 

and how some of their modeling or some of their information 28 

could be added into that and fill in some gaps. 29 

 30 

I was a little leery of this particular motion for this reason 31 

and if you can convince me, I am open to it.  Possible future 32 

changes in intensity and frequency of episodic events and that 33 

being a criteria for us adjusting some of our -- What did he 34 

say, the control rule or something?  We’re going to adjust some 35 

value that we use and something is not robust enough, which is 36 

then going to affect how much of this is allowed to come out of 37 

the Gulf of Mexico and things like that. 38 

 39 

What worried me is I don’t know how exact his science is and it 40 

seems like a lot of forecasting involved in that.  In other 41 

words, we don’t know the frequency of these and we don’t know 42 

when exactly they’re going to occur and we don’t know the exact 43 

intensity and it kind of worried me of would we be going too far 44 

to one side of this if we start adjusting catch levels for -- We 45 

have enough uncertainty when we go out in the future on our 46 

stock assessments and things like that and I was just a little 47 

concerned about adding -- I am okay with adding it into some 48 
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things, but this seemed like it was maybe too far reaching, but 1 

tell me what he had to say.  Sell me on it. 2 

 3 

MR. WILLIAMS:  Well, what appealed to me about this was it was a 4 

single species and in many of these, we’re looking at multiple 5 

kinds of species and this is a species, the red grouper, that 6 

lives out there with red tides that have been going on for 7 

hundreds of years.  I really have no idea how long, but maybe 8 

thousands of years and so there’s got to be some adaptation to 9 

it. 10 

 11 

They would like to evaluate whether they can try to evaluate how 12 

red tides affect red grouper and how red grouper are going to 13 

respond and as I read their motion, especially if there are 14 

future changes in the intensity and frequency, and I presume 15 

this has to do with global climate change.  I wasn’t at the 16 

meeting and so I don’t know exactly what it said. 17 

 18 

It appeals to me that it’s a single species in a single area and 19 

we might be able to get some real information on the ecological 20 

effects of this and like I said, he would like to do it and so 21 

I’m trying to support him on this. 22 

 23 

MR. DIAZ:  Mine is not necessarily to Leann’s point if Leann 24 

wants to respond to Roy, but I just wanted to kind of explain 25 

why I didn’t second the motion yesterday.  I don’t necessarily 26 

think this would be bad for the group to look at, but the very 27 

first motion is we’re going to request the Ecosystem SSC and the 28 

Standing SSC to develop a set of suggested goals and objectives 29 

for ecosystem-based fishery management plans and consider 30 

possible measurable targets. 31 

 32 

I was kind of thinking we got them kind of looking at goals and 33 

objectives, which seemed like a pretty good first start, and 34 

then now we’re getting kind of ahead of them here. 35 

 36 

This probably -- The timing of this might be after we hear back 37 

from the meeting and that’s kind of what I was thinking.  It’s 38 

not that I think this is bad work and so I just wanted to kind 39 

of explain the line of thought I was on yesterday.   40 

 41 

MR. STEVEN ATRAN:  I just wanted to try to explain.  Michael 42 

Schirripa was talking about P* and that was the term you were 43 

trying to remember, but I think he was misusing it.  P* just 44 

happens to be a value that’s used in the ABC control rule. 45 

 46 

He used the term “harvest control rule”, which we don’t use, and 47 

I believe what he was referring to were the future projections, 48 
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which is a different component.  What happens on the future 1 

projections, which we use for determining the yield streams, is 2 

since we don’t know what’s going to happen in the future, it’s 3 

assumed that everything is average.  There will be average 4 

recruitment and average weather patterns and everything is 5 

average. 6 

 7 

What happens if there is a red tide event or some other episodic 8 

mortality event that we haven’t accounted for?  I think what he 9 

wants to do is to try to evaluate -- Put in some episodic event 10 

into these future projections and see what happens.  Are they 11 

robust?  Will they bring us back to an appropriate yield level 12 

or will they just collapse?  That is something that has never 13 

really been evaluated and so I think he wants to see how our 14 

future projections would react if something other than average 15 

occurs. 16 

 17 

MR. PERRET:  Thank you, Steve, but you know, what is average?  18 

That’s a good question.  That average goes up and it goes down.  19 

The red tide events in Florida, they happen and the floods on 20 

the Mississippi River, they happen and the hurricanes, they 21 

happen. 22 

 23 

We get all this and what can we do to stop it from happening?  24 

Now, we know the problem with the dead zone in the Gulf of 25 

Mexico and if we want to take agriculture on in the Midwest, 26 

let’s do it, but you know, is this a practical thing to spend a 27 

lot of time and effort on?  I don’t know.  28 

 29 

Red grouper, heck, I would like to see it done for penaeid 30 

shrimp based on the flooding of the Mississippi River, but what 31 

can we do about flooding?  Nothing.  That’s my whole issue with 32 

this whole approach on this whole ecosystem thing. 33 

 34 

MR. WILLIAMS:  Part of my interest in this is they’re going to 35 

be doing some kind of Ecosim/Ecopath ecological modeling and I 36 

would just like us to try to -- It may not have anything to do 37 

with us and it might not have anything to do with the Gulf 38 

Council if we don’t interject and try to get them focused 39 

somewhat on our issues and so that’s another thing that I keep 40 

thinking about here. 41 

 42 

They’re going to be doing something and those scientists are 43 

there and they’re going to be evaluating something and so let’s 44 

see if we can’t get them more interested in our issues. 45 

 46 

Mike is a fish guy.  He came and he worked on spotted seatrout 47 

for Jim Tilmont in the Everglades National Park twenty years ago 48 
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and got his PhD degree on it and so he’s interested in fish and 1 

I would like to get him steered in our direction and working 2 

with us and for us. 3 

 4 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  All right.  Let’s go ahead and vote on this one.  5 

The motion is to have the GOM IEA Program work with the Standing 6 

and Ecosystem SSCs to evaluate the current red grouper harvest 7 

control rule to determine if it is robust to possible future 8 

changes in intensity and frequency of episodic events of non-9 

fishing mortality.  All in favor say aye; all opposed.  The 10 

motion passes. 11 

 12 

MR. GREENE:  Options Paper, Status Determination Criteria, 13 

Optimum Yield, and Red Snapper ACL Designation, Steven Atran 14 

summarized the options paper, which includes actions to set 15 

maximum sustainable yield proxies, maximum fishing mortality 16 

thresholds, minimum stock size thresholds, and optimum yield.   17 

 18 

The options paper also established the red snapper quotas as the 19 

ACLs and set OFL for the other shallow-water grouper complex by 20 

apportioning the black grouper OFL between South Atlantic and 21 

Gulf jurisdictions.  This was a rewrite of an earlier scoping 22 

document that the council felt was very technical and difficult 23 

to understand.   24 

 25 

Committee members felt that the rewritten options paper was 26 

still difficult to understand.  Roy Crabtree felt that under 27 

Action 1, MSY reference points for data-poor species need to be 28 

treated differently than for assessed species, with methods such 29 

as those discussed in the ORCS, Only Reliable Catch Statistics, 30 

report applied to the data-poor species.   31 

 32 

Dr. Crabtree also disagreed with Mr. Atran’s statement that 33 

defining biomass reference points in terms of the yield or 34 

biomass when fishing at some FX percent SPR was an acceptable 35 

biomass reference point.  He felt that the MSY and OY reference 36 

points were overly reliant on SPR.   37 

 38 

Dr. Crabtree also felt that Actions 2, MFMT, and 3, MSST, need a 39 

wider range of alternatives.  He suggested that the options 40 

paper be reviewed by a technical subcommittee or the SSC.  Mr. 41 

Atran responded that the following options paper was scheduled 42 

for review by the SSC at its next meeting.  Mr. Atran agreed 43 

that the options paper was not yet ready to develop into a 44 

public hearing draft amendment and he will continue to develop 45 

it with the assistance of the IPT. 46 

 47 

Permits for Veterans Proposal, Kevin Anson reviewed a proposal 48 
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he had received from a stakeholder to make for-hire and 1 

commercial fishing permits that are under a moratorium available 2 

to honorably-discharged veterans.  Such permits would be subject 3 

to restrictions, such as being non-transferable except to 4 

immediate family members or no sale of permit allowed for ten 5 

years. 6 

 7 

One concern with the proposal is not knowing how many veterans 8 

might want to apply for a permit.  Implementation would need to 9 

be careful not to discriminate amongst residents of different 10 

states.   11 

 12 

Effects on allocation would also need to be considered, along 13 

with how such a program would fit in with the objectives of the 14 

FMP.  One committee member felt that the moratoria were in place 15 

for a reason and if there were to be exceptions, they should go 16 

to those who have made a long-term choice to make their 17 

livelihood from fishing.  Mr. Chairman, that concludes my 18 

report. 19 

 20 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Johnny.  Next on the agenda is the 21 

Admin Policy and, again, Mr. Riechers is absent and Kevin is 22 

going to take that report. 23 

 24 

ADMINISTRATIVE POLICY COMMITTEE 25 

 26 

MR. ANSON:  Thank you, Chairman Boyd.  Committee members present 27 

were myself, Leann Bosarge, Doug Boyd, Harlon Pearce, Corky 28 

Perret, and Martha Bademan.  The Administrative Policy Committee 29 

convened, adopted the agenda, and approved the minutes, with two 30 

corrections provided by myself from the April 7, 2014 meeting in 31 

Baton Rouge, Louisiana.   32 

 33 

The Administrative Policy Committee reviewed changes to the 34 

Administrative Handbook and the proposed changes to the Magnuson 35 

Stevens Act proposed by the U.S. House and Senate draft bills. 36 

 37 

First, the committee discussed the changes to the Draft 38 

Administrative Handbook in which comments from council and staff 39 

have been incorporated since the April council meeting.  Most of 40 

the changes were editorial in nature.  For example, a committee 41 

member noted the meals and incidental expenses section on page 42 

26 needed editorial revisions.   43 

 44 

A few changes were made based on input from the Ad Hoc 45 

Administrative Handbook Review Committee.  Staff noted that all 46 

suggested changes were highlighted and requested approval of the 47 

current draft of the Administrative Handbook if the committee 48 
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had no additional changes.   1 

 2 

Staff stated the Administrative Handbook was a living document 3 

and noted that the SOPPs would be updated next for council 4 

consideration beginning in August.  The committee also suggested 5 

that it would be good practice for the Executive Director to 6 

provide a list of needed updates to the Administrative Handbook 7 

and SOPPs to the council annually. 8 

 9 

The committee passed the motion, and I so move, to recommend to 10 

the council the approval of the June 2014 draft of the 11 

Administrative Handbook. 12 

 13 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  It’s a committee motion and any discussion on 14 

this motion?  This was a very detailed undertaking and I really 15 

want the council to come back and tell us if there is anything 16 

else that you want to do at this point. 17 

 18 

That doesn’t mean we can’t modify the handbook later, but we 19 

certainly want to try to get everything in it we can here and so 20 

any further discussion?  Hearing none, any opposition to the 21 

motion?  Hearing none, the motion is approved. 22 

 23 

MR. ANSON:  The committee next discussed the April Senate’s 24 

proposed changes to the Magnuson-Stevens Act and a draft 25 

response letter.  Generally, the committee requested that the 26 

letter focus on several of the most important issues that could 27 

impact the management process in the Gulf of Mexico and they 28 

requested sections for which the council did not have any 29 

comment be removed from the letter.   30 

 31 

The committee requested the language on forage species be 32 

strengthened to question the need for such a management focus 33 

and requested the letter point out that regional councils have 34 

different needs.   35 

 36 

Further, the committee requested the letter state the need for 37 

additional funding to complete data collection and analysis on 38 

forage fish.  The committee requested the following sentence be 39 

deleted from the letter: “In coordination with the Gulf Council, 40 

the Gulf States have closely regulated any allowable gears, such 41 

as gillnets and purse seines, that would put forage fish at 42 

risk.”  The committee had similar comments on the purposed 43 

section for ecosystem-based fishery management.     44 

 45 

Next, the committee discussed the new and modified definitions 46 

proposed in the Senate bill, including the proposed new 47 

definition of the terms “depleted” and “depletion”.  In addition 48 
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to supporting these additional terms, the committee agreed with 1 

staff that the letter should request the definitions of 2 

“overfished” and “overfishing” be separated and better defined.  3 

 4 

The committee recommends, and I so move, to request that the 5 

council accept the changed definition to “depleted” as defined 6 

currently in the document. 7 

 8 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  It’s a committee motion and is there discussion?  9 

Hearing no discussion, any opposition to this motion?  Seeing no 10 

opposition, the motion carries. 11 

 12 

MR. ANSON:  The committee discussed the modified definition of 13 

the term “bycatch” and expressed some concerns about the 14 

proposed language.  After discussion, the committee made the 15 

following motion, and I so move, to include in the comments on 16 

the Senate bill a request to remove the phrase “fish that are 17 

harvested in the fishery and retained but not landed”. 18 

 19 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  It’s a committee motion and is there discussion?  20 

Hearing no discussion, any opposition?  Hearing no opposition, 21 

the motion carries. 22 

 23 

MR. ANSON:  In the proposed language on Regional Fishery 24 

Management Councils, the committee agreed with the language that 25 

staff drafted, but requested that the following parts be 26 

strengthened, specifically pertaining to the proposed language 27 

on control rules for forage fish and the goals and objectives of 28 

fishery ecosystem plans.   29 

 30 

The committee requested that the potential burden on the 31 

Scientific and Statistical Committee be brought out in the 32 

letter and the fact that additional resources would be needed 33 

for management of forage fish.    34 

 35 

The Committee had similar concerns and comments on the language 36 

drafted in the letter pertaining to Contents of Fishery 37 

Management Plans.  Specifically, they requested that the lack of 38 

data on forage fish and subsequent use of data-poor methods 39 

could lead to premature closure of important fisheries in the 40 

Gulf of Mexico, resulting in potential unintended and possibly 41 

unnecessary social and economic impacts. 42 

 43 

In the proposed language on Consumer Information Regarding 44 

Sustainably Caught Fish, the committee agreed with staff’s 45 

drafted text, but requested some editorial clean-up on the last 46 

part of the paragraph pertaining to common names of fishes and 47 

invertebrates. 48 
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 1 

The committee discussed the proposed language on civil and 2 

criminal Penalties.  The committee requested that the letter 3 

include additional language that the monies from these types of 4 

fines stay within the respective councils’ jurisdiction and be 5 

used for data collection and research. 6 

 7 

The committee proposed modifications to the language on voting 8 

members and requested that the letter not support the proposed 9 

changes to The Governor of a State submitting a list of names of 10 

individuals for appointment by the Secretary of Commerce to the 11 

Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council or the South Atlantic 12 

Fishery Management Council under subparagraph (C).   13 

 14 

The committee discussed the fact the current process can be 15 

burdensome.  The committee recommends, and I so move, to include 16 

in the Senate letter a statement to remove the section on 17 

appointments to the Gulf and South Atlantic Councils. 18 

 19 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We have a committee motion.  Harlon, do you have 20 

discussion? 21 

 22 

MR. PEARCE:  Yes and I understand that this is burdensome to 23 

some of the states, but the Trent Lott amendment is what we’re 24 

talking about here that gave the council balance, which 25 

sunsetted in 2012. 26 

 27 

I think that that amendment really helped maintain the balance 28 

as we see it on this council here today.  I think we’re fairly 29 

well balanced and I really believe that we need to maintain this 30 

language in the document and not remove it and I understand 31 

Martha’s problems and I understand some of the problems, but I 32 

do know that it has helped us have a better council process from 33 

when it started. 34 

 35 

It doesn’t allow any user group, whoever they may be, to control 36 

the council process and it gives us balance on the harvesting 37 

side and the recreational side and the other side and I know 38 

it’s burdensome, but I think that this is a necessary part of 39 

the process.  It keeps us well balanced and I speak against this 40 

motion and I am hoping I can get some help with this, because I 41 

really think we have to maintain it in the document. 42 

 43 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Other discussion? 44 

 45 

DR. SHIPP:  I know this applies to the Gulf and South Atlantic, 46 

but I would like to ask either Roy or Mara, are there any other 47 

-- Do any of the other councils have similar restrictions or 48 
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similar requirements to the submitted names by the governors? 1 

 2 

DR. CRABTREE:  I am not aware of any and that -- We had that 3 

requirement in the Gulf, but it sunsetted in 2012 and so I am 4 

not aware of other councils that have had similar requirements. 5 

 6 

MR. DIAZ:  I just want to make sure I understand exactly what 7 

we’re talking about.  This would be for either Roy or Mara.  I 8 

know the requirement that states having to put up each type of a 9 

candidate is something that’s not currently in, but is it still 10 

in there that the council has to be balanced and the Secretary 11 

has to balance the council or is that out also? 12 

 13 

DR. CRABTREE:  There is other language in the statute, I think, 14 

that says to -- Mara can look for the exact language, but I 15 

think there is language that we’re supposed to strive for some 16 

type of balance on the council. 17 

 18 

There has been an argument for years as to what that means.  You 19 

know if you go to Alaska, the council I think has one or maybe 20 

sometimes two recreational representatives on it and I think New 21 

England has not had a whole lot and that may well reflect the 22 

balance of how the fisheries are up there. 23 

 24 

We have, for some time in the Gulf and South Atlantic, tried to 25 

have approximately equal numbers of commercial and recreational 26 

folks and I think right now we have four of each on this 27 

council, but I can’t remember what the exact language in the 28 

statute is. 29 

 30 

MS. LEVY:  The Act says that the Secretary, in making 31 

appointments, shall, to the extent practicable, ensure a fair 32 

and balanced apportionment on a rotating or other basis of the 33 

active participants or the representatives in the commercial and 34 

recreational fisheries under the jurisdiction of the council.  35 

That doesn’t address who the governors can nominate, which is 36 

what this was about. 37 

 38 

MR. DIAZ:  Thank you and I’m glad that’s still in there.  I do 39 

agree with what Myron is saying.  I think the approach that 40 

Myron is talking about gives the Secretary more options.  41 

Without the states putting up balanced lists of candidates, then 42 

the Secretary just does not have the most flexibility to try to 43 

pick the most appropriate people. 44 

 45 

MR. PEARCE:  Like Dale says, this sort of mandates that that 46 

happens and I think that’s important to all of us around this 47 

table, because no one wants to see an overbalanced, one way or 48 
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the other, council and I think it’s real evident here that we’ve 1 

got a solid balance and we want to maintain that and so I would 2 

hope that we would maintain that language in the MSA. 3 

 4 

MR. PERRET:  If we all want to be fair and equitable, why would 5 

anybody have a problem including Former Senator Lott’s language?  6 

All it is is to ask for fair representation from each sector. 7 

 8 

MS. BADEMAN:  I think there’s already language that dictates 9 

that and if that’s the case, if we’re not in a fair and 10 

equitable place, then how the other councils getting along?  11 

This has only been a Gulf thing from 1997 to 2012 and now it may 12 

be a Gulf and a South Atlantic thing, but it doesn’t seem to be 13 

a problem on the other councils and so I don’t see why it is 14 

here. 15 

 16 

MR. DIAZ:  I am probably not explaining myself well enough.  17 

It’s my understanding now that the governors send letters to the 18 

Secretary and those governors lay out the candidates that they 19 

have and I believe they try to prioritize those. 20 

 21 

If the states only put up one type of person, then several 22 

governors might not -- Their prioritization may have to go right 23 

out the window and so I think it takes a little bit away from 24 

the governors trying to rate their candidates and that’s one of 25 

the things I’m concerned about. 26 

 27 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Other discussion?  28 

 29 

MR. PERRET:  Obviously there has been problems in the past.  30 

Otherwise, then Senator Lott wouldn’t have convinced the United 31 

States Congress to pass his language that stayed in the Act and 32 

sunsetted in December of 2012. 33 

 34 

MR. PEARCE:  Just before we vote, I want to make it clear that a 35 

vote against this motion supports the Trent Lott and a vote for 36 

would kick the Trent Lott out and so I would like us to vote 37 

against this motion and not support it and to keep the Trent 38 

Lott language in the MSA. 39 

 40 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Any further discussion?  We are going to vote.  41 

The motion is to include in the Senate letter a statement to 42 

remove the section on appointments to the Gulf and South 43 

Atlantic Councils.  All in favor say aye; all opposed.  The 44 

motion failed. 45 

 46 

MR. PEARCE:  I would like to see hands, please. 47 

 48 
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CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We have had a request for a show of hands.  All 1 

in favor of the motion raise your hand; all opposed to the 2 

motion raise your hand.  The motion failed again. 3 

 4 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  This was not something that Carrie 5 

and I analyzed, because it was not in the draft Senate bill or 6 

the House bill, but does this vote mean you want us to comment 7 

in our letter that the expiration of 2012 should be removed and 8 

that it be reinstated?  I need clarification on that. 9 

 10 

MS. BADEMAN:  What’s in the Senate bill is it takes that 11 

expiration date out and then it adds the South Atlantic Council.  12 

It’s not mentioned in the House bill though. 13 

 14 

MR. PERRET:  That’s what I was going to say.  It seems, to me, 15 

that we need -- The previous vote indicated what the majority of 16 

the council wants to do and so it seems to me that somebody 17 

needs to recommend to include the former language and I can’t 18 

remember the section.  It was something with a 2 in it if I 19 

remember correctly, but so staff will have direction on adding 20 

that into their comments. 21 

 22 

MR. RILEY:  Basically, I think you’re just taking and leaving 23 

that in the letter for the Senate version.  There is nothing to 24 

remove, is there? 25 

 26 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Okay and so the next thing that the 27 

committee report says is that we’re going to make the two 28 

letters consistent and so that means it automatically goes into 29 

the House bill that I worked on.  Okay.  Now I am clarified.  I 30 

wasn’t that familiar with the Senate bill. 31 

 32 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Mr. Anson, would you continue? 33 

 34 

MR. ANSON:  It was noted during committee discussion that any 35 

aspect of the Gulf Council’s recommendations which might be 36 

contradictory to that of the Council Coordinating Committee 37 

comments should be identified and carefully considered before 38 

the letters are submitted.   39 

 40 

Also, all suggested changes in the Senate Bill are to be 41 

included with the comments to the House Bill as well, 42 

specifically acceptance of the use of the term “depleted”, the 43 

repeal of Section 407, extending the seaward boundary to nine 44 

nautical miles for all Gulf States and designate management to 45 

the states for all federally-managed species, and to remove the 46 

council nomination process specified for the Gulf and South 47 

Atlantic Councils. 48 
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 1 

The third item considered by the Administrative Policy Committee 2 

was the May 2014 version of the House Committee on Natural 3 

Resources proposed amendments to the Magnuson-Stevens Act, 4 

generally referred to as the Hastings Bill. 5 

 6 

Staff presented the proposed amendments within the Hastings Bill 7 

in track changes within the current version of the Magnuson-8 

Stevens Act.  The committee reviewed twelve major proposals and 9 

wanted to bring the following two issues to the attention of the 10 

full council for further consideration. 11 

  12 

Number one is the Gulf Council requests that annual catch limits 13 

not be required for data-poor species which have not been 14 

formally assessed because of the absence of appropriate data.  15 

These species are typically incidentally caught in limited 16 

quantities and only limited catch and life history information 17 

are available.  Ad-hoc methods for setting ACLs for these types 18 

of stocks are inadequate for management. 19 

 20 

Point Number 2 is Referenda.  In general, referenda are a 21 

cumbersome and questionable means for determining the 22 

feasibility of a catch share program.  It is often difficult to 23 

determine who the eligible voters are for a program and the most 24 

appropriate voting procedure.   25 

 26 

The percentage of the vote required to affirm a referendum needs 27 

further clarification.  For instance, is the required majority 28 

vote based upon all potential votes which may be received or 29 

only those votes which are actually received? 30 

 31 

Not only is it difficult to identify an eligible participant or 32 

voter during the voting process, but the other sectors of the 33 

fishery not eligible to vote are affected by the decision to 34 

create a catch share for only a portion of a fishery and thus, 35 

should have a say in the establishment of a catch share program.  36 

 37 

It would be more inclusive of all user groups in a fishery if 38 

the council, who typically has representatives from all sectors 39 

of a fishery, is allowed to enact catch share programs without 40 

the restrictions imposed by referenda. 41 

 42 

The Gulf Council questions why there are different definitions 43 

of eligible to participate in a referendum for Gulf multispecies 44 

fisheries in section (i) and all other fisheries in section 45 

(iv).   46 

 47 

In section (i), “for the catch share program within the five-48 
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year period preceding the date of the referendum and still 1 

active in fishing in the fishery shall be eligible to 2 

participate in such a referendum”.   3 

 4 

In section (iv), “For the purposes of this sub-paragraph, the 5 

term ‘permit holder eligible to participate’ only includes the 6 

holder of a permit for a fishery under which fishing has 7 

occurred in three of the five years preceding a referendum for 8 

the fishery.”  Mr. Chairman, this concludes my report. 9 

 10 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Mr. Anson. 11 

 12 

DR. CRABTREE:  I am not sure I am quite sure where we are on the 13 

referendum.  Are we saying that we don’t want to have a 14 

referendum and we’re saying here that it would be more inclusive 15 

of all user groups?  Are we saying we want to let everyone vote?  16 

I am not quite sure what our position that we’re laying out here 17 

is. 18 

 19 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  I admit it’s addressing a number of 20 

different things.  It’s trying to explain how complex a 21 

referendum is and how difficult and with the House bill, they 22 

are beginning to tell us who an eligible participant is and that 23 

in itself is confusing and so in general I think, given the 24 

desire to let the council manage the fishery as it sees fit, the 25 

proposal here is for the council to recommend to both the House 26 

and the Senate to remove the referenda requirements altogether 27 

for Gulf fisheries. 28 

 29 

In the beginning, I think in 2006, I think is when it first 30 

started, it was the Gulf of Mexico and New England that had to 31 

do referenda and this proposal, they are expanding that to all 32 

the east coast councils and the west coast councils aren’t 33 

required to do referenda, nor the Caribbean. 34 

 35 

The question is -- The theme through all of our comments is to 36 

give the regional fishery management councils the flexibility to 37 

make their own decisions and not constrain them in any way and 38 

the referendum does constrain it and I think, based on the 39 

conversation in committee, the argument that should go forward 40 

is the one that we discussed in committee that if the council 41 

wants to make a change to an existing IFQ, we don’t know what 42 

change would invoke a referendum and what would not. 43 

 44 

It seems like the council should have the flexibility to manage 45 

a fishery in any manner it sees fit and to modify an IFQ program 46 

in any manner it sees fit, because clearly a referendum is going 47 

to be constrained by what the current participants want to keep 48 
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and what they don’t want to change and that just limits the 1 

flexibility of the council.  In general, I think the focus is to 2 

ask to get rid of all referendum requirements.  3 

 4 

DR. CRABTREE:  Okay, but when I read this, that doesn’t clearly 5 

come through to me that we’re asking them to eliminate the 6 

referendum requirement.  I do agree with you that there has been 7 

-- I think we’ve had this discussion, but the statute now says 8 

to create an IFQ program you have to do a referendum.  Now, you 9 

can read that the word “create” means to create where none 10 

existed before, because Congress didn’t say create or modify.  11 

They said create. 12 

 13 

Now, I don’t know if our friends in the NOAA Office of General 14 

Counsel are going to read it that way, but that is something 15 

that I have asked staff on the Hill to clarify what did you mean 16 

by that, but in any rate, just when I read through what you’re 17 

saying here, it just wasn’t clear to me what we were asking them 18 

to do and so if it’s to get rid of the referendum, then I think 19 

we ought to come out and say that or I’m not sure they’re going 20 

to know what we’re asking for. 21 

 22 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Further discussion on that issue? 23 

 24 

MS. BOSARGE:  Maybe can we just amend what we have here to 25 

concentrate on that?  When I read it, I was a little confused 26 

too and I thought, well, they could go two different ways on 27 

this.  They could either think we want to get rid of it 28 

completely or they can think we want to totally expand it to all 29 

kinds of realms. 30 

 31 

I don’t know what the council wants to do with it.  If that’s 32 

what we want to do, if we want to get rid of the referendum 33 

process, then can we focus on -- I guess it would be mainly the 34 

first paragraph and does the first paragraph pretty much -- Is 35 

that the one that focuses on it and says that that’s what we 36 

think?  I think we need to whittle it down a little bit and 37 

focus.  If that’s what we’re saying, let’s say that. 38 

 39 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  I think it would be best to start 40 

from scratch.  Does the council want to get rid of the referenda 41 

requirements altogether or do they want like what Roy is saying 42 

and have it only for the initial creation of the referendum? 43 

 44 

The advice I’ve heard in the year I’ve been here is that if the 45 

council chooses to make a change to the IFQ program, we would 46 

make a -- Have an options or have a preferred option and then 47 

General Counsel would tell us if that would trigger a referendum 48 
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or not and so we don’t even know what triggers a referendum 1 

upfront. 2 

 3 

Then if it would trigger a referendum, then there would be a 4 

referendum on that change and that just doesn’t seem like a 5 

reasonable way to manage a fishery, particularly if you want to 6 

recommend a change. 7 

 8 

Let’s say -- The best example I can come up with is nobody 9 

anticipated the expansion of the red snapper fishery into the 10 

west coast of Florida this quickly and we’re having problems 11 

with that.  Now, if we want to open up new shares just for that 12 

area, does that trigger a referendum, if we want to set shares 13 

aside for that?  If it does, then we couldn’t do it unless the 14 

existing shareholders approved it and that seems to be highly 15 

constraining to the council process. 16 

 17 

The referendum is complex and if it was just for creating the 18 

initial IFQ, it would be much simpler to understand and so I 19 

think the council could say that’s the only referendum we want 20 

or they could say we don’t want a referendum and part of the 21 

confusion to me was the House bill refers to a pilot program.  22 

They keep calling it a pilot program, but what we have is not a 23 

pilot program. 24 

 25 

I think that’s the main decision, is do you want to go against 26 

having any referendum or do you just want to limit the 27 

referendum to the initial establishment of an IFQ program and 28 

that would be the main two points. 29 

 30 

Then the third point I was trying to bring out was then who are 31 

the eligible voters?  It’s been pointed out that a program 32 

affects the entire fishery and it may not be fair to limit it to 33 

just the permitted people in that segment of the fishery, but 34 

since I wrote this, it’s been pointed out that there was a 35 

lawsuit about this and the judge said that it is constrained to 36 

the permitted people or the people in that sector and so that’s 37 

not as big of an issue, in my mind, but the main issue is do you 38 

want to ask Congress to do away with the referendum or do you 39 

want to ask them to limit it strictly to the initial creation of 40 

an IFQ program? 41 

 42 

MR. ANSON:  All I was going to suggest is rather than trying to 43 

craft changes into the report is to maybe just do a motion, like 44 

we did with the last motion dealing with the section on 45 

appointments.  Just a motion that the council does that, but I 46 

want to make sure there’s enough discussion to go around to see 47 

which direction we want to go, but that would be my suggestion, 48 
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is just to make a motion. 1 

 2 

MS. BADEMAN:  I am trying to look at what’s in Magnuson now and 3 

then I need to pull up what’s in the two bills about the 4 

referendum process, but I was going to say that I don’t know 5 

that I necessarily have a problem with the initial referendum. 6 

 7 

I think the changes are the big issue for me.  It’s when do we 8 

trigger referendum again and I think if we could clarify that 9 

question, then I think that satisfies me, but I don’t know where 10 

other people are around the table. 11 

 12 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Okay.  What’s the pleasure of the council?  Roy, 13 

any further comment?  Hearing no other discussion, we have the 14 

next committee report is Reef Fish. 15 

 16 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Can I get some clarification? 17 

 18 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Sure, go ahead. 19 

 20 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  I’m sorry, but am I to take this 21 

that I’m not to comment on the referendum at all?   22 

 23 

DR. SHIPP:  I think we’ve heard kind of a consensus and so 24 

before we leave this, I will make a motion at least that we 25 

recommend that referenda only be required for the initiation of 26 

an IFQ program.  That’s right off the top of my head and so I 27 

know we’re going to have to modify it, but at least to get us 28 

moving in the right direction, I will offer that as a motion and 29 

if we get a second, maybe we can discuss it. 30 

 31 

MR. ANSON:  I’ll second it. 32 

 33 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  It’s been seconded by Kevin.  Is there 34 

discussion?  Hearing no discussion, is anyone opposed to this 35 

motion?  Hearing no opposition, the motion carries. 36 

 37 

DR. SHIPP:  That will probably be my lame duck motion. 38 

 39 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Mr. Gregory, does that get you what you need or 40 

do you need more? 41 

 42 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Yes.  Thank you. 43 

 44 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  With that approval of the council, what I would 45 

like to do before we start Reef Fish is to do Other Business.  46 

We have two items and then I would like to report out what 47 

happened in the closed session and so if you all are okay with 48 
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that, can we knock that out? 1 

 2 

Hearing no opposition, the two items that were on the Other 3 

Business, one was permitting changes and I don’t remember who 4 

brought that one up.  Was it Roy? 5 

 6 

OTHER BUSINESS 7 

PERMITTING CHANGES 8 

 9 

DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, Mr. Chairman.  When we put in place the 10 

charter headboat permit requirements, I think when we did the 11 

moratorium, we required decals on the vessels and that has put, 12 

we think, a burden on things and are questioning if there’s any 13 

point to have the decals. 14 

 15 

We have talked to the Office of Law Enforcement and believe that 16 

the decals are of limited use for enforcement purposes.  Right 17 

now, you are required by the regulations to have a vessel decal 18 

displayed on the port side of the deck house or the hull. 19 

 20 

They are affixed permanently, the decals are, but the permits 21 

are transferable.  Currently, permit numbers for both fisheries, 22 

meaning coastal migratory pelagics, and the permits are included 23 

on one decal and that creates problems if someone was to 24 

transfer one of the permits and keep the other ones. 25 

 26 

The permit decals are largely illegible unless you’re onboard 27 

the vessel and, of course, there’s a cost to all of this and 28 

administrative burden on the government to do this and so we 29 

would be interested in pursuing a modification to the plan to 30 

eliminate the requirement for decals, if you are agreeable to 31 

taking a look at that. 32 

 33 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  All right, committee, is there discussion on 34 

that? 35 

 36 

DR. DANA:  We have a lot of decals on the boat anyway.  We have 37 

them from, what, Florida -- In my case, I have Florida 38 

registration decals and Florida saltwater products license decal 39 

and I have the charter decals and we have to have, if you do any 40 

commercial fishing, the decals with your vessel number and so I 41 

mean if it saves money and if it’s not useful for law 42 

enforcement -- I think that’s probably the key, is the law 43 

enforcement aspect.  We would have no problem having less decals 44 

in the window. 45 

 46 

MR. GREENE:  I was just going to say something very similar to 47 

what Pam said and so I agree with Pam that I don’t see it being 48 
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a big deal and half the time the decals come off before the end 1 

of the year anyway and so it’s just one of those things. 2 

 3 

MR. FISCHER:  Correct and if enforcement doesn’t use them -- I 4 

know if Texas, Louisiana, and Mississippi definitely offers 5 

decals for all the commercial fisheries and I don’t know about 6 

Alabama and Florida.  I should have noticed their boats, but 7 

it’s prevalent on shrimp boats and other boats and I thought it 8 

was something our enforcement was using. 9 

 10 

I would support this highly, but I would really like to run it 11 

through the LEAP Committee, being they are meeting in October, 12 

and get it on their agenda and, if need be, I will make that as 13 

a motion. 14 

 15 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Just one second and I will take that motion. 16 

 17 

DR. CRABTREE:  I agree with Myron and this would just be to ask 18 

-- I think we might could do this through an abbreviated 19 

framework or something like that, but we would need to hold a 20 

public hearing at a council meeting and get input from I think 21 

the Law Enforcement AP would be a good thing to run it by and if 22 

someone raises some real objectives to it, then okay, but it 23 

just seems to me it’s one of those things we’re requiring people 24 

to do and spending money on, but I don’t think it’s really 25 

serving much purpose. 26 

 27 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Myron, do you want to make a motion? 28 

 29 

MR. FISCHER:  I would like to move that we request the Law 30 

Enforcement Advisory Panel to review the utility of decals in 31 

this charter for-hire industry. 32 

 33 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  It’s been moved and seconded by Corky.  Moved by 34 

Myron and seconded by Corky.  Is there discussion?  Commander 35 

Brand, would you weigh in on this at this point?  I know you 36 

will probably be at the LEAP meeting, but -- 37 

 38 

LCDR BRAND:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I don’t think that -- I 39 

would like to send this to the LEAP to get their opinion on 40 

this.  I know that it’s a difference between the JEA folks and 41 

I’m not sure how they would be looking at these permits, but we 42 

would just look at the actual permit and not the label 43 

necessarily and so I think we would be okay with this, taking it 44 

off, but I would like to -- I agree with Dr. Crabtree to take 45 

this to the LEAP and see if anybody is using them. 46 

 47 

DR. SIMMONS:  If this motion passes, is this something that we 48 
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should put on the agenda for October when the council meets 1 

jointly at some point, a half day or a whole day, with the Law 2 

Enforcement Advisory Panel?  Can it wait until October? 3 

 4 

 5 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Yes. 6 

 7 

MR. FISCHER:  I was looking to see if Bill was in the room.  I 8 

think Bob and myself are probably the only three that were here 9 

when this happened and I was on the council and if I remember 10 

some of the deliberation, it was enforcement wouldn’t know who 11 

to ask for permits and so if it sees the decal, it’s that boat 12 

is a charterboat and so I can check his permit. 13 

 14 

Of course, if he doesn’t have the permit, he doesn’t have the 15 

decal and so it doesn’t work that way, but I think it’s also a 16 

use that -- I know people come running down the dock and they 17 

get on the phone and call me that a boat with no decal looks 18 

like he has about eight people on the boat and it looks like a 19 

charterboat and it’s like, well, it may be and it may not be, 20 

but we need more information than that. 21 

 22 

If law enforcement doesn’t use it, it’s -- I don’t want Johnny 23 

trying to razor off -- This is one of the most difficult decals 24 

they have to remove and I don’t know how Roy got them made, but 25 

it comes off in a hundred pieces.  It does not peel off. 26 

 27 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  I think we’ve had good discussion on this.  The 28 

motion is to request the Law Enforcement Advisory Panel to 29 

review the utility of decals in the charter for-hire industry.  30 

All in favor say aye; all opposed.  The motion carries. 31 

 32 

The second item in Other Business, and I apologize that I don’t 33 

know who brought this one up, but state recreational red snapper 34 

data collection.  Was that you, Dale? 35 

 36 

STATE RECREATIONAL RED SNAPPER DATA COLLECTION 37 

 38 

MR. DIAZ:  Yes and I just wanted to see if we could have a short 39 

discussion and I was just going to recommend that at the August 40 

meeting -- I believe all of the states have some special 41 

recreational red snapper data program that they put in place for 42 

this year and if we could just all plan to come to the August 43 

meeting and discuss what results we have at that time.  That’s 44 

what I was going to suggest and I wanted to see if the other 45 

state directors thought that was a good idea and if they would 46 

be willing to do that.  We would be willing to do it if 47 

everybody else agrees. 48 
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 1 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  If the states want to, we certainly can put it 2 

on the agenda. 3 

 4 

MR. FISCHER:  I was going to actually see if I could reword the 5 

motion, but we could do it that way, too.  I think what Dale 6 

meant was not the states’ red snapper data program, but the 7 

states’ recreational data collection.  Is that what you’re 8 

asking?  It’s more like MRIP or what we do with a creel and not 9 

our SEAMAP and our fishery-independent work. 10 

 11 

MR. DIAZ:  Right and for you all, that’s probably the way it is.  12 

For us, I mean we ran a special program just to capture red 13 

snapper landings in this abbreviated season and so that’s what 14 

I’m talking about for us, but for you all, it would be exactly 15 

what you just said, Myron, and I wasn’t necessarily making it in 16 

the form of a motion, but I will if I need to.  I wanted to just 17 

go around and see if the state directors thought that was a good 18 

idea and agreed to do it and so we’ll go from there after we get 19 

some comments. 20 

 21 

MS. BADEMAN:  Dale, I am sorry, but I missed the beginning of 22 

the conversation.  Were you just talking about for this year or 23 

were you talking about -- We’ve got some coming down the road 24 

for next year.  We’ve got a new data collection system and I 25 

think we would be happy to talk about that, but I don’t think we 26 

really had much extra going on this year. 27 

 28 

MR. DIAZ:  For you all, maybe if you could just, when we do 29 

that, talk about what you all intend to do next year.  Just 30 

something short and I don’t expect people to put long 31 

presentations together, but just maybe a five-minute rundown on 32 

what you’re trying to do. 33 

 34 

I do think Kevin and them has probably got some results and we 35 

will have some results and, Lance, are you all -- Have you got 36 

something that you all are working on? 37 

 38 

MR. ROBINSON:  Yes, we ran a pilot this year as well and we can 39 

certainly provide some information on that. 40 

 41 

MR. ANSON:  It wouldn’t be a problem for us to summarize what 42 

steps we took and where we are at this point.  We will see about 43 

results, because there might be some issue with timing with the 44 

MRIP results and such, but we’ll see. 45 

 46 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  I don’t think we need a motion on this.  It 47 

looks like we’re in consensus of the states and so Mr. Gregory 48 
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will put it on the agenda and how much time do you think we 1 

would need to talk about it, an hour? 2 

 3 

MR. DIAZ:  I would think less than that.  Five or so minutes a 4 

state and maybe thirty minutes is what I’m envisioning, but if 5 

anybody disagrees with that, please jump in. 6 

 7 

RESULTS OF CLOSED SESSION 8 

 9 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Why don’t we do this?  Between now and when the 10 

agenda is finalized, if you think it’s more than thirty or 11 

forty-five minutes, let Doug know and he can make adjustments to 12 

the agenda and we’ll just play it by ear.  Is everybody all 13 

right with that? 14 

 15 

The next item was we held a closed session and during that 16 

closed session, one additional item came up that was not on our 17 

closed session agenda and there was a discussion about adding 18 

one additional person to the Ad Hoc Charter For-Hire IFQ 19 

Advisory Panel. 20 

 21 

After much discussion, the full council decided to add Shane 22 

Cantrell to the Ad Hoc Charter For-Hire IFQ Advisory Panel and 23 

that did take place.  That vote took place and he is now added 24 

to that. 25 

 26 

It is 2:40 and why don’t we take a ten-minute break and then 27 

we’ll start Reef Fish and go as far as we can today and then in 28 

the morning. 29 

 30 

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.) 31 

 32 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  The next item on the agenda is the Reef Fish 33 

Committee Report and Dr. Shipp. 34 

 35 

COMMITTEE REPORTS (CONTINUED) 36 

REEF FISH COMMITTEE 37 

 38 

DR. SHIPP:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  The committee members 39 

present were myself, Lance Robinson, Kevin Anson, Roy Crabtree, 40 

Pam Dana, Johnny Greene, Camp Matens, Dale Diaz, Myron Fischer, 41 

Harlon Pearce, and Martha Bademan. 42 

 43 

The agenda was adopted with the addition under Other Business of 44 

red grouper bag limits and transit from South Pass, Louisiana 45 

with up to three bag limit of fish.  The minutes of the April 8, 46 

2014 Reef Fish Committee meeting were approved with one 47 

correction.  On page 79, line 33, “amendments” be changed to 48 
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“provisions”. 1 

 2 

 3 

SEDAR-33 Benchmark Stock Assessment for Gag, Dr. Jakob Tetzloff 4 

summarized the gag assessment, Tab B, Number 4.  The assessment 5 

was run using the Stock Synthesis assessment model.  The SSC’s 6 

accepted base model used a female spawning stock biomass, SSB, 7 

an FMSY proxy of FMAX, and a spawner/recruit steepness value of 8 

0.85.   9 

 10 

In addition to management restrictions, the stock rebuilding 11 

benefited from strong recruitment on 2006 and 2007.  However, 12 

low recruitment occurred in 2011 and 2012.  Based on the SSC’s 13 

accepted base model, as of 2012, the gag stock is no longer 14 

undergoing overfishing and it is no longer overfished. 15 

 16 

Luiz Barbieri presented the SSC recommendations, Tab B, Number 17 

6.  He explained that the SSC decided to use FMAX rather than F 18 

30 percent SPR as the FMSY proxy because F 30 percent SPR was a 19 

higher value than the model estimate of FMSY.   20 

 21 

The model estimate of FMSY was not used because it depends on 22 

the spawner/recruit relationship, which was very weak.  Female 23 

SSB was used rather than combined SSB because the plots of 24 

female SSB relative to the biomass reference points appeared 25 

more reasonable than the plots using combined SSB.   26 

 27 

In addition, the rapid increase in stock biomass in recent years 28 

suggests that the stock is not male-biomass limited.  This was a 29 

change from the South Atlantic SSC’s decision to use total SSB, 30 

but the SSC felt it had sufficient rationale for its decision. 31 

 32 

Roy Crabtree noted that the SSC summary did not fully capture 33 

the SSC’s rationale for its decisions on model inputs.  Steven 34 

Atran responded that the summary could be revised prior to being 35 

reviewed for acceptance at the next SSC meeting. 36 

 37 

OFL and ABC projections were not available for the SSC’s 38 

accepted base model, but the Science Center will provide these 39 

at the next SSC meeting.  A committee member asked that constant 40 

catch scenarios be evaluated at that meeting to provide 41 

stability for the fishery. 42 

 43 

MR. PEARCE:  In regards to the constant catch scenario, we saw 44 

that we had a huge biomass rebuild and we’ve got a couple of 45 

years where low recruit might occur and with that, I wanted to 46 

discuss the constant catch scenario for gag through 2018. 47 

 48 
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Dr. Crabtree mentioned that what I would need to do is to get a 1 

motion on the board that would tell the Science Center to give 2 

the SSC a constant catch projection and so let me kind of say it 3 

-- I want to put a motion on the board.  If it needs 4 

wordsmithing, let me know. 5 

 6 

The motion is to tell the Southeast Science Center to give the 7 

SSC a constant catch projection for gag grouper through 2018 so 8 

that the SSC can recommend a constant catch ABC for the council.  9 

With that, if somebody will second it and if that’s the right 10 

words -- Basically, I think we’ve got a great biomass right now 11 

and I think the constant catch scenario we did in red snapper 12 

worked very well and I think this will maintain the growth of 13 

the gag grouper population and give our fishermen also three 14 

years of knowing what they’re going to do and knowing how many 15 

fish they’re going to catch and with that, Dr. Shipp, that’s my 16 

motion. 17 

 18 

DR. SHIPP:  Any further discussion on the motion?  Any objection 19 

to the motion?  Hearing none, the motion passes unanimously. 20 

 21 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  SEDAR-33 Benchmark Stock Assessment for Greater 22 

Amberjack, Dr. Barbieri summarized the greater amberjack stock 23 

assessment, Tab B, Numbers 5(a) to 5(c).  As with the gag 24 

assessment, the greater amberjack assessment was run using the 25 

Stock Synthesis assessment model.   26 

 27 

The SSC’s accepted base model used a combined-sex SSB, an FMSY 28 

proxy of F 30 percent SPR, and a spawner-recruit steepness value 29 

of 0.85.  Stock Synthesis predicted the stock as of 2012 to be 30 

overfished under the proposed base model and all sensitivity 31 

analyses.   32 

 33 

The model also concluded that the stock is undergoing 34 

overfishing as of 2012 under all runs except one, with a high 35 

natural mortality sensitivity model run.  However, the fishing 36 

mortality rate has been declining since 1990 and is currently 37 

only slightly above the MFMT. 38 

 39 

The greater amberjack rebuilding plan has exceeded its ten-year, 40 

2003 through 2012, rebuilding period.  The National Standard 1 41 

Guidelines state that when a stock has exceeded its rebuilding 42 

time without reaching its target, the fishing mortality rate 43 

should continue at F rebuild or 75 percent of MFMT, whichever is 44 

less.   45 

 46 

Without a rebuilding target date, F rebuild cannot be 47 

calculated.  Therefore, the SSC based its ABC recommendations, 48 



156 

 

Tab B, Number 6, on 75 percent of MFMT, where MFMT is F 30 1 

percent SPR.  The SSC recommended OFL for the years 2015 through 2 

2018 in million pounds whole weight and these are -- I will read 3 

them.  For the year 2015, the OFL will be 2.14 million pounds.  4 

The ABC therefore would be 1.72.  In 2016, the OFL is 2.69 5 

million pounds and an ABC of 2.23.  In 2017, the OFL is 2.91 6 

million pounds with an ABC of 2.49 and then 2018 is 2.99 with an 7 

ABC of 2.62.  With this ABC yield stream, the stock is projected 8 

to be rebuilt in 2020. 9 

 10 

Mr. Atran presented the recommended recreational and commercial 11 

ACLs and ACTs based on the results of the ACL/ACT control rule 12 

and an allocation of 73 percent recreational and 27 percent 13 

commercial, Tab B, Number 13.  The control rule recommended 14 

buffers were 13 percent for the recreational sector and 15 15 

percent for the commercial sector.    16 

 17 

The recommended ACLs and ACTs were as follows.  This is one I 18 

guess I’m going to wait and have Phyllis put it up, because it’s 19 

too complex to try and read.  I am not going to read all of 20 

these, but you can see that starting in the year 2014, the 21 

recreational would have a little over a million pounds and the 22 

commercial would have a little over 400,000 pounds and the 23 

amounts go up to 2018, where the recreational are at almost two-24 

million pounds and the -- I am sorry.  I was reading the ACLs.  25 

The ACTs would be 1.6 million pounds and the ACT for commercial 26 

would be 600,000 pounds. 27 

  28 

Mr. Atran asked for guidance regarding alternatives the 29 

committee would like to see in a framework action.  In addition 30 

to adjusting ACLs and ACTs, suggestions were made to consider 31 

increasing the recreational minimum size limit, move the closed 32 

season from the summer to the springtime spawning season, and to 33 

have multiple species available when the recreational red 34 

snapper season is open. 35 

 36 

I asked for a review of the history of the greater amberjack 37 

allocation.  Mr. Atran explained that in Amendment 1 in 1990, it 38 

initially set a greater amberjack allocation of 84 percent 39 

recreational to 16 percent commercial, based on catches during 40 

1979 to 1987.  However, this allocation was never enforced. 41 

 42 

The proportion of recreational to commercial catches has changed 43 

over time.  By the period 2000 to 2004, the proportion of 44 

catches was 68 percent recreational to 32 percent commercial.  45 

 46 

Amendment 30A in 2008 set new management measures for greater 47 

amberjack that were intended to achieve an interim allocation of 48 
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73 percent recreational to 27 percent commercial.  This 5 1 

percent shift from the 2000 to 2004 ratio was made because the 2 

council felt that previous management measures of the 3 

recreational bag limit reduction from three to one fish in 1997 4 

and a commercial March to May closed season in 1998, may have 5 

impacted the recreational sector more than the commercial sector 6 

and because it was felt that the added value of the recreational 7 

landings may outweigh the loss in value by the commercial 8 

sector.  This was also a less severe change than going back to 9 

the original Amendment 1 allocation. 10 

  11 

Amendment 28 Review, Red Snapper Allocation and Recreational 12 

Accountability Measures, Tab B, Number 7, Assane Diagne 13 

indicated that the Socioeconomic SSC will meet in August and 14 

review relevant papers requested by the council.   15 

 16 

Committee members did not further discuss Action 1.  The new 17 

Action 2 includes two sub-actions for implementing additional 18 

accountability measures for the recreational sector.  19 

 20 

MR. PEARCE:  I want to have some discussion here, because in 21 

public testimony yesterday, we heard very strongly that the 22 

charter for-hire industry, which this would affect, they wanted 23 

us to move the accountability measures into Amendment 40. 24 

 25 

The blanket buffers and paybacks would disproportionately hurt 26 

the federally-permitted charter vessels and so we should also 27 

think about putting accountability measures into a recreational 28 

amendment.  Recreational accountability should be recreational. 29 

 30 

Some are concerned about timing and I would like to ask Dr. 31 

Crabtree if he thought the timing would be right and if we could 32 

put it into 40, if it would satisfy the courts.  Roy, would 33 

anything happen if we put it in 40? 34 

 35 

DR. CRABTREE:  I would recommend that you not put it in 40, 36 

because I think that we didn’t make a lot of progress on 37 

Amendment 40 in committee and we really don’t have preferreds 38 

and I think the allocation choices in Amendment 40 -- We barely 39 

scratched on them. 40 

 41 

My concern is Amendment 40 is not going to happen on the 42 

timeline we need to get these accountability measures in.  I 43 

really hope that we can vote up these accountability measures at 44 

our August meeting and I think they’re ready to go and we’ve 45 

chosen preferreds and there’s no reason we can’t do that, but 46 

we’re not going to be able to take final action on Amendment 40 47 

at that time. 48 
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 1 

My recommendation to you is either leave the accountability 2 

measures where they are in Amendment 28 or if you want to 3 

separate them from Amendment 28, have them be just a standalone 4 

amendment that we come back in and vote up in August. 5 

 6 

MR. PEARCE:  With that recommendation, I want to make a motion.  7 

The motion is to remove Action 2, recreational accountability 8 

measures, from Amendment 28 and put it into a standalone 9 

amendment with no other additions and just those accountability 10 

measures. 11 

 12 

MR. DIAZ:  I will second it. 13 

 14 

MR. PEARCE:  We have a second and I just think that these things 15 

should be on their own and I know Dr. Crabtree doesn’t want us 16 

to add anything to it, but I just think that it’s best that it’s 17 

a standalone amendment and it will move very quickly this way 18 

and we can get the accountability measures in place. 19 

 20 

I personally don’t like the accountability measures.  I think 21 

they’re punitive and they don’t create an accountable fishery at 22 

all, but if we have to have them for the courts, then we have to 23 

have them for the courts, but it’s my preference not to have 24 

them, because I think it punitively affects the recreational 25 

fishery, both charter and private fishermen, but if we do that, 26 

let’s try to do it in a standalone amendment and get it moving 27 

on and get it out of the way. 28 

 29 

DR. SHIPP:  Who seconded the amendment? 30 

 31 

MR. PEARCE:  Dale. 32 

 33 

DR. SHIPP:  Is there further discussion?  We had an awful lot of 34 

discussion of this and we also had a lot of public testimony.  I 35 

will start with Roy and Pam and Martha. 36 

 37 

DR. CRABTREE:  The understanding would be you’re going to have 38 

to vote up the accountability measures and submit it to us and 39 

we’re going to need to act on that before we will be able to act 40 

on the reallocation action. 41 

 42 

Now, if you come in in August and vote to submit the 43 

accountability measures to us and then if you vote to submit the 44 

reallocation measure and it remains your preferred is to 45 

reallocate, then they will both come to us at once and we will 46 

figure that out when it comes there. 47 

 48 
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It’s not clear to me how splitting it apart is much different 1 

than leaving it together, if that’s what you want to do, but if 2 

you come in in August and you submit the AMs to us and then you 3 

decide you’re going to take more time with the allocation stuff, 4 

that is up to your decision as to how you want to do that, but I 5 

think the key here is to get these AMs submitted and in place 6 

before we start making other changes to it. 7 

 8 

I understand Harlon’s point and that dissatisfaction with these 9 

and we do have a lot of other things we’re working on, but it’s 10 

just that they’re going to take potentially a considerable 11 

amount of time to work through the details of them, but does 12 

that get at your question, Pam? 13 

 14 

DR. DANA:  Yes, it does and thank you.  Again, I didn’t want to 15 

-- You have a ruling that you’re trying to deal with, we all are 16 

trying to deal with, and so we need to pay attention to that and 17 

I don’t want us to dig a hole deeper for all the entities 18 

concerned. 19 

 20 

Then so in Harlon’s original suggestion of taking AMS or 21 

whatever and putting it on a recreational amendment, that’s not 22 

a good idea because, as you said, it would slow it or -- 23 

 24 

DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I mean I don’t know what a recreational 25 

amendment means.  We just do amendments and so if you put the 26 

AMs in a separate amendment, it’s going to be Reef Fish 27 

Amendment Something and if you want to call it recreational, 28 

that’s fine, but that really has no meaning in the context of 29 

all this. 30 

 31 

MS. BADEMAN:  I just want to request a roll call vote on this 32 

and all things Amendment 28-ish or whatever this becomes. 33 

 34 

MR. WILLIAMS:  What will be the timeline on this?  I don’t know 35 

if Roy is the right one or maybe Doug to answer, but if we 36 

separate this out, will the final hearing be October if we do 37 

something like this? 38 

 39 

DR. CRABTREE:  My hope would be that the final hearing will be 40 

August and you will vote to submit this to the Fisheries Service 41 

in August and then that will give us time to go through our 42 

proposed final rule and the regulations and meet the April 15 43 

timeline on it. 44 

 45 

Now, with respect to the other action in Amendment 28, which is 46 

the reallocation, if you want to have that done in time to have 47 

an effect on 2015, you need to vote that up in August, because 48 
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if you wait past August to do that, it will be too late for the 1 

allocation to be put in place next year. 2 

 3 

MR. WILLIAMS:  If we were to approve this amendment, what is the 4 

next thing to do?  We go to public hearing with this, right?  5 

Staff pulls this stuff out and puts it in an amendment and we 6 

won’t get a chance to look at that amendment, but then we would 7 

go to hearing with those provisions, to public hearings? 8 

 9 

DR. CRABTREE:  You have the amendment in front of you at this 10 

meeting with the AMs and you chose preferred alternatives.  All 11 

you’re talking about now is pulling that part of the amendment 12 

out into a separate document and we’ve had a public hearing this 13 

week on it and we’ll be in Biloxi in August and there will be 14 

another public hearing on this and then hopefully you will vote 15 

to submit it to the Secretary at that point. 16 

 17 

MR. WILLIAMS:  So we don’t have to go across the Gulf with more 18 

public hearings on this thing then.  We could just do it this 19 

meeting and the Biloxi meeting and be done with it? 20 

 21 

DR. CRABTREE:  Yes. 22 

 23 

MR. DIAZ:  I just wanted to reference the public hearing from 24 

yesterday.  I took notes as people were talking and I was just 25 

looking through my notes and I did not log down, that I could 26 

find, where anybody supported leaving them together. 27 

 28 

The people that did comment, that I took notes on yesterday, and 29 

there were several of them, they all were in favor of splitting 30 

it and so I mean the public comments is one of the things I’m 31 

taking into consideration and I ask you too also.  Thank you. 32 

 33 

MR. FISCHER:  If both issues have to be approved in August, what 34 

do we gain by splitting them?  It doesn’t bother me, but I’m 35 

just curious of what the drill is about. 36 

 37 

MR. PEARCE:  I agree with what Dale said.  We’re listening to 38 

public testimony and we’ve got a bunch of people telling us they 39 

want it independent and I just feel that these measures like 40 

this should be standing on their own.  I would love to be able 41 

to put management measures in here, but Dr. Crabtree won’t let 42 

me, because it will take too long, but I just think this 43 

situation should be looked at as an independent program. 44 

 45 

I want to listen to public testimony and what they were telling 46 

us yesterday and what I’ve been told all through this council 47 

meeting and make that move.  I don’t think it will hurt 48 
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anything. 1 

 2 

MR. ANSON:  I don’t necessarily have a problem with going with a 3 

separate amendment, but just to bring up part of the discussion 4 

that was held during Reef Fish, Dr. Crabtree, I thought you had 5 

said that although your preference is that it be passed in 6 

August relative to AMs and paybacks that we could wait until 7 

October and you would still have enough time to meet the stay 8 

order and is that correct? 9 

 10 

DR. CRABTREE:  I think we probably would, but it would squeeze 11 

the rulemaking period on it and we’ve got preferreds and it’s 12 

all analyzed and I just don’t see what we gain by waiting. 13 

 14 

We need to make some decisions over this.  Do you really want 15 

this allocation issue hanging over your head for more time?  I 16 

guess you could do that, Kevin, but I’m just not sure what we 17 

gain by waiting on any of this. 18 

 19 

MR. ANSON:  To that point, that’s another thing I was going to 20 

bring up and so I don’t think it’s appropriate to discuss it, 21 

because it’s within the action items within the AMs here that 22 

we’re discussing and so I will wait.  It’s not part of this 23 

issue, but I will discuss it in a minute. 24 

 25 

MS. BADEMAN:  I was just going to say that about the public 26 

comment last night, it seemed to me the people that wanted to 27 

split this out either didn’t want the accountability measures in 28 

here, which I understand, but we’re stuck under this timeline 29 

and this is kind of -- It seems to me this is kind of what we 30 

have to do before August or October or whenever it is.   31 

 32 

Or they wanted to move it into Amendment 40, which, to me, is 33 

moving on a slower timeline.  That’s, to me, the -- I understand 34 

what people from the public are saying and I understand that 35 

they don’t want these accountability measures.  I totally 36 

understand that, but other than that, I didn’t hear a lot of 37 

other reasons why this should be split. 38 

 39 

DR. SHIPP:  I am like Myron and I don’t understand why either, 40 

but I don’t object to it. 41 

 42 

MR. WILLIAMS:  Martha said a lot of what I was going to say.  43 

The testimony I heard yesterday was to roll these AMs into 44 

Amendment 40 and I guess my fear on that and what I’ve expressed 45 

to people who have pressed me on that issue is that I think it’s 46 

going to get more complicated as time goes on and that we can’t 47 

anticipate. 48 
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 1 

I would love to get the thing done this year, Amendment 40 that 2 

is, and I think there’s a chance to do that, but I also think 3 

it’s going to become controversial as we go along and so I think 4 

we can move forward with these AMs and I don’t think there’s 5 

going to be a lot of council resistance on it and so I think we 6 

ought to just -- I am going to support Harlon’s motion and just 7 

get it done. 8 

 9 

MR. PERRET:  Looking through my notes and like Mr. Diaz said, 10 

there were a number of people that testified to put them in 11 

standalone and my notes show that, hey, these recreational 12 

measures should be in a recreational amendment alone, because 13 

this is an allocation issue between commercial and recreational 14 

split and so why not just keep it on its own.  At least that’s 15 

in my notes from some of the comments yesterday. 16 

 17 

DR. SHIPP:  If there is no further discussion on this, we should 18 

be ready to vote and so the motion is to remove Action 2, 19 

Recreational Accountability Measures, from Amendment 28 and put 20 

it in a standalone amendment.  We need a roll call vote. 21 

 22 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Dr. Shipp. 23 

 24 

DR. SHIPP:  Yes. 25 

  26 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Dr. Crabtree. 27 

 28 

DR. CRABTREE:  Abstain. 29 

 30 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Robinson. 31 

 32 

MR. ROBINSON:  No. 33 

 34 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Matens. 35 

 36 

MR. MATENS:  No. 37 

 38 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Williams. 39 

 40 

MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes. 41 

 42 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Anson. 43 

 44 

MR. ANSON:  Yes. 45 

 46 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Ms. Bosarge. 47 

 48 
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MS. BOSARGE:  Yes. 1 

 2 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Sanchez is absent.  Mr. Greene. 3 

 4 

MR. GREENE:  Yes. 5 

 6 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Perret. 7 

 8 

MR. PERRET:  Yes. 9 

 10 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Ms. Bademan. 11 

 12 

MS. BADEMAN:  No. 13 

 14 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Fischer. 15 

 16 

MR. FISCHER:  No. 17 

 18 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Riley. 19 

 20 

MR. RILEY:  Yes. 21 

 22 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Pearce. 23 

 24 

MR. PEARCE:  Yes. 25 

 26 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Dr. Dana. 27 

 28 

DR. DANA:  Yes. 29 

 30 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Diaz. 31 

 32 

MR. DIAZ:  Yes. 33 

 34 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Boyd. 35 

 36 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  No. 37 

 38 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  We have ten yes and five no and one 39 

abstention and one absent. 40 

 41 

DR. SHIPP:  Back to you, Mr. Pearce. 42 

 43 

MR. PEARCE:  Thank you, Dr. Shipp.  Thank you, everyone.  That’s 44 

two I won today.  Look out.  I’m on a roll.  For a long time, 45 

and not just recently, I have not been in favor of reallocating 46 

any fish from an accountable sector to an unaccountable sector. 47 

 48 
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My resolve has been strengthened in the last day or two from 1 

listening to public testimony and listening to -- Today, I got 2 

all the emails for the last thirty days that were sent to the 3 

council and we had 5,843 emails sent to the council in thirty 4 

days.  Almost 90 percent of those emails were against Amendment 5 

28 and in other words, not to reallocate. 6 

 7 

All five Gulf state restaurant associations in the Gulf states 8 

have sent letters against Amendment 28.  The Texas Retail 9 

Association has sent letters not wanting Amendment 28.  The 10 

National Restaurant Association, whose members own the fish in 11 

the Gulf, like everyone else, has also sent letters to the five 12 

Gulf state governors stating they don’t want any reallocation. 13 

 14 

I am not opposed to working a reallocation scenario once we get 15 

accountable fisheries in line.  I am not.  I think that once 16 

that happens and once we get the charter fishery on a solid, 17 

independent fishery, where they are accountable and where they 18 

know what they’re doing, I think you will see a lot of things 19 

change as far as allocation. 20 

 21 

I think to dump fish from one fishery that is accountable to 22 

another fishery that is not accountable, but basically with 23 

these accountability measures we just put in place, it’s a zero-24 

sum game and they’re not going to get any fish anyway.  We 25 

really need to work on a mechanism that helps the recreational 26 

fishermen survive this and right now, we’re not giving them any 27 

survival and we’re taking it all away. 28 

 29 

It’s because of a court case and it’s because Dr. Crabtree is 30 

under the gun to get this done and I wish we had more time, 31 

because I think that we could work out something. 32 

 33 

The last meeting, I tried to pass a motion to change to 34 

Alternative 1 instead of Alternative 5 and I firmly believe that 35 

and I think that my testimony here before this council backs up 36 

that I’ve done that for five or six -- Forever.  I have never, 37 

ever said that I wanted to reallocate to an unaccountable 38 

fishery. 39 

 40 

Again, my resolve has really been strengthened with everything 41 

I’ve seen in the last couple of days, particularly the 5,843 42 

emails that came to this council and 90 percent of them don’t 43 

want to reallocate. 44 

 45 

I think we’re premature with reallocation and I think that we 46 

need to get our accounts in order and I think we need to make 47 

sure that we are staying with our allocation, so we don’t have 48 
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to worry about lawsuits like this, and also to protect the 1 

American citizens in this country for their access to the 2 

resource in this Gulf that they own. 3 

 4 

With this, I am going to try to make another motion.  My motion 5 

would be to table Amendment 28 until all the fishery components, 6 

the harvesting fishery, the charter for-hire fishery, and the 7 

private recreational fishery have accountable management schemes 8 

in place.  That’s my motion. 9 

 10 

What I really want to do is bring everybody to the table and I 11 

promise you that once that happens, I will be standing up with 12 

you trying to figure out what’s the best way to reallocate to 13 

all these three fisheries. 14 

 15 

DR. SHIPP:  We need a second.  Is there a second?  Remember the 16 

motion to table is non-discussable.  It’s non-debatable and so 17 

is there a second? 18 

 19 

DR. CRABTREE:  Just a point of order.  I think this is more 20 

properly a motion to postpone, which is debatable. 21 

 22 

DR. SHIPP:  Yes and I think I would certainly prefer that, 23 

Harlon, rather than just force us to vote with no discussion. 24 

 25 

MR. PEARCE:  I don’t have a problem with that.  I really want 26 

people to talk about this.  I really feel strongly about this 27 

and I’m not trying to be punitive to anyone, but I just think 28 

that’s what we need to do and so I will do that.  Leann, will 29 

you still second? 30 

 31 

DR. SHIPP:  Okay.  Is there discussion? 32 

 33 

MR. PERRET:  Harlon, who will decide when an acceptable 34 

management scheme is in place?  If you want to try to do 35 

something with allocation changing, why don’t you just move 36 

Alternative 1 and keep it the way it is, but who decides an 37 

accountable management scheme? 38 

 39 

MR. PEARCE:  This council will.  That’s our job. 40 

 41 

MR. PERRET:  I don’t know if I agree with that.  We’re not all -42 

- Maybe some of you are experts on data programs and that sort 43 

of thing, but it seems, to me, some of the experts at the 44 

Science Center and maybe some of Mr. Donaldson’s Gulf States 45 

data people, but I don’t think the council should be the group 46 

that decides whether the program is accountable or not.  Maybe 47 

Roy has got people in his office that would be the ones, but I 48 
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just have a problem with who is going to make that decision. 1 

 2 

MS. LEVY:  I am trying to think about how to word this.  What 3 

you are doing now, when you just decided to move the 4 

accountability measures that I assume you’re going to talk about 5 

after this, into a separate amendment, is to establish 6 

accountability measures in compliance with the Magnuson Act and 7 

have an accountable management regime in place. 8 

 9 

Whether you want to do other things related to accountability 10 

and modify the type of accountability measures, that is 11 

definitely your decision and I think you have all said that 12 

there are different things you want to look at, but to somehow 13 

imply that what you’re doing now is not to address the 14 

accountability part, I am a little bit -- I don’t agree with 15 

that.  I think that’s what we’re doing.  We are complying with 16 

the law by doing this and I just wanted to put that out there. 17 

 18 

DR. CRABTREE:  If I could just add, I mean you requested an 19 

emergency rule to put in place additional accountability 20 

measures, which are in place now.   21 

 22 

You have an accountable fishery that is legally sufficient, in 23 

our view, and with the accountability measures that you’re going 24 

to hopefully plan to approve in August, you will have a fishery 25 

that meets those standards and you will have accountability 26 

measures that are comparable to what you have in every other 27 

fishery and so I think we do need to be very careful with the 28 

language we’re using right now, because we’re in the process of 29 

taking actions to meet a court decision on it and clearly we’re 30 

putting these measures in place because we believe they are 31 

adequate. 32 

 33 

Now, are they what you want for the long term?  Obviously at 34 

least a significant number of people on the council and in the 35 

public would like to see changes and other things done, because 36 

they feel that those might economically work better for them, 37 

but we need to be careful with the language we’re using. 38 

 39 

MR. PEARCE:  I understand, Roy, but these aren’t management 40 

measures.  These are just punitive measures and they’re going to 41 

crucify this fishery and maybe I’m saying it the wrong way.  I 42 

am trying not to do it differently than this, but it seems like 43 

it is confusing and I agree that it could be and so I am going 44 

to withdraw this motion and I’m going to make another one. 45 

 46 

DR. SHIPP:  Are you withdrawing this motion? 47 

 48 
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MR. PEARCE:  I am withdrawing the motion, yes. 1 

 2 

MR. WILLIAMS:  A point of order.  I am not against what you want 3 

here, but Mara kind of touched on what I said.  Wouldn’t it sort 4 

of make sense to finish those accountability measures?  There 5 

are another couple of motions here, I think, on those 6 

accountability measures and get those done. 7 

 8 

MR. PERRET:  We just voted. 9 

 10 

MR. WILLIAMS:  You haven’t voted the accountability measures up 11 

yet.  We voted to separate accountability out and don’t we kind 12 

of need to finish that and then do Amendment 28 or have I missed 13 

something here?  Did I lose a neuron? 14 

 15 

DR. CRABTREE:  No, we have some committee motions where the 16 

committee selected preferreds on the accountability measures 17 

that we haven’t approved yet. 18 

 19 

MR. WILLIAMS:  I am just having trouble going back and forth.  20 

We were on accountability measures and I think we ought to try 21 

to finish that and then work on Amendment 28. 22 

 23 

MR. PEARCE:  I can wait.  I don’t have a problem waiting if you 24 

would like me to do that and I will come with another motion 25 

before we finish Amendment 28. 26 

 27 

DR. SHIPP:  I am not sure I understand either, but we will move 28 

ahead and obviously, Harlon, at any time you feel -- 29 

 30 

MR. PEARCE:  Just before you get out of 28, come back to me. 31 

 32 

DR. SHIPP:  The committee discussed alternatives to set an 33 

annual catch target, ACT, to reduce the likelihood of exceeding 34 

the recreational quota.  The committee discussed the timeline of 35 

the amendment for taking final action, and issues concerning the 36 

probability of exceeding the quota.   37 

 38 

Dr. Crabtree noted that the projected probabilities of exceeding 39 

the quota for all alternatives are affected by state regulations 40 

for state waters.  The buffers may not be sufficient to 41 

constrain catches to within the quota if a state or states 42 

further expand red snapper fishing opportunities in state 43 

waters.  A motion to set a 30 percent buffer failed.   44 

 45 

The committee then approved the following motion.  By a voice 46 

vote of eight to two, the committee recommends, and I so move, 47 

that in Action 2.1 that the preferred alternative be Alternative 48 
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2.  Alternative 2 is apply a 20 percent buffer to the 1 

recreational quota based on the ACL/ACT control rule established 2 

in the Generic ACL/AM amendment.  The 2015 ACT would be 4.312 3 

million pounds.  Mr. Chairman, that’s a committee motion. 4 

 5 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We have a committee motion.  Is there 6 

discussion? 7 

 8 

DR. CRABTREE:  I want to make a comment on the statement where 9 

it says “Dr. Crabtree noted that the projected probabilities of 10 

exceeding the quota for alternatives are affected by state 11 

regulations and the buffers may not be sufficient to constrain 12 

catches”.  I think I was talking about that in the context of 13 

this year’s season, because we have already had the federal 14 

season and it’s over and so clearly what the states do now, we 15 

don’t have a way to compensate for that for this year. 16 

 17 

For next year’s season, if the states make changes for next 18 

year’s season, which I don’t know if they will or they won’t, we 19 

will factor in what we think the expected catch is that will 20 

occur in state waters in and then we will factor that into next 21 

year’s season and then with the payback, that would further take 22 

into account those, but I think I was speaking in the context of 23 

this year’s season, because there is really no further action 24 

the federal government can take in the EEZ, because the season 25 

is over. 26 

 27 

MR. PERRET:  Roy, I’ve got a question for you.  What happens if 28 

the states allow fishing and the ACL and ACT is exceeded within 29 

the state water fishery?  Obviously there is no federal season 30 

and there may not be a federal season the next year, but is 31 

there any action that the government can take against a state or 32 

states to try and rectify that situation? 33 

 34 

DR. CRABTREE:  Well, the best solution of that is for us as a 35 

council to work with the states to try and resolve some of these 36 

issues and there are things we have in the works that will 37 

address these. 38 

 39 

I think that sector separation and going down that path will 40 

partially address some of these and we have Amendment 39 which 41 

would delegate these fisheries to the states and I think that 42 

would address some of these issues and so that is there. 43 

 44 

Obviously the other option in that statute, which I suspect 45 

you’re touching on, are the preemption kinds of proceedings, 46 

which are in the statute, but we have options and things we can 47 

do to try to address some of these issues as a council, working 48 
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with the states.  I remain optimistic that we’ll be able to work 1 

some of these things out. 2 

 3 

MR. PERRET:  I want to share your optimism.  Thank you, Mr. 4 

Chairman. 5 

 6 

MR. PEARCE:  In that scenario that Mr. Perret just laid out, the 7 

charter for-hire industry with federal permits is history.  If 8 

the states do in fact catch the quota within the states, there 9 

will be no charter for-hire for federal fishermen in the federal 10 

waters and that is patently unfair for a fishery that wants to 11 

do its job and that’s trying to do its job and that wants to get 12 

accountable and for us to have a fishery that just shuts them 13 

out is ridiculous. 14 

 15 

DR. SHIPP:  Any further discussions?  As with all of these 16 

issues, this -- Martha, this is not 28 and so do you want a roll 17 

call vote on this? 18 

 19 

MS. BADEMAN:  Yes, I probably do, even though it’s not 28. 20 

 21 

DR. SHIPP:  I think you probably do, yes.  We have a motion and 22 

I will read it one more time.  It’s in Action 2.1 that the 23 

preferred alternative be Alternative 2.  Alternative 2 is apply 24 

a 20 percent buffer to the recreational quota based on the 25 

ACL/ACT control rule established in the Generic ACL/AM 26 

amendment.  The 2015 ACT would be 4.312 million pounds.   27 

 28 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Greene. 29 

 30 

MR. GREENE:  Yes. 31 

 32 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Robinson. 33 

 34 

MR. ROBINSON:  Yes. 35 

 36 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Anson. 37 

 38 

MR. ANSON:  Yes. 39 

 40 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Williams. 41 

 42 

MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes. 43 

 44 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Dr. Crabtree.  45 

 46 

DR. CRABTREE:  Yes. 47 

 48 
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Sanchez is absent.  Dr. Shipp. 1 

 2 

DR. SHIPP:  Yes. 3 

 4 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Ms. Bosarge. 5 

 6 

MS. BOSARGE:  Yes. 7 

 8 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Pearce. 9 

 10 

MR. PEARCE:  Yes. 11 

 12 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Dr. Dana. 13 

 14 

DR. DANA:  Yes. 15 

 16 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Fischer. 17 

 18 

MR. FISCHER:  Yes. 19 

 20 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Riley. 21 

 22 

MR. RILEY:  Yes. 23 

 24 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Matens. 25 

 26 

MR. MATENS:  Yes. 27 

 28 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Diaz. 29 

 30 

MR. DIAZ:  Yes. 31 

 32 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Perret. 33 

 34 

MR. PERRET:  Yes. 35 

 36 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Ms. Bademan. 37 

 38 

MS. BADEMAN:  Yes. 39 

 40 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Boyd. 41 

 42 

MR. BOYD:  Yes. 43 

 44 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  It’s unanimous. 45 

 46 

DR. SHIPP:  Thank you, Mr. Gregory.  A motion to address 47 

accountability measures in a standalone document and a 48 
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substitute motion to add recreational red snapper accountability 1 

measures into Reef Fish Amendment 40 failed.   2 

 3 

In response to committee questions, Dr. Crabtree noted that the 4 

MRIP landings for the red snapper season should be available at 5 

the August council meeting.  The committee discussed the 6 

implications of overage adjustments for the recreational quota. 7 

 8 

By a voice vote, the committee recommends, and I so move, that 9 

in Action 2.2, that the preferred alternative be Alternative 2.  10 

Alternative 2 is while red snapper is under a rebuilding plan, 11 

if the recreational red snapper quota is exceeded, deduct the 12 

full amount of the overage from the recreational quota in the 13 

following season.  The recreational ACT will be adjusted to 14 

reflect the previously established percent buffer.  Mr. 15 

Chairman, it’s a committee motion. 16 

 17 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We have a committee motion.  Is there 18 

discussion? 19 

 20 

MR. ANSON:  I would like to offer a substitute motion in Action 21 

2.2 that the preferred alternative be Alternative 1, no action.  22 

If I get a second, I will talk about it. 23 

 24 

All right and so Dr. Crabtree said that we have essentially 25 

until October, although that is cutting it close, and I just 26 

have some concerns about the recreational landings for 2014 and 27 

so I know the purpose of this in sending it out to the public to 28 

let them know a preferred alternative and what that means and so 29 

anticipating that it wouldn’t be approved until October and that 30 

we would have from the August meeting to October to establish 31 

the preferred and then vote it up in October, but August would 32 

give us the time to go ahead and at least see the numbers, so we 33 

better understand what the 2014 season is shaping up. 34 

 35 

We would have all the landings from Florida waters through June, 36 

which would be most of the state season for Florida.  We would 37 

have all the federal season landings and so that’s all.  It was 38 

just for us to go to the August meeting and we would have the 39 

MRIP numbers provided at that time and then with the 40 

anticipation of voting it up in October and setting a preferred. 41 

 42 

MR. PERRET:  Kevin, I am sorry, but I cannot in any way support 43 

this at this time.  If everything you say is true and it comes 44 

to pass, then let’s change it at the August or October meeting, 45 

rather than do it now. 46 

 47 

I mean I can’t quote what the judge says, but basically doing 48 
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the same thing over and over and expecting different results is 1 

sheer folly and I think this is doing the same thing over and 2 

over and especially with states not in compliance. 3 

 4 

I mean we’re hearing two-million pounds is being taken in state 5 

waters and so I think we need to take action today and 6 

hopefully, hopefully, if all these data come in and they are a 7 

lot lower than is expected, then we can take action in October.  8 

I would rather do it then. 9 

 10 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Further discussion? 11 

 12 

DR. CRABTREE:  I mean this -- We’ve had a lot of talk about 13 

trying to be accountable and I think this weakens the 14 

accountability measures and I’m not sure I understand what we 15 

have -- I mean in October, we will have the landings, but we 16 

will be in the process of doing the new stock assessment at that 17 

time and presumably we’re going to have results of a new 18 

assessment in 2015 and so we’re not really going to know where 19 

we stand for 2015 until we get through all of that process and 20 

so I’m just not sure we gain anything -- That we’re really going 21 

to know what’s going to happen in 2015 until all of that process 22 

is completed. 23 

 24 

MR. ANSON: The paybacks would be based on the 2014 landings and 25 

so we would have those -- We would have them in April for the 26 

full year, after you have done -- We got all the state landings 27 

in at that time. 28 

 29 

As I understand it, the paybacks would be derived from the 2014 30 

landings and so that’s all I was trying to do, was to -- Not to 31 

derail the process, but just to, again, not send the document 32 

out with the preferred and again, I understand the purpose of 33 

preferreds, but with the anticipation of waiting until October 34 

or in August to go ahead and set the preferreds, based on seeing 35 

where we are at that time with the federal landings being 36 

calculated. 37 

 38 

DR. CRABTREE:  To me, that’s going to depend on how the 39 

assessment is handled and how the projections are handled and 40 

whether the projections incorporate the actual landings and 41 

thus, that’s all included in it and how the calibration works 42 

out and if that makes changes to the scale of all this and 43 

there’s some adjustment relative to the catches and the quotas 44 

and we aren’t going to really know the answer to that and so 45 

it’s going to be awfully hard to understand what all this means 46 

that quickly, I’m afraid. 47 

 48 
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MS. LEVY:  I have some concerns about this, because what I’m 1 

hearing is we don’t want to decide to do a payback until we know 2 

what the implications of that decision are on the season as 3 

opposed to considering what the purpose of the payback is, which 4 

is in regard to how many fish were left in the water from the 5 

prior season. 6 

 7 

I would hate the decision to be based on what the landings were 8 

because of the implications for the season for next year.  The 9 

whole purpose of the payback is to pay back the stock and that’s 10 

what we should be looking at. 11 

 12 

The Guidelines say that for something that’s in a rebuilding 13 

plan, you should have a payback and you should pay back all of 14 

the overage, unless the best scientific information available 15 

says that that’s not necessary. 16 

 17 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Is there further discussion?  Martha, did we 18 

have a call for a roll call vote on this?  I don’t remember. 19 

 20 

MS. BADEMAN:  Yes.  We will get through the Amendment 28 stuff 21 

or whatever this is not.  It’s not Amendment 28, but -- 22 

 23 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Let’s vote on this, Mr. Gregory. 24 

 25 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Williams. 26 

 27 

MR. WILLIAMS:  No. 28 

 29 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Ms. Bademan. 30 

 31 

MS. BADEMAN:  No. 32 

 33 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Diaz. 34 

 35 

MR. DIAZ:  No. 36 

 37 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Robinson. 38 

 39 

MR. ROBINSON:  No. 40 

 41 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Anson. 42 

 43 

MR. ANSON:  Yes. 44 

 45 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Matens. 46 

 47 

MR. MATENS:  No. 48 
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 1 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Dr. Dana. 2 

 3 

DR. DANA:  No. 4 

 5 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Sanchez is absent.  Mr. Perret. 6 

 7 

MR. PERRET:  No. 8 

 9 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Greene. 10 

 11 

MR. GREENE:  No. 12 

 13 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Fischer. 14 

 15 

MR. FISCHER:  No. 16 

 17 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Dr. Crabtree. 18 

 19 

DR. CRABTREE:  No. 20 

 21 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Pearce. 22 

 23 

MR. PEARCE:  Yes. 24 

 25 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Ms. Bosarge. 26 

 27 

MS. BOSARGE:  No. 28 

 29 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Dr. Shipp. 30 

 31 

DR. SHIPP:  Yes. 32 

 33 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Riley. 34 

 35 

MR. RILEY:  No. 36 

 37 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Boyd. 38 

 39 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  No. 40 

 41 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Two yes and thirteen no and one 42 

absent.  The motion failed. 43 

 44 

DR. SHIPP:  We go back to the previous motion. 45 

 46 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We are back to the previous motion. 47 

 48 
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MR. WILLIAMS:  I have a question here.  I don’t remember what 1 

the committee talked about, but I have some concerns about the 2 

deducting the full overage from the next year’s catch.  I mean 3 

these recreational estimates are just that.  They are estimates 4 

and they’re not inventories and they’re not a census.  It’s the 5 

center of a probability distribution of numbers. 6 

 7 

There is 50 percent change it’s higher than -- That the real 8 

catch is higher than this number and there’s a 50 percent chance 9 

that it’s lower than this number.  I mean it seems to me if 10 

we’ve made a deliberate effort to set the season up with bag 11 

limits and seasons and size limits so that the recreational 12 

fishery stays within their allocation, I don’t know that we 13 

should be taking anything off next year. 14 

 15 

If it goes over, it may be -- It’s probably just because the 16 

estimate went over or it might be because recruitment was a 17 

little better than we thought.  I certainly don’t think we 18 

should be taking the full amount off of next year. 19 

 20 

I don’t remember what the committee discussion was on this and 21 

I’m not sure what the rationale is on this, but, again, this is 22 

an estimate and it’s not a census and it’s not an inventory and 23 

so there’s a lot of imprecision built into these and I just 24 

doubt whether we should be taking the full amount off. 25 

 26 

MR. PERRET:  Roy, I wish we had a system that was more accurate, 27 

but you know Dr. Branstetter told us yesterday that we went over 28 

by a 178 percent.  Now, heck, if we are off 100 percent, that’s 29 

still a lot of overage and I mean the law says we have to do 30 

something. 31 

 32 

I wish we had a finite system that we knew every fish that came 33 

in and what it weighed and so on and so forth, but we don’t and 34 

I think we’ve been kind of slapped on the wrist and we need to 35 

try and -- If indeed any sector goes over, there needs to be 36 

paybacks. 37 

 38 

DR. SHIPP:  Okay.  I think we’ve had enough discussion on this 39 

one and so, Martha, do you want another roll call?  I don’t 40 

blame you at all. 41 

 42 

MR. WILLIAMS:  The legal implication of it -- Mara, if this were 43 

to fail, do we have something -- Do you think it’s likely that 44 

the judge would be unsatisfied with what we’ve done here?  I am 45 

tempted to change that full amount of the overage to 50 percent.  46 

I would like it to be even lower than that probably, but can we 47 

-- Do we have something approvable by the federal court if we go 48 
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to less than 100 percent of deducting the overage? 1 

 2 

MS. LEVY:  I am not going to speak to the court at this point, 3 

but I would just say that if you want to go to less than 4 

something than the full amount, then I think there needs to be a 5 

reason for it, meaning why would it be 50 percent or why would 6 

it be 75 percent or why is it not 100 percent? 7 

 8 

I heard you talking about the fact that they’re estimates, but 9 

just then picking some percentage doesn’t seem to be -- There 10 

doesn’t seem to be a reasonable basis for the percentage if it’s 11 

just random, I guess. 12 

 13 

MR. WILLIAMS:  It seems to me, if I may reply to that, it seems 14 

to me that if next year the estimate -- If we set a quota for 15 

the recreational fishery and they are 100,000 pounds under it, 16 

we ought to give it back the year after that and there’s no 17 

provision to do that kind of thing and it seems like it’s a one-18 

way penalty here and that there’s no reward if you actually go 19 

under your allocation. 20 

 21 

DR. CRABTREE:  To that point, the one year we did go under, 22 

which was 2010, we in fact then reran the projections with the 23 

lower catches factored in it and raised the quotas up more the 24 

next year and so there are ways to factor in the underages, but 25 

it requires you to rerun projections and things and that’s a 26 

risk and there’s a lot of uncertainty involved in that, but we 27 

have done that in the past. 28 

 29 

I would guess when we do the projections -- We will get the new 30 

assessment in 2015 and we will run projections forward to set 31 

the catch levels and I would guess when they are done, they will 32 

take into account the actual catches for this year and if they 33 

happen to be under the quota, that would put us that much more 34 

ahead of the game at that point. 35 

 36 

MS. LEVY:  As I said before, the Guidelines specify that for a 37 

stock that’s in rebuilding that the payback should be 100 38 

percent of the overage and so I think -- Again, in order to 39 

justify something less, given that the Guidelines say 100 40 

percent, there would need to be a pretty compelling reason for 41 

whatever the reduced amount was. 42 

 43 

MR. RILEY:  Also, Roy, to that point, it’s been few and far 44 

between, but you’ve also had supplemental seasons when you’ve 45 

had situations where the quota wasn’t met. 46 

 47 

DR. SHIPP:  I think we’re ready to vote this one up or down.  48 
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The motion is in Action 2.2 that the preferred alternative be 1 

Alternative 2.  Alternative 2 is while red snapper is under a 2 

rebuilding plan if the recreational red snapper quota is 3 

exceeded, deduct the full amount of the overage from the 4 

recreational quota in the following season.  The recreational 5 

ACT will be adjusted to reflect the previously established 6 

percent buffer.  Mr. Gregory, we’ve got a roll call vote. 7 

 8 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Ms. Bosarge. 9 

 10 

MS. BOSARGE:  Yes. 11 

 12 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Perret. 13 

 14 

MR. PERRET:  Yes. 15 

 16 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Ms. Bademan. 17 

 18 

MS. BADEMAN:  Yes. 19 

 20 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Robinson. 21 

 22 

MR. ROBINSON:  Yes. 23 

 24 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Dr. Crabtree. 25 

 26 

DR. CRABTREE:  Yes. 27 

 28 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Dr. Dana. 29 

 30 

DR. DANA:  Yes. 31 

 32 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Anson. 33 

 34 

MR. ANSON:  No. 35 

 36 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Diaz. 37 

 38 

MR. DIAZ:  Yes. 39 

 40 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Riley. 41 

 42 

MR. RILEY:  Yes. 43 

 44 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Sanchez is absent.  Mr. Pearce. 45 

 46 

MR. PEARCE:  Yes. 47 

 48 
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Williams. 1 

 2 

MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes. 3 

 4 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Dr. Shipp. 5 

 6 

DR. SHIPP:  Yes. 7 

  8 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Greene. 9 

 10 

MR. GREENE:  Yes. 11 

 12 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Fischer. 13 

 14 

MR. FISCHER:  Yes. 15 

 16 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Matens. 17 

 18 

MR. MATENS:  Yes. 19 

 20 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Boyd. 21 

 22 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Yes. 23 

 24 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  It passes with one no vote and one 25 

abstention. 26 

 27 

DR. SHIPP:  At this time, as Chairman of the Reef Fish 28 

Committee, I am going to recognize Mr. Anson, who has some 29 

information that’s germane to our current discussion. 30 

 31 

MR. ANSON:  The Governor of the State of Alabama just sent out a 32 

press release relative to the red snapper season in the State of 33 

Alabama, the waters for the State of Alabama.  The state will be 34 

opening red snapper and gray triggerfish for the weekend days in 35 

the month of July.  That will be Friday, Saturday, and Sunday of 36 

this year. 37 

 38 

Also in the announcement, it indicates the numbers.  It will be 39 

two fish per person for red snapper and sixteen-inch total 40 

length and there will be a two-fish provision for gray 41 

triggerfish with a fourteen-inch fork length.  In it, the 42 

Governor mentioned economic hardships that have been realized on 43 

the Alabama Gulf Coast and so I just wanted to let you all know 44 

where it references to our reporting program for red snapper 45 

landings and so that just has been sent out and I’m going to 46 

forward it to council staff and the link and ask them to send it 47 

out to the other council members.  Thank you. 48 
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 1 

DR. SHIPP:  Thank you, Kevin.  Now, Harlon, I think it would be 2 

appropriate to go back to your druthers at this point. 3 

 4 

MR. PEARCE:  If anything I do is appropriate today.  I am not 5 

sure, but we will see.  The last council meeting, I made some 6 

motions sort of at the end of the council and people thought 7 

that I was making these motions for other people, but trust me, 8 

I am my own man and I always will be. 9 

 10 

My thoughts on reallocation have been today as they have been 11 

three or four years ago and they’re the same.  I don’t believe 12 

that reallocating to a fishery that’s not accountable and taking 13 

from one that is accountable and also hurting the allocation of 14 

that accountable fishery and therefore, hurting the access to 15 

the American public, to the fish that they own in the Gulf, is 16 

fair. 17 

 18 

I also think that if we don’t reallocate, hopefully the private 19 

recreational fishermen will come to the table and let me help 20 

them get a management plan in place that other than these 21 

punitive measures that we put in place today that will work into 22 

the future so that we have an accountable solid recreational 23 

fishery and not just in snapper, but in everything. 24 

 25 

My resolve, again, I said was strengthened at this meeting by 26 

the public testimony that I heard and particularly by the 5,843 27 

emails that were sent to this council in the last thirty days, 28 

90 percent of which were against any reallocation at all. 29 

 30 

With that, I will make the motion again that the preferred 31 

alternative in Amendment 28 be Alternative 1 and if I can get a 32 

second, I don’t know if I have to explain any more than that. 33 

 34 

DR. SHIPP:  Leann seconds it. 35 

 36 

DR. CRABTREE:  Just again to point out that we, through an 37 

emergency rule and through the actions we just selected, have 38 

made some very difficult decisions in order to ensure that this 39 

is an accountable fishery and so we need to be careful about how 40 

we’re referring to this, because I think, given everything we’re 41 

doing, the fishery is accountable.  Now, that doesn’t mean we 42 

can’t improve it and do better, but we have taken actions that 43 

have been very difficult to remedy some of these problems. 44 

 45 

MR. PEARCE:  Dr. Crabtree, I don’t think we’ve remedied them.  46 

We have exasperated them.  We have made them worse.  There is 47 

going to be no fishery for these guys coming up and it’s going 48 
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to be terrible and I think we unless we face the problem of a 1 

solid management scheme to put in place other than punitive 2 

measures, we are going in the wrong direction and I don’t care 3 

what the lawsuit tells you to do and I don’t care what we’ve 4 

done here at this council, but it’s not right.  I much prefer us 5 

to solve a problem head-on rather than backdoor it, like we’ve 6 

done with these punitive measures. 7 

 8 

MS. BOSARGE:  This is going to sound kind of harsh, but 9 

honestly, whether it’s accountable or not, I don’t -- That is of 10 

no concern to me at this point as far as the question about 11 

reallocation. 12 

 13 

I don’t understand what the rationale is for reallocating in the 14 

first place.  I was a little concerned that we had an amendment 15 

that looked at reallocation and the purpose and need statement 16 

said the purpose of this amendment is to reallocate.  I would 17 

think the purpose would be to look at it and to see which way it 18 

should go if we’re going to do reallocation and the purpose said 19 

no, the purpose of this is to reallocate to the recreational 20 

fishery. 21 

 22 

I have an issue with that.  I don’t understand the justification 23 

behind why you would reallocate to the recreational fishery.  Is 24 

it because the landings show that they’re catching over 100 25 

percent of their quota and so therefore, they need more?  Well, 26 

we went through that same debate yesterday within the 27 

recreational sector and it’s the same debate we have 28 

commercial/recreational, except that we had it for-hire/private 29 

angler. 30 

 31 

I thought it was almost funny that the for-hire sector was 32 

making the exact same argument that the commercial sector makes 33 

when we do it on this level.  They said, look, you have 34 

constrained us.  You have constrained us and you have 35 

constrained us on the federal side and we can’t go fish outside 36 

this nine-day parameter and so if you’re going to look at 37 

allocation, go back to the point where we were both on a level 38 

playing field and that should be the allocation.  It’s the same 39 

here. 40 

 41 

Why would we look at catch levels when one side is constrained 42 

and the other is not?  We have tried to constrain it, but that 43 

doesn’t matter.  Trying isn’t getting and it’s not constrained 44 

and so there is no justification there for reallocating. 45 

 46 

They have a problem with the number of days and you don’t fix 47 

that by reallocating.  You fix that by changing the management 48 
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plan and saying that reallocating because they need more days 1 

and trying to fix their season length with reallocation, it 2 

reminds me of farming and a farmer can’t seem to get the yield 3 

out of his land that he needs and take this back a century or 4 

so. 5 

 6 

So he says, well, let me fertilize it some more and let me 7 

fertilize it some more or let me try a different fertilizer.  8 

That’s not going to fix the problem.  What he really needed, 9 

what he finally came to the conclusion, is, oh, you know what?  10 

I need crop rotation.  It’s a whole different management scheme 11 

and you’re not just doing the same old thing and he had to try 12 

something new. 13 

 14 

Now, why in the heck are we talking about reallocation at this 15 

point to that sector?  What is it that justifies moving fish 16 

from the commercial sector to the recreational sector?  If it is 17 

because of days, I am sorry, but that argument does not hold 18 

water with me.  You fix the root of the problem and this is no 19 

way -- Allocation in no way fixes the number of days and I don’t 20 

see how you can support it. 21 

 22 

MR. WILLIAMS:  Amendment 28, if we go forward with it, it’s only 23 

going to add a day or two to the recreational fishing season and 24 

low quota is not the fundamental problem in the recreational 25 

fishery.  Way too much effort is. 26 

 27 

I think that it’s -- We need to look at sector separation before 28 

we look at this and I think we need to complete action on sector 29 

separation and probably charter IFQs, but certainly on sector 30 

separation.  Toward that end, I am going to offer a substitute 31 

motion that we defer all further action on Amendment 28 until we 32 

have completed Amendment 40. 33 

 34 

DR. SHIPP:  We have a motion and it’s been seconded to defer all 35 

further action on Amendment 28 until we have completed Amendment 36 

40 and do we have further discussion? 37 

 38 

MR. PERRET:  Does that mean -- Does completed Amendment 40 mean 39 

when it’s implemented?  What does “completed” mean? 40 

 41 

MR. WILLIAMS:  Final public hearing, when we’ve completed 42 

action.  When we’ve had a final hearing and sent it to the 43 

National Marine Fisheries Service. 44 

 45 

MR. PERRET:  Roy Crabtree, what timeframe are we looking at for 46 

Amendment 40, ballpark? 47 

 48 
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DR. CRABTREE:  That depends on how quickly you guys can come to 1 

agreement on the things in it.  It seems, to me, you could 2 

potentially vote it up in October, but it’s controversial and 3 

there are a lot of issues there and when you will actually do it 4 

remains to be seen, but I think the amendment is pretty well 5 

along and maybe Mr. Gregory can comment, but I don’t see 6 

anything, just from an analytical perspective, in going through 7 

the procedures that would keep us from taking final action in 8 

October.  Do you, Doug? 9 

 10 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  I would have to defer to Assane. 11 

 12 

DR. ASSANE DIAGNE:  No, I don’t see any.  I agree with you, Dr. 13 

Crabtree, and I believe in committee that you briefly discussed 14 

the possibility of taking this to public hearings and if you so 15 

desire, you would discuss that in one of the following sections. 16 

 17 

MS. BADEMAN:  My question was along the line of Corky’s.  If 18 

this council decides, in the end or in October or February or 19 

January or whenever our meeting is after that, that Amendment 40 20 

is not the way they want to go at this time, we can’t touch 21 

this, if they decide no on Amendment 40. 22 

 23 

MR. WILLIAMS:  I guess we would have completed action if we 24 

decided we weren’t going to do it.  It’s my way of thinking that 25 

would be completion as well. 26 

 27 

MR. PEARCE:  As Johnny said when he talked about 40 yesterday or 28 

whenever -- I agree completely that this is probably one of the 29 

best written documents we’ve seen.  Assane and Ava, they’ve done 30 

a great job with it. 31 

 32 

I know we’re going to come up with alternatives and I know we’re 33 

going to get this thing moving and I know we’re going to bring 34 

it to final action in October.  We need to and so I think that 35 

we would have no problems putting all this together today or 36 

tomorrow morning, whenever we get it done, but I do believe that 37 

we will finish this thing in October. 38 

 39 

MR. PERRET:  Keep in mind now if we defer all further action on 40 

Amendment 28 until the completion of Amendment 40, still the 41 

preferred amendment, which is what it is now, is the 42 

reallocation, Alternative 5, and so deferring on this, you are 43 

leaving the 28 as is. 44 

 45 

MR. FISCHER:  I am going to have to vote against this and my 46 

reason is we can’t tie it to completion of another amendment, 47 

sector separation.  If this amendment gets tabled and waits for 48 
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ITQs for catch up and waits for other things, this could be 1 

years down the road. 2 

 3 

I would have bet a lot a couple of years ago that we would have 4 

regional management in and if we had said we were going to wait 5 

until regional management gets in to discuss these items that 6 

could be discussed regionally and let the regions handle them, 7 

everything would be on the table right now. 8 

 9 

I think we just take them as they come and vote them up or vote 10 

them down and win some and lose some and move forward, but not 11 

start tying this -- They are related to the same industries, but 12 

one is not dependent on the other. 13 

 14 

DR. SHIPP:  Further discussion?  This would definitely require a 15 

roll call vote and so is there any further discussion?  If not, 16 

Mr. Gregory. 17 

 18 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Robinson. 19 

 20 

MR. ROBINSON:  No. 21 

 22 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Riley. 23 

 24 

MR. RILEY:  Yes. 25 

 26 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Greene. 27 

 28 

MR. GREENE:  Yes. 29 

 30 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Perret. 31 

 32 

MR. PERRET:  No. 33 

 34 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Pearce. 35 

 36 

MR. PEARCE:  Yes. 37 

 38 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Ms. Bosarge. 39 

 40 

MS. BOSARGE:  Yes. 41 

 42 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Fischer. 43 

 44 

MR. FISCHER:  No. 45 

 46 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Matens. 47 

 48 



184 

 

MR. MATENS:  No. 1 

 2 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Sanchez is absent.  Ms. 3 

Bademan. 4 

 5 

MS. BADEMAN:  No. 6 

 7 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Dr. Crabtree. 8 

 9 

DR. CRABTREE:  Abstain. 10 

 11 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Dr. Shipp. 12 

 13 

DR. SHIPP:  Yes. 14 

 15 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Williams. 16 

 17 

MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes. 18 

 19 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Diaz. 20 

 21 

MR. DIAZ:  Yes. 22 

 23 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Dr. Dana. 24 

 25 

DR. DANA:  Yes. 26 

 27 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Anson. 28 

 29 

MR. ANSON:  Yes. 30 

 31 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Boyd. 32 

 33 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  No. 34 

 35 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  We have nine yes and six no and one 36 

abstention and one absent.  The motion passes. 37 

 38 

DR. SHIPP:  Mr. Chairman, my plan is to finish the slot limit 39 

and hook size analysis and then we will be just about at our 40 

scheduled recess.  If that’s amenable with you, I will move 41 

ahead with that. 42 

 43 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  That would put us at about 4:30? 44 

 45 

DR. SHIPP:  At about 4:30, which was our original agenda item. 46 

 47 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Do you think we can get through that? 48 



185 

 

 1 

DR. SHIPP:  I think the hook size. 2 

 3 

DR. SIMMONS:  Based on the motion that was just passed, should 4 

staff not convene the Socioeconomic SSC in August, but wait 5 

until a later date?  I am just confirming that’s what we need to 6 

be doing. 7 

 8 

DR. SHIPP:  I don’t think so.  I think they need to go ahead 9 

with that. 10 

 11 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We’ve already got it scheduled and we’ve got an 12 

agenda and is there a pressing reason to postpone it? 13 

 14 

DR. DIAGNE:  No, that is more a question and that’s all, because 15 

their purpose -- The purpose of the meeting was to conduct the 16 

review and look at those papers before the August meeting and so 17 

we are just looking for more direction.  If you would rather 18 

have them meet at a later date, we would do so or maintain the 19 

August meeting. 20 

 21 

DR. SHIPP:  I think we ought to maintain it.  Don’t you? 22 

 23 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We’ve already got it on the schedule.  Unless 24 

the August meeting date really would put us in a crunch or a 25 

disastrous administrative situation, I would say let’s keep it.  26 

If it did, that’s different. 27 

 28 

DR. DIAGNE:  No, we don’t have any problems.  We are ready to 29 

have the meeting, but because you postponed this, we just wanted 30 

to know what it is that as a council you wanted to do. 31 

 32 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  My opinion is we ought to keep it, but Mr. 33 

Gregory has a comment. 34 

 35 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  The motion of the council was for 36 

the Socioeconomic SSC to review Amendment 28 as well.  Do you 37 

want that to still be on the agenda? 38 

 39 

DR. SHIPP:  Yes, I would think so, because it’s going to come up 40 

pretty quickly, especially if Amendment 40 is on track.  I don’t 41 

see any reason to delay any further.  Hearing no other comments, 42 

I am going to go ahead and finish this section on red snapper 43 

slot size and hook size analysis. 44 

 45 

Dr. Tetzloff summarized the red snapper slot limit analysis that 46 

had been presented to the SSC, Tab B, Number 8.  Slot limits 47 

were evaluated at a 22 percent release mortality, based on the 48 
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red snapper update assessment analysis of average release 1 

mortality when venting tools are not required.   2 

 3 

Other factors included whether the bag limit was constraining or 4 

non-constraining, and whether highgrading was occurring.  The 5 

analysis assumed there was no highgrading and that the states 6 

would adopt the slot limit.   7 

 8 

If highgrading occurs, the slot limit would extend the season 9 

but there would be more discards.  If the bag limit is not 10 

constraining, that is most anglers do not catch their bag limit, 11 

a sixteen to twenty-four-inch slot limit provided an 18 to 25 12 

percent increase to the fishing season length, depending on 13 

assumptions regarding release mortality rate.   14 

 15 

If the bag limit is constraining, a sixteen to twenty-four-inch 16 

slot limit would provide a 1 to 25 percent increase in 17 

recreational fishing season length.  If one fish over the slot 18 

limit were allowed, the increase in season length would be less.  19 

On an east Gulf versus west Gulf basis, a slot limit would 20 

rebuild the stock faster in the east. 21 

 22 

Several committee members questioned whether the potential 23 

increase in season length was great enough to warrant adopting 24 

slot limits.  Some committee members felt that slot limits might 25 

be worth considering as a part of a suite of measures, but not 26 

as a standalone action to lengthen the season.  A suggestion was 27 

made that maximum size limits less than twenty-four inches be 28 

evaluated. 29 

 30 

Dr. Barbieri summarized the hook selectivity presentation to the 31 

SSC, Tab B, Number 6.  He noted that there are socioeconomic 32 

tradeoffs, such as whether fishermen would prefer to catch 33 

several small fish or a few large fish, and the possibility of 34 

different needs from different sectors of the recreational 35 

component.   36 

 37 

Evaluating the effect of hook sizes for management is difficult, 38 

because there is no baseline to determine status quo.  In 39 

general, smaller hook sizes will increase the catch rates of 40 

other species, increasing bycatch.  Larger hooks will reduce 41 

bycatch, but will catch larger red snapper, leading to shorter 42 

seasons.   43 

 44 

Following discussion, the following motion was passed.  By a 45 

voice vote with no opposition, the committee recommends, and I 46 

so move, that the council ask the Science center and the SSC to 47 

continue to analyze slot limits which would include size limits, 48 
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one fish over the slot limit, and the effects of high grading.  1 

Mr. Chairman, that’s a committee motion. 2 

 3 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We have a committee motion and is there 4 

discussion? 5 

 6 

DR. CRABTREE:  I really think without a lot more specificity to 7 

what you want the Science Center and the SSC to do with this, 8 

that this is just spinning wheels.  I didn’t hear any support 9 

much for a slot limit, but I think if you want something 10 

analyzed, tell them what it is you want analyzed.  If we’re not 11 

going to do anything with a slot limit, then let’s move on, but 12 

I think this motion is just too vague and it isn’t going to get 13 

us anywhere. 14 

 15 

DR. SHIPP:  Dr. Crabtree, I tend to agree with the vagueness, 16 

but the bottom line is that everybody is looking for a way to 17 

extend the season and I think if we refer it back to the SSC -- 18 

If you want us to tell them we want to find out how far we can 19 

extend the season, that’s one thing, but I think they already 20 

know that, but I tend to agree with you.  It looks like, from 21 

the preliminary discussions, there’s not a whole lot there. 22 

 23 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Further discussion? 24 

 25 

MR. DIAZ:  Dr. Shipp, I agree with you.  I think that’s -- Me 26 

and Johnny had talked about it some yesterday and there’s 27 

probably not a whole lot there, but we didn’t quite get far 28 

enough to know exactly what it might mean in a number of days, 29 

to know if there is enough there to give this some serious 30 

consideration. 31 

 32 

If there’s a way to improve this motion to give them better 33 

ideas of exactly how to work on this -- I mean I was the maker 34 

of the motion and if we can improve it to give them some better 35 

guidance, I would certainly be glad if somebody would make a 36 

substitute motion, but my goal is where they actually take 37 

highgrading into account, which they really did not in the past 38 

document, and give us some analysis on that and some different 39 

scenarios that tells us exactly how many days are to be gained 40 

under the best scenarios that can be examined. 41 

 42 

DR. SHIPP:  Okay.  We have a vague motion on the board.  Is 43 

there any further discussion? 44 

 45 

MR. FISCHER:  I am going to vaguely tell you that I’m not in 46 

favor of your committee motion, based on some of the testimony, 47 

such as Bill Staff.  He was just talking about it’s going to 48 
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really increase release mortality and the fact that people 1 

highgrade anyway. 2 

 3 

I am not certain where we would stand with slot limits once the 4 

people really understand and I’m not certain what the benefits 5 

will be and it’s not that I don’t want to ask for the answers, 6 

but it is vague. 7 

 8 

DR. SHIPP:  Yes and I want to add to that.  To go along with 9 

what Dr. Crabtree said, we’ve heard so often about the workload 10 

of the SSC and this could turn into quite an effort and if it 11 

doesn’t look like it’s going to be very helpful -- I mean all 12 

the preliminaries -- I think the highest percentage I saw was 25 13 

percent, which in today’s world means two days or three days.  14 

The negatives of that are increased bycatch and release 15 

mortality and the rest of it and I just don’t see much sense in 16 

doing this and so I am convinced by Myron that I’m going to vote 17 

against it.  Any further discussion?  Hearing none, let’s go 18 

ahead and vote.  We don’t need a roll call on this one, do we, 19 

Martha? 20 

 21 

MS. BADEMAN:  I am good to go on my roll call votes. 22 

 23 

DR. SHIPP:  Okay.  Mr. Boyd, do you want to conduct this? 24 

 25 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Go ahead.  You need the experience. 26 

 27 

DR. SHIPP:  Thank you, sir.  All in favor -- I am going to read 28 

the motion.  The motion is to request the Science center and the 29 

SSC to continue to analyze slot limits, which would include size 30 

limits, one fish over the slot limit, and the effects of high 31 

grading.  All in favor signify by raising your hand.  The motion 32 

fails.  Mr. Chairman, with that, we are almost to our scheduled 33 

recess time, but I am going to recognize Mr. Fischer. 34 

 35 

MR. FISCHER:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  Are you complete with the 36 

committee report or am I interrupting? 37 

 38 

DR. SHIPP:  No, we’re not complete with the committee report.  39 

We’re going to go ahead and finish that tomorrow when we 40 

reconvene.  We’ve got some pretty testy issues coming up. 41 

 42 

MR. FISCHER:  I will wait until the end of the committee report. 43 

 44 

DR. SHIPP:  Mr. Chairman, I will turn it back to you and ask if 45 

there are any housekeeping comments or anything else before we 46 

recess. 47 

 48 
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CHAIRMAN BOYD:  I have a couple of things that we want to do 1 

this afternoon.  Mr. Gregory, would you talk about the dinner 2 

tonight and tomorrow morning? 3 

 4 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Yes.  Tonight, we have dinner 5 

downstairs at the restaurant and it’s in the back on the right-6 

hand side.  Go down about 5:30 or so and we’ll have a cash bar.  7 

They are going to start putting out the salads about quarter to 8 

six. 9 

 10 

It will be salad and a choice of three entrees, prime rib, 11 

chicken, or yellowtail snapper, and then a dessert and the cash 12 

bar and so that will be tonight and we will -- This is in honor 13 

of the people that have been on the council that are getting off 14 

the council. 15 

 16 

Then tomorrow morning, our meeting starts at nine o’clock, but I 17 

would like for everybody to come down about 8:15.  We are going 18 

to have Congressman Southerland here as an informal meet-and-19 

greet.  We are going to have the coffee and bagels and stuff out 20 

and we haven’t planned on having him present anything directly 21 

to the council in a formal session, but it’s a meet-and-greet 22 

and anytime after 8:15 or 8:30 to nine o’clock, we would like to 23 

have everybody here and that’s open to the public as well.  The 24 

meet-and-greet in the morning is open to the public. 25 

 26 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  I would encourage all the council members to be 27 

here simply to show our respect for the Congressman, but it’s 28 

totally voluntary. 29 

 30 

DR. SHIPP:  Can I follow up on that?  Just for those who don’t 31 

know, of course, Congressman Southerland has been involved in 32 

some controversial issues regarding red snapper, but the mere 33 

fact that he is so involved indicates, at least to me and 34 

others, that this is a high-priority issue with him and, in 35 

addition, he is on the House Subcommittee on Conservation, which 36 

is where the language for the Magnuson-Stevens Act in the House 37 

was generated and so I think it’s especially important that we 38 

meet him. 39 

 40 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Before we leave this afternoon, we would like to 41 

have Patrick and Bob and David Cupka to come up front.  We have 42 

a little something for you for all of your service to the 43 

councils for the last 123 years, collectively. 44 

 45 

We had gold watches, but we sold them to pay for operations 46 

costs and instead, we have clocks for each one of these 47 

gentlemen and I will read it to you, but let me get my glasses 48 
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on.  That’s what happens when you get old. 1 

 2 

This is to David Cupka and so I will read the inscription again.  3 

In honor of your dedication and service to the Gulf of Mexico 4 

Fishery Management Council as the South Atlantic Fishery 5 

Management Council Liaison, April 2008 through August 2014. 6 

 7 

To Bob Shipp and Patrick Riley, in honor of your dedicated 8 

service to the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council and 9 

then they have the dates of their service.  We are adjourned 10 

until in the morning at 8:15 with the Congressman for an 11 

informal and then we’re going to start at nine o’clock.  12 

Cocktails and dinner are starting around 5:45. 13 

 14 

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed at 4:25 p.m., June 26, 2014.) 15 

 16 

- - - 17 

 18 

June 27, 2014 19 

 20 

FRIDAY MORNING SESSION 21 

 22 

- - - 23 

 24 

The Full Council of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management 25 

Council reconvened at the Marriott Beachside, Key West, Florida, 26 

Friday morning, June 27, 2014, and was called to order at 9:00 27 

a.m. by Chairman Doug Boyd.  28 

 29 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Representative Southerland from Florida is here 30 

in his official capacity and is going to be meeting with the 31 

Coast Guard and he stopped by this morning and had coffee with 32 

us and I just wanted to recognize him.  He is over here next to 33 

the door and, Representative, if you would like to say hello to 34 

the group, you are welcome to do it. 35 

 36 

REPRESENTATIVE STEVE SOUTHERLAND:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  It 37 

is an honor to be here.  We have several stops today in Key 38 

West.  You mentioned the Coast Guard and that’s one of the 39 

committees that we are proud to serve on and I know we spoke to 40 

their representative here and they have tremendous challenges 41 

around the United States, protecting our waters and the 42 

homeland, in a very, very difficult time with limited resources.  43 

 44 

We are going to visit them this afternoon and we wanted to 45 

obviously come in and say hello.  This is the first time I’ve 46 

been able to meet with you and I know Melissa Thompson is with 47 

you each and every meeting.  It’s nice to -- Some of you I have 48 
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met in D.C.  I know Harlon and Dr. Shipp I have met several 1 

times and I know this is your last meeting and I want to thank 2 

you for your tenure and good fortune to you as you move on to a 3 

different track, as you stated just a few minutes ago. 4 

 5 

It has been nice to be here to visit with you and I will say 6 

this.  As someone who serves on the fisheries, the one thing I 7 

hear over and over and over and over again are stock assessments 8 

and prioritizing stock assessments and so whether you run with -9 

- Live in the commercial world or live in the charter world or 10 

you’re recreational fishing, I think the one that unites us, the 11 

one thing that brings us together, is the desire for better data 12 

and the courage to analyze that data and put in place management 13 

practices based on good due diligence. 14 

 15 

I would just encourage this body -- The one thing in all my 16 

travels, in all my travels, in an industry and a world that’s 17 

very divided -- There are a lot of people that like division, by 18 

the way, and they thrive off of division. 19 

 20 

I have found the one thing that seems to unite everyone is a 21 

desire for good data and so I would just encourage this body to 22 

continue to pursue and that the assessments that are necessary 23 

not just in the Gulf, but also in the South Atlantic.  We have a 24 

huge need there for those assessments. 25 

 26 

Thank you and I don’t want to get too deep.  I just want to say 27 

thank you for your kindness and thank you for allowing me to 28 

enjoy a cup of coffee with you and please continue to reach out 29 

to us.  Melissa does a great job for us and thank you for the 30 

good work you do and the problems that you try to solve.  Again, 31 

Dr. Shipp, thank you for your good work. 32 

 33 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, sir.  As we get started this morning, 34 

I would remind you that checkout is at eleven o’clock and 35 

several council members have said that they went by the desk and 36 

got a late checkout and so if you are leaving today, you might 37 

want to check that out at the break.  Dale asked me if he could 38 

have the floor for a minute and so, Dale. 39 

 40 

MR. DIAZ:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I just wanted to mention to 41 

the group, so you would know when you make your deliberations 42 

today, that our Executive Director, Jamie Miller, announced 43 

yesterday late that Mississippi will open our state waters out 44 

to nine nautical miles for recreational red snapper harvest. 45 

 46 

It’s going to be for all weekends in July, which will include 47 

Fridays, Saturdays, and Sundays.  The daily bag limit is going 48 
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to be two fish per person with a sixteen-inch size limit and we 1 

are going to continue our voluntary red snapper reporting 2 

program and so I just wanted to make sure that everybody knew 3 

that that decision was made yesterday.  Thank you, Mr. Chair. 4 

 5 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Dale. 6 

 7 

DR. CRABTREE:  Dale, are you all letting your fishermen know 8 

that if they possess red snapper outside of three miles that 9 

they are in violation and will be ticketed? 10 

 11 

MR. DIAZ:  Yes, sir.  That was in the press release. 12 

 13 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Corky, did you have something? 14 

 15 

MR. FISCHER:  He was talking in his native tongue just now. 16 

 17 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Is that a dialect? 18 

 19 

MS. BADEMAN:  Dale, would you mind forwarding that press release 20 

around or sending it to Phyllis? 21 

 22 

MR. DIAZ:  Sure.  I would be glad to. 23 

 24 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  On the agenda, we will take back up the Reef 25 

Fish Committee Report.  Dr. Shipp, would you tell us what page 26 

we’re on, just so everybody is back in the document? 27 

 28 

DR. SHIPP:  Yes, sir.  We are on page 5, beginning the 29 

discussion on Amendment 40, Recreational Red Snapper Sector 30 

Separation Public Hearing Draft.  With your permission, I will 31 

go ahead and start on that. 32 

 33 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Please start. 34 

 35 

MS. BOSARGE:  Before we get started on that, I had a quick 36 

question, if you don’t mind, Dr. Shipp.  It’s about law 37 

enforcement, essentially.  Since we now have five noncompliant 38 

states and I know that our commission meetings in Mississippi on 39 

the state level that we get a report at every meeting on the 40 

violations. 41 

 42 

They can encompass a lot of things and I don’t think we need to 43 

put that burden here at the federal level, but because we are 44 

still trying to protect a stock of fish, we have state rules now 45 

that are a little different than federal rules and I would like 46 

for the council to receive a report, possibly from Mr. Dunn, 47 

since he’s the overarching agency that receives all the 48 
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different reports from different states and the Coast Guard and 1 

all the different entities, on the red snapper violations at 2 

each meeting. 3 

 4 

I personally would like to see that broken down by the entity 5 

that is writing each violation.  In other words, I would like to 6 

see how many Coast Guard are giving out and I would like to see 7 

how many Mississippi DMR is giving out and Louisiana. 8 

 9 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Tracy, any comment on that?  Can you give the 10 

states’ reports or are we going to have to have each individual 11 

state give a report? 12 

 13 

MR. TRACY DUNN:  No, all the federal cases made come through my 14 

office and I will be able to report on the originating agency 15 

and what happened, as long as it’s not a case that’s still going 16 

through the process.  We write summary settlement tickets and as 17 

long as it’s been paid -- I can probably give generic 18 

information on how many were cited, but not much specificity 19 

beyond that. 20 

 21 

MR. PERRET:  Tracy, in the old days, we used to get a report at 22 

every council meeting and so something similar to what used to 23 

come in would probably be what Ms. Bosarge is looking for. 24 

 25 

MR. DUNN:  Right, a quarterly report, because we should have 26 

filed one with you.  We did a quarterly report and I thought we 27 

sent that to you all, but I will double check that, but I don’t 28 

know how specific it gets to red snapper. 29 

 30 

We have done specific reports for councils on reasons like this.  31 

We used to do an Oculina report, because that was a major 32 

concern.  We did that for a few years, until the council was 33 

satisfied.  We will look at that, a red snapper report. 34 

 35 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Dunn, do you also have access 36 

or get reports of citations in state waters by the state agency?  37 

I think that’s what Leann was after as well, or was it just in 38 

federal waters or federal cases? 39 

 40 

MS. BOSARGE:  Well, I would think it would be just federal.  If 41 

the federal waters are the ones that are supposed to be closed, 42 

which obviously there’s a debate over what’s a federal water and 43 

what’s a state water in this room -- I don’t think there is on 44 

paper anywhere, but I would think that it would be the federal 45 

waters that we would be looking at. 46 

 47 

MR. DUNN:  That’s the information I would have and as far as 48 
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enforcement is concerned, there is no debate. 1 

 2 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Duly noted, Leann, and thank you.  Dr. Shipp. 3 

 4 

DR. SHIPP:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I will proceed.  Dr. 5 

Diagne summarized the management alternatives included in the 6 

public hearing draft amendment, Tab B, Number 9.   7 

 8 

Following committee discussions on the establishment of private 9 

angling and federal for-hire components, motions to select as 10 

preferred Alternative 4, voluntary for-hire component with a 11 

non-transferable endorsement, and Alternative 2, federal for-12 

hire component for the entire fleet, failed.   13 

 14 

Dr. Crabtree noted that the voluntary options seemed unworkable 15 

and would disadvantage for-hire operators who remain in the 16 

private angling component, because they would have limited 17 

fishing opportunities.  18 

 19 

MR. PEARCE:  I think at this time we heard public testimony and 20 

the charter for-hire fleet was basically in favor of Alternative 21 

2, which was everyone being in the system.  I think if we do 22 

choose Alternative 2, it basically gets rid of the last two 23 

actions as well and makes it a lot simpler for us and I do 24 

believe it to be the right way to go.  I would like to make the 25 

motion that we have -- In Action 1 that Alternative 2 be the 26 

preferred alternative. 27 

 28 

DR. SHIPP:  Do we have a second?  We have a second.  Is there 29 

discussion? 30 

 31 

MR. GREENE:  I really went through this in committee trying to 32 

figure out -- Thinking that Alternative 3 and the 4 and the 33 

mandatory would be ultimately the best way to go about it, 34 

because it would offer so many levels of flexibility that we 35 

could work with. 36 

 37 

After doing a bunch of research and lots of consideration, I 38 

just can’t -- I really can’t see a practical way that that’s 39 

going to work out.  I have stared at it for two days, since the 40 

committee meeting, and I can’t figure out any other way to do 41 

it. 42 

 43 

It seems like -- It seems it’s just going to have to be a very 44 

cut-and-dried type of thing, unfortunately.  My hope was to find 45 

a way to do Alternatives 3 and 4, but I can’t really see how 46 

that’s going to work out. 47 

 48 
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Now that all the states are noncompliant, the charterboats 1 

really -- I have no way to access a red snapper fishery at this 2 

point and I don’t -- I just don’t see any other way around it.  3 

There really is no other options on the table for the for-hire 4 

operators throughout the Gulf who are federally permitted and 5 

so, with that, I support this motion and think this is the right 6 

direction. 7 

 8 

DR. SHIPP:  Any further discussion?  Any objections to the 9 

motion? 10 

 11 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  I think we ought to read the motion, because we 12 

just now put the alternative up. 13 

 14 

DR. SHIPP:  The motion is in Action 1 that the preferred 15 

alternative be Alternative 2.  Alternative 2 is establish a red 16 

snapper federal for-hire component.  The federal for-hire 17 

component would include all for-hire operators with a valid or 18 

renewable federal reef fish for-hire permit and establish a 19 

private angling component that would include all other for-hire 20 

operators and private recreational anglers.  21 

 22 

MR. FISCHER:  I was just going to make the comment that by doing 23 

this, you do have a sizable amount of state operators who do 24 

catch a snapper and that snapper is part of the overall snapper 25 

harvest and I just wanted to know where they would fall. 26 

 27 

DR. DIAGNE:  They are the other on your motion, other for-hire 28 

operators.  Essentially, state-permitted for-hire operators 29 

would be with the private anglers and the landings that were 30 

provided were adjusted to account for that fact. 31 

 32 

MR. FISCHER:  I didn’t understand what you just said, but is it 33 

that you can account for the landings of the state operators and 34 

so when we talk about the federally-permitted vessels and we get 35 

to quotas, we are only talking about the pounds captured by the 36 

federally-permitted operators and that’s all I’m trying to do. 37 

 38 

DR. SHIPP:  They will gather data from the state waters, too.  I 39 

mean that’s part of the quota.  Any further discussion? 40 

 41 

MR. PERRET:  We just recently established a twenty-one-member Ad 42 

Hoc For-Hire IFQ Committee and this would definitely give them a 43 

charge to work on. 44 

 45 

MR. DIAZ:  Dr. Dana, I hate to put you on the spot, but I know 46 

you’ve got a pretty good idea of what the charterboat operators 47 

in your area are thinking and would you mind letting us know a 48 
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little bit about what guys that you’re in touch with favor? 1 

 2 

DR. DANA:  I am happy to.  Maybe a year ago or less, the fleet 3 

would have been firmly behind a voluntary program and I think 4 

they still would be okay with voluntary, because they don’t 5 

necessarily want to force anyone who doesn’t want to be in the 6 

program, but I think with the nine-day season and other factors, 7 

for example 30B being placed back on the books, that they would 8 

be supportive of a mandatory program. 9 

 10 

I know that the fleet itself has voted in the majority and I 11 

think one member was opposed, but the rest said that they would 12 

all be part of such a program and so mandatory is fine. 13 

 14 

DR. SHIPP:  Anyone else?  Let’s have a voice vote on this.  All 15 

in favor of the motion signify by saying aye; opposed.  The 16 

motion passes unanimously.  I’m sorry.  The motion carried. 17 

 18 

The committee discussed allocation alternatives in Action 2 and 19 

requested information on allocations that would result from 20 

various time intervals.  Committee members also requested 21 

information on the percentage of the recreational red snapper 22 

quota landed per federally-permitted for-hire vessel.  The 23 

information requested is attached to this report.  24 

 25 

Mara Levy noted that the amendment must be updated to be 26 

consistent with the accountability measures considered in Reef 27 

Fish Amendment 28.  The committee discussed the effects latent 28 

permits may have on red snapper allocation between the federal 29 

for-hire and the private angling components and requested that 30 

approaches to identify latent permits be explored.    31 

 32 

MR. GREENE:  I had initiated most of that conversation in 33 

committee and Assane had put together some information and I 34 

think it was emailed to you and it would have been an attachment 35 

to Tab B. 36 

 37 

It is basically a one-page breakdown of everything that went on.  38 

The conversation in committee was that during the years 1986 39 

through 2003, each the private recreational fishery and the 40 

charterboat component of that fishery were in open access and if 41 

you read through it, you can see what it says. 42 

 43 

I believe I would like to create another alternative that would 44 

more reflect that, in all fairness.  With that, I will add a new 45 

alternative, Alternative 9, that would incorporate the time 46 

intervals from 1986 to 2003, showing 54.3 percent for the 47 

federally-permitted for-hire sector and 45.7 percent for the 48 
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private recreational sector. 1 

 2 

DR. SHIPP:  Did everyone receive a copy of that?  It’s down at 3 

the very bottom of that single sheet.  Do we have a second to 4 

this?  It’s been seconded.  Is there further discussion?  This 5 

is to add an alternative, Alternative 9.  Is there further 6 

discussion?  All in favor of the motion signify by saying aye; 7 

opposed.  The motion passes. 8 

 9 

MR. FISCHER:  Being this is a public options paper, I would like 10 

to get comments from all aspects of the public and I would like 11 

to create one more alternative, and I guess it would now be 12 

Alternative 10, being Johnny beat me to Alternative 9, and it’s 13 

the very bottom item. 14 

 15 

I don’t know how to phrase it for an option and so I will 16 

probably need assistance, but staff ran numbers back to 2005 to 17 

present and it looks like the catch per boat -- I am not trying 18 

to take anything away from an individual boat, but we’ve had 19 

boats -- We’ve had the for-hire catches decreased, but so have 20 

the quantity of boats decreased. 21 

 22 

When you graph it, it’s a fairly flat graph and we could 23 

probably come up with a catch per boat.  I wouldn’t want anyone 24 

to get one pound less than the average catch per boat, but 25 

that’s also the fair amount and so to incorporate work that 26 

Assane did on -- It would probably be too difficult to explain 27 

it as such a small fraction, talking about three-hundredths of a 28 

percent or twenty-seven-thousandths of a percent, but it’s the 29 

average -- The vessels -- Look at their average catch in a time 30 

series and that’s what each vessel would receive. 31 

 32 

DR. SHIPP:  Assane, do you think that if we had some general 33 

verbiage to this Alternative 10, something to the effect that a 34 

catch per vessel be included as an alternative, that you could 35 

put that together before the next meeting? 36 

 37 

DR. DIAGNE:  I am afraid that I would need a little more 38 

specificity, a little more information. 39 

 40 

MR. FISCHER:  That’s where I’m struggling with the verbiage, but 41 

an option that shows that we use the average percent per vessel 42 

over this time series that’s in this chart of 2005 to 2012.  You 43 

could add 2013 if that data is more current and available, 44 

because that’s what we’re really talking about. 45 

 46 

We don’t want any operator to get less fish than they caught 47 

historically, but we don’t want them to get more fish than they 48 
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caught historically.  We want it to be the correct amount and so 1 

that’s what this does.  It shows that as the landings came down 2 

and the quantity of boats came down, it shows the average per 3 

boat, but how to phrase it, I may need someone wiser than me, 4 

which is about sixteen of you all. 5 

 6 

DR. SHIPP:  I don’t know.  Assane, are you wiser than Myron? 7 

 8 

MR. FISCHER:  He is. 9 

 10 

DR. DIAGNE:  I wouldn’t say that. 11 

 12 

DR. SHIPP:  Assane, do you understand where Myron is going on 13 

this?  I guess it’s basically that last figure on the page, the 14 

back side of the page. 15 

 16 

MR. FISCHER:  It’s really 2005 to 2012. 17 

 18 

DR. SHIPP:  Yes, 2005 to 2012. 19 

 20 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Dr. Shipp, does everybody have this page? 21 

 22 

DR. SHIPP:  Yes, it was sent to everyone and it’s actually a 23 

two-pager and it’s put on a single sheet, but it’s the very last 24 

part of that two-page attachment that has a graph of “Percentage 25 

of the Red Snapper Recreational Quota Landed Per Federal For-26 

Hire Vessel by Year 2005 to 2012”. 27 

 28 

DR. CRABTREE:  I am very confused by this and I don’t really 29 

understand it.  I mean if you go back to 2000 -- I assume you 30 

don’t mean 2012 and 2013, Myron, but I don’t -- 31 

 32 

MR. FISCHER:  The graph includes 2012.  What I said is you can 33 

even use 2013 if it’s available.  What is up on the board is -- 34 

 35 

DR. SHIPP:  By the way, a point of order.  Did anyone second 36 

Myron’s motion? 37 

 38 

DR. CRABTREE:  I think we need a comprehensible motion before we 39 

talk about a second. 40 

 41 

MR. FISCHER:  That’s going to be a challenge, but if I can go 42 

back and see the motion, I will put it in the form of complete 43 

sentences.  That uses average percent catch per vessel as a 44 

means of allocating the quota to the charter for-hire sector. 45 

 46 

DR. SHIPP:  It has been moved and seconded. 47 

 48 
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MR. PERRET:  Myron, do you want 2010 in there?  Wasn’t that the 1 

oil spill year, where a major part of the Gulf was closed to a 2 

number of vessels that weren’t able to fish that particular area 3 

of the Gulf? 4 

 5 

MR. FISCHER:  You are correct, Corky, and being it’s the lowest 6 

data point on the graph, omitting it would help out.  It would 7 

definitely give the boats -- I don’t know what it would do to 8 

the overall average, but it looks like it would, because it’s 9 

one of the low points and so omitting 2010 or excluding 2010. 10 

 11 

MR. PEARCE:  I am not against this motion, but I’m just 12 

wondering if we should go back to 1986 and see it all and see 13 

what the catches were, particularly before they were constrained 14 

in 2003 to permits and 30B and all these things in these years.  15 

I am not against the motion, but I just think maybe it would be 16 

a clearer picture to go all the way back. 17 

 18 

MR. FISCHER:  That’s fine.  This is the graph that -- I didn’t 19 

give Assane any time series, but I just asked if something could 20 

be done and he furnished this.  That would be fine. 21 

 22 

DR. CRABTREE:  One thing is we haven’t excluded 2010 from any of 23 

the other alternatives and so we need to have some consistency 24 

on that, but, Myron, I would ask -- I still don’t understand 25 

what you’re doing and so what would this make the allocation?  26 

Can you explain exactly how you then calculate what percent goes 27 

to the for-hire vessels and what percent goes to the other? 28 

 29 

MR. FISCHER:  The percent would be however many vessels are 30 

participating and now that it’s mandatory -- We didn’t 31 

necessarily choose mandatory and it could still be a voluntary 32 

program and so it depends on how many boats are in the program. 33 

 34 

DR. CRABTREE:  What’s the formula you used to calculate it?  I 35 

don’t understand what you’re doing. 36 

 37 

MR. FISCHER:  What staff did was they took the federally-38 

licensed vessels per year and divided it into the charter catch 39 

per year and came out with the catch per vessel. 40 

 41 

DR. CRABTREE:  I understand that and I’m looking at the table 42 

here and so now how do you determine what the percent allocation 43 

is that we’re setting? 44 

 45 

MR. FISCHER:  This is to determine it per boat and this was not 46 

to determine the allocation of recreational to commercial.  That 47 

depends on how many boats are in the program.  If we choose 48 
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voluntary, you have to have how many boats are in the program. 1 

 2 

DR. CRABTREE:  Okay, but I assume we’re talking about what we 3 

just chose as the last preferred and you’ve got a table that 4 

tells you how many vessels are in it, at least as of 2012, but 5 

so how do you calculate it? 6 

 7 

I am still back to that, because what we’re doing here is not 8 

calculating an allocation per vessel.  We need to calculate 9 

percent federal for-hire and percent other and how do you 10 

calculate that? 11 

 12 

MR. FISCHER:  You are correct, Roy.  This would be an option of 13 

a suboption after the percent is calculated and I am just trying 14 

to get a fair way to -- I would have to think about it some 15 

more. 16 

 17 

DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, because I just don’t know what this 18 

alternative means or does.  We need an alternative that gets you 19 

to this percent is the federal for-hire sector and this percent 20 

is the other sector and I don’t see how this gets that. 21 

 22 

MR. FISCHER:  The final answer would be if you choose the 23 

allocation per vessel times the amount of permits remaining when 24 

this is passed, that would be the percentage split. 25 

 26 

DR. CRABTREE:  But we’re not allocating per vessel.  I don’t 27 

know and maybe Assane understands this. 28 

 29 

DR. DIAGNE:  Actually, Dr. Crabtree, I’m on the same boat.  The 30 

point that you just made is that -- I mean this amendment does 31 

not allocate anything to any specific vessel.  It allocates to 32 

the federal for-hire sector as a whole, but what Mr. Fischer is 33 

looking at would be allocation to a vessel and so I don’t see 34 

how we can reconcile those two and craft an alternative in this 35 

amendment, but for subsequent actions, when we have to determine 36 

allocation by vessels, then this would be very useful. 37 

 38 

MR. FISCHER:  Mr. Chair, I will say this is premature and will 39 

withdraw it at this time and readdress it if needs and I’m sure 40 

my seconder, who is on the phone, would agree. 41 

 42 

DR. SHIPP:  Thank you, Mr. Fischer.  The motion has been 43 

withdrawn and so we can proceed. 44 

 45 

MR. GREENE:  With that, I’m going to go ahead and select a 46 

preferred for Action 2.  I feel like that 1986 to 2003 is the 47 

most clear choice, because each fishery is open access.  I feel 48 
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like a lot of things have happened since 2003, when we put 30B 1 

in. 2 

 3 

I think that since the last several years, we have gone to this 4 

state fishery deal and 30B being in place, the charterboats have 5 

been kind of left out of that, to a certain degree. 6 

 7 

Now, I can certainly sit right here and make all the case in the 8 

world to choose Alternative 2 as my preferred and then instantly 9 

somebody is going to raise their hand and go find the most for 10 

their particular sector and so I’m going to try to avoid a 11 

couple of alternatives here and I’m going to try to do something 12 

a little more fair and try to meet in the middle and not 13 

necessarily go into a bloodbath and I’m sure I will catch a lot 14 

of slack from this from both sides, but that’s okay, too. 15 

 16 

I think that in looking at the alternatives and trying to be 17 

fair and objective, I think that the most reasonable way to go 18 

about this is going to be to try to find somewhere in the middle 19 

that works out the best for everybody. 20 

 21 

I think that we had a moratorium that came in about the year 22 

2003 and I don’t know that we had a lot of state noncompliance 23 

before the year 2008 and now this is a public hearing draft and 24 

we’re going to submit it out to the public with that. 25 

 26 

With that, I’m going to choose Preferred Alternative 4 or I want 27 

to make Alternative 4 the preferred alternative for this 28 

document. 29 

 30 

DR. SHIPP:  Harlon, did you second?  Okay.  Let’s wait until we 31 

get Alternative 4 completely up on the board. 32 

 33 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Dr. Shipp, what page are these alternatives on 34 

in the allocation document? 35 

 36 

DR. DIAGNE:  Page 20. 37 

 38 

DR. SHIPP:  The motion is up and I will read the motion.  In 39 

Action 2.1, that the preferred alternative be Alternative 4, 40 

allocate the recreational red snapper quota based on average 41 

landings between 1996 and 2012.  The resulting federal for-hire 42 

and private angling allocations would be 47.1 percent and 52.9 43 

percent, respectively.  Is there further discussion? 44 

 45 

MR. PERRET:  Number one, I think we should exclude the year 2010 46 

for all the options that have a period of time in there and it’s 47 

interesting to me that we can break it down by a tenth of a 48 
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percent, but we can’t count the number of fish, but I guess the 1 

0.1 and 0.9 were pretty darned good, but I do think 2010 should 2 

be excluded from all options. 3 

 4 

DR. SHIPP:  Is it your desire to amend the motion with a 5 

parenthetical excluding 2010? 6 

 7 

MR. PERRET:  I want to do it generically for Alternative 2, 3, 8 

4, and 5 and so I don’t know if it would be in order to do it 9 

that way now. 10 

 11 

DR. SHIPP:  I think the proper way would be to act on this 12 

motion and then offer another motion to make that generic and so 13 

let’s stick with this motion for now.  Any further discussion on 14 

this motion? 15 

 16 

DR. DANA:  What was the Alternative 9 that just got put up 17 

there?  Was the split on that?  I am having a heck of a time 18 

finding the grid you guys are talking about. 19 

 20 

DR. SHIPP:  That’s the Alternative 9, which was based on 2009 to 21 

2012.  That was an added alternative, Alternative 9.  Now Johnny 22 

is trying to select a preferred alternative, which is 23 

Alternative 4, and Alternative 4 is there, which is kind of 24 

right in the middle and I think Johnny is right about that. 25 

 26 

DR. DANA:  I know that it’s preferable to have a preferred, but 27 

do we need to have a preferred on this particular action, Mara? 28 

 29 

MS. LEVY:  It wouldn’t stop you from moving forward not to have 30 

a preferred.  However, it also doesn’t give the public any type 31 

of information about where the council is going with respect to 32 

the biggest issue in the document. 33 

 34 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  I realize this is a -- If we’re calling it a 35 

workshop document or a scoping document and it’s not a final 36 

document, but I am concerned, and this is just for information, 37 

but I am concerned that we’re using a time series that goes way 38 

back in history and I realize that that was when things were on 39 

an equal playing field, but that doesn’t represent the real 40 

world today and the operating systems that we’re under today and 41 

the management regime we’re under today, where there is fewer 42 

boats and where there is less timeframe to catch and where the 43 

catches are different than they used to be.  It looks to me like 44 

what we’re trying to do is use old data that doesn’t represent 45 

the current operating environment. 46 

 47 

MS. LEVY:  I believe that you’re at the stage here where this is 48 
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a public hearing draft and so the intent is to pick preferreds 1 

and go to public hearing and so you’re beyond that scoping 2 

stage. 3 

 4 

I will just note, with respect to the alternatives, that you do 5 

have a number of -- The alternatives don’t just focus -- 1996 6 

isn’t the earliest year that the alternatives focus on and it’s 7 

not the most recent year that it starts at and so you have the 8 

range in there. 9 

 10 

MR. GREENE: Mr. Boyd, I respectfully disagree.  If you look from 11 

1986 to 1996, it is very heavily loaded toward the charter for-12 

hire sector.  If you look at any time series from 2009 to 2012, 13 

maybe earlier than that and I don’t have the information in 14 

front of me, but it’s very heavily loaded towards the 15 

recreational sector and some of those years do include state-16 

water landings that the federally for-hire vessels were excluded 17 

from. 18 

 19 

I don’t think that either one of those scenarios are fair and I 20 

don’t think either one of those are right and I don’t think it’s 21 

the right thing to do. 22 

 23 

Remember that we had a moratorium permit that was established 24 

and put in place in the year 2003 and so basically you have 25 

seven years of pre-permit activity and then you have from 2003 26 

until 2008, when Amendment 30B passed, that it would not allow 27 

the federally-permitted vessels to fish in state waters. 28 

 29 

Then from 2008 until 2012, you have four years of that and this 30 

encompasses an entire range of activity that some balances out 31 

some of the others.  I would argue that I don’t think you’re 32 

going to find a more fair time series.  Now, you could argue 33 

maybe it should have been 1998 and maybe it should have been 34 

from 1998 to 2013, but, look, this is a very tough decision for 35 

all of us. 36 

 37 

Nobody wants to be in this boat and there’s not a person at this 38 

table that really wants to raise their hand and do this and I 39 

think, in all fairness, this is the most fair reflection here. 40 

 41 

Now, we’re sending this out as a public hearing draft and we’re 42 

going to get a lot of feedback from people and there will be 43 

cases and points brought up perhaps that would change my mind or 44 

your mind when we hear back from the public, but we have to move 45 

forward with something.  I do think this is a fair overarching 46 

vision of where it should be. 47 

 48 
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DR. SHIPP:  Any further discussion on the motion?  Hearing none, 1 

let’s have a hand raising on this. 2 

 3 

MR. FISCHER:  This doesn’t have to do with what’s the preferred, 4 

but I wanted to add one more alternative for public comment. 5 

 6 

DR. SHIPP:  We are going to stick with this motion for now and 7 

then you can add an alternative and it may be that your 8 

alternative turns out to be preferred.  On this alternative, 9 

Alternative 4, all in favor of this alternative being the 10 

preferred alternative indicate by raising your hand. 11 

 12 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Eleven. 13 

 14 

DR. SHIPP:  Opposed. 15 

 16 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Three.  Eleven to three. 17 

 18 

DR. SHIPP:  Okay. 19 

 20 

DR. DIAGNE:  As we mentioned during committee discussions, we 21 

are planning on adding 2013 once those numbers are final.  I 22 

think by now they are, but at the time, they were not.  Next 23 

time you see this, the percentages would change a little bit, 24 

because adding one year to the time series I don’t think would 25 

change it a whole lot. 26 

 27 

DR. SHIPP:  We shall see. 28 

 29 

MR. FISCHER:  This is based on comments from the Council 30 

Chairman.  Everything has evolved and things have evolved and 31 

we’re looking at moving into the future from where we are today 32 

and I would like to create one more alternative and I wouldn’t 33 

have the percents, but it’s just to use recent time series and 34 

to allocate the recreational red snapper quota based on the 35 

average landings between say 2010 and 2013 or some recent time 36 

series. 37 

 38 

Some of my reason is we passed a headboat program and if I’m not 39 

mistaken, we only looked at a one-year time series and we passed 40 

a charterboat exempted fish permit that looked at just a couple 41 

year time series, all recent. 42 

 43 

If it was good enough, if those time series were good enough for 44 

these programs, it should be at least in a public document where 45 

people could at least make comments on it.  I said my piece 46 

without a second. 47 

 48 



205 

 

DR. SHIPP:  Myron, I think you need something more specific 1 

though. 2 

 3 

MR. FISCHER:  To add a new Alternative 10 that would allocate 4 

the recreational red snapper quota based on the average landings 5 

between 2010 and 2013 and I am just pulling at years.  I have no 6 

analysis done and I would just like to see -- Well, not 2010, if 7 

we’re omitting it from the spill and so let’s say 2011 to 2013. 8 

 9 

DR. SHIPP:  We’ve got a couple of similar ones down there, but 10 

do we have a second? 11 

 12 

UNIDENTIFIED:  Second. 13 

 14 

DR. SHIPP:  Is there discussion on this?  Roy or Corky, did you 15 

want to discuss this particular motion or did you have something 16 

else? 17 

 18 

MR. PERRET:  I am going to -- 19 

 20 

DR. SHIPP:  Okay and so we will stick on this one for now. 21 

 22 

DR. CRABTREE:  Just looking at the table, we don’t have, I 23 

guess, 2013 in anything, but it looks like that would give 24 

around 64 percent to the private sector and it seems like it’s 25 

really penalizing the charterboats and, Myron, I guess I’m 26 

interested in hearing why would you want to choose something 27 

that is so unfavorable to the charterboat fleet? 28 

 29 

MR. FISCHER:  Actually, I didn’t look at a table.  I was just 30 

choosing a recent time series, just for the public to comment.  31 

It’s not our preferred alternative, but it’s just something for 32 

public comment. 33 

 34 

MS. LEVY:  I just want to note that I am looking at the document 35 

and it has an Alternative 8 that bases the percentage based on 36 

the landings of each component in 2012, which results in 37 

allocations of 36.2 and 63.8, respectively.  That’s pretty close 38 

to the average of 2011 to 2013 and so there is an alternative in 39 

there that looks at a recent year. 40 

 41 

DR. SHIPP:  I agree with that, Myron, and I think it’s kind of 42 

almost redundant. 43 

 44 

MR. FISCHER:  At least it was a time series and not a single 45 

year. 46 

 47 

DR. SHIPP:  Yes, I understand. 48 
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 1 

MR. FISCHER:  Once again, I will remove the motion.  I was just 2 

trying to get something recent other than a single point year 3 

that someone could say that one year was bias and that at least 4 

it’s an average. 5 

 6 

DR. SHIPP:  I understand.  Corky, you wanted to add a new 7 

motion? 8 

 9 

MR. PERRET:  Do you want to vote on this one first? 10 

 11 

DR. SHIPP:  He withdrew it.  He withdrew the motion.   12 

 13 

MR. PERRET:  I would like to move that in Action 2.1 that the 14 

baseline allocation between the federal for-hire and private 15 

angling components that the year 2010 be excluded in all the 16 

alternatives. 17 

 18 

MR. GREENE:  Second. 19 

 20 

DR. SHIPP:  It’s been moved and seconded and let’s wait until it 21 

gets up on the board.  Okay.  It’s been moved and seconded and 22 

is there any discussion? 23 

 24 

DR. DIAGNE:  We can certainly do this and take away this year, 25 

but it would not make a difference.  It wouldn’t matter, because 26 

landings were low, but everybody was impacted, the recreational 27 

sector and -- 28 

 29 

MR. PERRET:  Well, I’m not -- Yes, everybody may have been 30 

impacted, but the far western Gulf was not impacted and so 31 

you’re going to have data only for a certain geography of the 32 

Gulf and not the entire Gulf and that’s my concern. 33 

 34 

DR. DIAGNE:  Okay and so we will take it out, exclude it, but it 35 

won’t change the allocations. 36 

 37 

MS. BADEMAN:  I am going to support Corky’s motion and I think 38 

it’s consistent with what we did with regional management, which 39 

was another allocation scenario.  I have no problems with this 40 

at all. 41 

 42 

DR. SHIPP:  Okay.  It’s a pretty non-divisive motion.  All in 43 

favor of the motion signify by saying aye; opposed.  The motion 44 

carries.  I think that brings us now to the -- 45 

 46 

MR. WILLIAMS:  If I may, I kind of think Myron had a good point 47 

on Alternative 8.  I mean it is a single year, which is 48 
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something we typically don’t do.  I mean why not modify 1 

Alternative 8 to 2011 to 2013 and that way, we’re not -- He’s 2 

right.  You put a single year in there and we’re going to get 3 

somebody saying my boat was broken down for half the year and I 4 

couldn’t fish and you’re going to hear -- Why don’t we modify 5 

that to 2011 to 2013? 6 

 7 

DR. SHIPP:  You can make that as a motion, Roy. 8 

 9 

MR. WILLIAMS:  I will make a motion that Alternative 8 be 10 

modified to scratch the 2012 and put in 2011 to 2013. 11 

 12 

DR. SHIPP:  Do we have a second?  Myron.  I think everybody 13 

knows what we’re talking about here. 14 

 15 

MR. GREENE:  That information is mostly already done in the 16 

second email that went out with Tab B attachments.  It says 17 

right here 2009 through 2012 and it’s 37 percent federal for-18 

hire and 62 percent private.  That information has already been 19 

provided. 20 

 21 

DR. SHIPP:  Yes, but if it’s put into the alternative, it’s an 22 

alternative.  The table is not an alternative.  Any further 23 

discussion?  This would be to modify Alternative 8 and it has 24 

nothing to do with being a preferred and so it’s just a 25 

modification of an existing alternative.  All in favor of the 26 

motion signify by saying aye; opposed.  The motion carries.  27 

Roy, did you have something else you wanted to mention? 28 

 29 

DR. CRABTREE:  Before we leave this, we ought to move to -- 30 

Action 3 I think is the other one that we need to choose a 31 

preferred on and that has to do with the season closure 32 

provisions, but, as I understand it, the other two we don’t need 33 

to deal with because we’re not going voluntary.  Is that right, 34 

Assane? 35 

 36 

DR. DIAGNE:  Yes, but they are still in the document though. 37 

 38 

DR. CRABTREE:  Correct and it’s on page 32. 39 

 40 

DR. SHIPP:  Roy, you are saying we need to choose a preferred? 41 

 42 

DR. CRABTREE:  Well, these adjustments are only under a 43 

voluntary component and so right now, our preferred is mandatory 44 

and so we don’t need to choose a preferred, I don’t think, on 45 

those two, but we do need to choose a preferred on Action 3. 46 

 47 

DR. SHIPP:  Okay.  Would you offer a preferred? 48 
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 1 

DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, I will move Alternative 2 as the preferred. 2 

 3 

MR. GREENE:  I will second. 4 

 5 

DR. SHIPP:  It’s been moved and seconded that Alternative 2 be 6 

the preferred alternative in Action 3 and when we get it on the 7 

board, we will read it.  Is that it, Roy? 8 

 9 

DR. CRABTREE:  Yes and so all this says is that when we create 10 

these separate quotas that each component closes when their 11 

quota is caught. 12 

 13 

DR. SHIPP:  I am going to go ahead and read it for the record 14 

and then we’ll vote on it.  In Action 3 that the Alternative 2 15 

be the preferred alternative, establish separate red snapper 16 

season closure provisions for the federal for-hire and private 17 

angling components.  The federal for-hire red snapper season 18 

will close when the federal for-hire red snapper quota is 19 

projected to be caught.  The private angling red snapper season 20 

will close when the private angling red snapper quota is 21 

projected to be caught.  Is there further discussion on this 22 

one? 23 

 24 

MS. LEVY:  I said this yesterday and I just wanted to reiterate 25 

that we’re going to have to tweak the language to reflect the 26 

fact that is an ACT that you’re looking at implementing in the 27 

accountability measure document and so the language is going to 28 

have to change a bit, but essentially that’s what is going to 29 

happen. 30 

 31 

MR. WILLIAMS:  Since Mara has brought that up, if we adopt this 32 

and we have two separate seasons for the two fisheries, will we 33 

then have to go back and modify our accountability measures to 34 

treat each one separately? 35 

 36 

DR. CRABTREE:  You could go back and do that then, because you 37 

could assess different buffers, in theory, on the two sectors 38 

you’re creating here, but I think what Mara is getting at is 39 

right now we have that 20 percent buffer and unless you change 40 

that, that will apply to both of these sectors and so it won’t 41 

be that the fishery is closed when the quota is projected to be 42 

caught, but it will be the fishery is closed when the catch 43 

target is projected to be caught and unless you want to then 44 

change that down the road, that would be reflected in here. 45 

 46 

DR. SHIPP: Any further discussion on this motion?  All in favor 47 

of the motion signify by saying aye; opposed.  The motion 48 
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carries.  Anything else before we move ahead? 1 

 2 

DR. CRABTREE:  Do we need a motion to approve it to go out to 3 

public hearing? 4 

 5 

DR. SHIPP:  Assane, are we ready for that? 6 

 7 

DR. DIAGNE: Yes, Dr. Shipp. 8 

 9 

DR. SHIPP:  I would entertain such a motion.  It’s been moved 10 

and seconded that we take this document to public hearing.  All 11 

in favor say aye; opposed.  The motion carries.  Anything else 12 

before we move on?  Locations.  As we always do, we will go to 13 

the state directors for suggestion on locations and we will 14 

start with Lance and Texas. 15 

 16 

MR. ROBINSON:  Port Aransas and Galveston or near Galveston. 17 

 18 

DR. SHIPP:  Louisiana? 19 

 20 

MR. FISCHER:  Baton Rouge. 21 

 22 

DR. SHIPP:  Mississippi? 23 

 24 

MR. DIAZ:  The Biloxi/Gulfport area. 25 

 26 

DR. SHIPP:  Kevin, Alabama? 27 

 28 

MR. ANSON:  Because of its importance, I would like to suggest 29 

Mobile and Orange Beach or Gulf Shores. 30 

 31 

DR. SHIPP:  Florida? 32 

 33 

MS. BADEMAN:  Panama City and St. Pete area. 34 

 35 

DR. SHIPP:  Okay.  This is a motion for these eight locations to 36 

have public hearings.  All in favor of these locations signify 37 

by saying aye; opposed.  I think we’re done now on that.  I love 38 

to see you nodding, Assane.  Okay. 39 

 40 

Final Review of Correction to Codified Text for IFQ Species 41 

Complexes, the committee reviewed the Abbreviated Framework 42 

Action to Modify Fishing Quotas for Individual Fishing Quota 43 

Species Complexes, Tab B, Number 10(a) and associated codified 44 

text, Tab B, Number 10(b).   45 

 46 

The commercial quotas for other shallow-water grouper, deepwater 47 

grouper and tilefishes managed under the IFQ program are 48 
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equivalent to the annual catch target levels specified in the 1 

Generic Annual Catch Limits/Accountability Measures Amendment.  2 

 3 

However, in the regulations, 50 CFR 622.41, the commercial 4 

quotas for these three IFQ species complexes are incorrectly 5 

referred to as the ACL.  The committee recommends that the 6 

commercial quota should be set equal to the commercial ACT.  7 

 8 

By unanimous voice vote, the committee recommends, and I so 9 

move, that the council approve the letter, Tab B, Number 10(a) 10 

to Dr. Crabtree and deem the codified text as necessary and 11 

appropriate.  Mr. Chairman, it’s a committee motion. 12 

 13 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  It’s a committee motion and is there discussion 14 

on this motion?  Hearing no discussion, is there any opposition 15 

to this motion? 16 

 17 

MS. LEVY:  You are submitting it to the Secretary for 18 

implementation and so I think you need a roll call vote.  It’s 19 

final action on an abbreviated framework document. 20 

 21 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  All right.  Do we need additional verbiage in 22 

this motion? 23 

 24 

MS. LEVY:  I don’t think so.  I mean if you want to change it to 25 

submit the abbreviated framework for implementation and deem the 26 

codified text, I think that we understand that, but to make it 27 

perfectly clear. 28 

 29 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  All right.  We have the motion on the board to 30 

approve the letter to Dr. Crabtree, Tab B, Number 10(a) to 31 

submit the abbreviated framework action and deem the codified 32 

text as necessary and appropriate. 33 

 34 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Ms. Bademan. 35 

 36 

MS. BADEMAN:  Yes. 37 

 38 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Anson. 39 

 40 

MR. ANSON:  Yes. 41 

 42 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Riley. 43 

 44 

MR. RILEY:  Yes. 45 

 46 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Dr. Dana. 47 

 48 
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DR. DANA:  Yes. 1 

 2 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Diaz. 3 

 4 

MR. DIAZ:  Yes. 5 

 6 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Pearce. 7 

 8 

MR. PEARCE:  Yes. 9 

 10 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Fischer. 11 

 12 

MR. FISCHER:  Yes. 13 

 14 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Robinson. 15 

 16 

MR. ROBINSON:  Yes. 17 

 18 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Ms. Bosarge. 19 

 20 

MS. BOSARGE:  Yes. 21 

 22 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Matens. 23 

 24 

MR. MATENS:  Yes. 25 

 26 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Perret. 27 

 28 

Mr. PERRET:  Yes. 29 

 30 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Greene. 31 

 32 

MR. GREENE:  Yes. 33 

 34 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Williams. 35 

 36 

MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes. 37 

 38 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Dr. Crabtree. 39 

 40 

DR. CRABTREE:  Yes. 41 

 42 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Sanchez is absent.  Dr. Shipp. 43 

 44 

DR. SHIPP:  Yes. 45 

 46 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Boyd. 47 

 48 
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MR. BOYD:  Yes. 1 

 2 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  It’s unanimous.  Approved. 3 

 4 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Go ahead, Dr. Shipp. 5 

 6 

DR. SHIPP:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  The next item is the 7 

Federal For-hire Red Snapper Limited Access Privilege Program.  8 

Dr. Diagne reviewed a draft scoping document, Tab B, Number 11, 9 

and discussed some of the issues that the Red Snapper IFQ 10 

Advisory Panel would consider to develop an IFQ-type program for 11 

the federally permitted for-hire fleet.   12 

 13 

Issues discussed included eligibility criteria, initial 14 

apportionment methods, transferability provisions, cost recovery 15 

fees, referendum requirements, and an appeals process.   16 

 17 

Mara Levy indicated that auctions should be considered as one of 18 

the methods for the initial apportionment of red snapper shares.  19 

Ms. Levy also noted that appeals could be addressed by the 20 

National Appeals Office.   21 

 22 

In response to committee questions, Dr. Crabtree indicated that 23 

in the commercial grouper/tilefish IFQ program, a referendum was 24 

conducted before publishing the Draft Environmental Impact 25 

Statement.  Dr. Crabtree also noted that the council will need 26 

to discuss who may vote and must define fishermen who 27 

substantially fished the species.  Committee members recommended 28 

that staff poll AP members and schedule the first meeting of the 29 

for-hire IFQ AP before the October 2014 council meeting.  Any 30 

comments? 31 

 32 

Then we will move on to Discussion of Recreational Red Snapper 33 

Management Feedback.  Dale Diaz summarized the Mississippi 34 

Recreational Red Snapper Summit that was held on May 6, 2014, 35 

Tab B, Number 12(a).  There were approximately ninety attendees 36 

including private anglers, charter for-hire operators, and 37 

others.  Sixty attendees were able to vote in surveys using 38 

remote voting devices.   39 

 40 

The goal of this summit was to develop and prioritize options 41 

for management alternatives to be provided to the Gulf of Mexico 42 

Fishery Management Council to ensure Mississippi anglers the 43 

most opportunity and greatest flexibility for red snapper 44 

harvest.   45 

 46 

Based on the surveys, the most favorable management options were 47 

reallocation, regional management, mandatory for-hire reporting, 48 
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extending state boundaries to nine nautical miles, state 1 

management, Gulf Council representation of commercial versus 2 

recreational, and multispecies harvest seasons.   3 

 4 

The least favorable actions were slot limits, one-fish bag 5 

limit, weekend-only season, tagging system, days-at-sea program, 6 

sector separation, and closure areas or sanctuaries.  The full 7 

report has more details, including survey breakdowns by sector. 8 

 9 

Myron Fischer reported on the current status of the Louisiana 10 

Offshore Recreational Fishing Survey.  Approximately 20,000 11 

anglers have received an offshore permit.  About two thirds 12 

provided email addresses, allowing email polls to be conducted.  13 

The email surveys are generating about 5,000 responses, a 40 14 

percent response rate.  The most favorable management actions 15 

are to keep the first two fish and regional management.  Any 16 

discussion?  Then we will move on. 17 

 18 

Under Other Business, Martha Bademan reported that with a 19 

recreational red grouper closure in September with a three-fish 20 

bag limit, Florida FWC has been asked to consider further 21 

reducing the bag limit to two fish, in order to extend the 22 

season. 23 

 24 

MS. BADEMAN:  On red grouper, I would like to make a motion and 25 

that motion would be to direct staff to develop a framework 26 

amendment to reduce the recreational bag limit and modify 27 

accountability measures for red grouper for the purpose of 28 

extending the recreational season and if possible, I would like 29 

to have this ready to go for 2015. 30 

 31 

DR. DANA:  Second. 32 

 33 

DR. SHIPP:  It’s been moved and seconded and is there 34 

discussion?  I think Martha kind of described it the other day. 35 

 36 

MR. PERRET:  Martha, is that the direction the State of Florida 37 

is going in? 38 

 39 

MS. BADEMAN:  I think we were going to go there.  We want to be 40 

onboard with what happens at the federal level though and so I 41 

don’t know if a three-fish bag limit is appropriate or a two-42 

fish.  I guess we’ll have to look and see what both of those get 43 

us in terms of days, but the bottom line is people want the 44 

season open as long as they can get it.  I think some might even 45 

be open to a spawning season closure, but let’s start with that. 46 

 47 

MR. PERRET:  We did have some public testimony from the guy 48 
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representing the Marco Island and maybe others, but that’s great 1 

that the State of Florida is asking the council and federal 2 

government to be consistent with the State of Florida and thank 3 

you. 4 

 5 

MS. BADEMAN:  It is nice, isn’t it? 6 

 7 

MS. LEVY:  Just a question, to clarify.  Are you looking for a 8 

reduction in the bag limit across the board?  Meaning right now, 9 

it’s four fish and unless the accountability measures kick in or 10 

are we just looking for more reduction if the accountability 11 

measure kicks in? 12 

 13 

MS. BADEMAN:  We’re looking across the board and then if we did 14 

that, of course, I think we would need to reexamine that 15 

accountability measure that we have now, because the 16 

accountability measure that we have now drops from four to three 17 

and then goes back up to four if we haven’t run over the quota 18 

and then maybe goes down to three or two the next year.  It’s 19 

kind of confusing, I think, and I think at least for this year 20 

it was kind of too late by the time it kicked in. 21 

 22 

What I’ve been hearing from people is they just want to go back 23 

down to two or three and just have it that way, rather than have 24 

to deal with the seesawing bag limit. 25 

 26 

MS. LEVY:  You are essentially looking at two actions, one to 27 

reduce the bag limit, just the straight bag limit, and then one 28 

to adjust the accountability measures with whatever happens in 29 

the reduction of the bag limit action, I guess? 30 

 31 

MS. BADEMAN:  Correct. 32 

 33 

DR. SHIPP:  I think the language still covers that.  Any other 34 

discussion on this motion?  All in favor of the motion signify 35 

by saying aye; opposed.  The motion carries. 36 

 37 

Continuing on with Other Business, Myron Fischer stated that he 38 

was seeking advice from a legal and enforcement standpoint on 39 

transit by boat after a multiday fishing trip from the recently 40 

reopened Port Eads Marina at South Pass with up to a three-day 41 

bag limit of fish, which is allowed by Louisiana.   42 

 43 

Port Eads marina is in a remote location twenty-one miles from 44 

Venice, Louisiana and can only be accessed by boat.  45 

Furthermore, fishermen may fillet their catch while at the 46 

marina.  Mr. Fischer was looking for advice on how fishermen 47 

with multiday bag limits could legally transit by boat back to 48 
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their vehicles.   1 

 2 

Part of the solution may depend on what the definition is of a 3 

fishing trip.  Possible ideas included establishing a transit 4 

corridor or having a biologist at South Pass verify the catch.  5 

Committee members suggested that this issue be brought to the 6 

Law Enforcement AP, which will next meet in October 2014 in 7 

conjunction with the October council meeting.  Myron, do you 8 

want to discuss it any further or is that adequate? 9 

 10 

MR. FISCHER:  That’s the advice we’re looking for and it will be 11 

on the Gulf States agenda or on the LEAP agenda. 12 

 13 

DR. SHIPP:  Doug Gregory informed the council that additional 14 

documents discussing red snapper allocation between the 15 

commercial and recreational sectors were received.  The 16 

committee indicated that the Socioeconomic SSC should review the 17 

relevant documents received.     18 

 19 

Mr. Gregory noted that the state agencies had written letters to 20 

the council asking that the next red snapper assessment be a 21 

standard or benchmark assessment rather than an update.  States 22 

were also requesting a delay in the assessment to allow the 23 

results of the MRIP calibration workshop to be incorporated into 24 

the assessment.   25 

 26 

This could result in the assessment being delayed until 2015 or 27 

the update assessment could continue as scheduled, with the 28 

assumption that the results of the MRIP calibration workshop 29 

will be available in time.   30 

 31 

Bonnie Ponwith explained that benchmark assessments are done 32 

when there is a change to the model platform, modeling approach, 33 

or a new data yield stream.  Adjustment of existing yield 34 

streams would not fall under these categories and would not 35 

trigger a benchmark assessment.   36 

 37 

Another question was raised as to whether and how ACLs could be 38 

provided on a regional basis.  One solution would be through a 39 

policy decision to divide the Gulf-wide ACL.  Another solution 40 

would be to do two separate stand-alone assessments for the east 41 

and west Gulf, provided there is strong evidence for two stocks.  42 

There is no biological justification for five state stocks.  If 43 

two regional standalone stock assessments were conducted, 44 

benchmark assessments would be required.  Mr. Chairman, this 45 

concludes my report. 46 

 47 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Dr. Shipp.  There was a lot of 48 
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discussion about this and we have letters from the five states 1 

about the benchmark versus the standard and does the council 2 

want to act on these five?  I would like to hear from the states 3 

again about whether they want a motion or not a motion.  How do 4 

we want to proceed on this?  I would like for you to give some 5 

direction to the SEDAR Steering Committee, please. 6 

 7 

MR. DIAZ:  I will just kind of tell you what I’m thinking.  From 8 

listening to discussion during committee, the timing is the big 9 

issue.  I think we are in favor of doing the most thorough job 10 

we can possibly do, but at this point, I’m somewhat concerned 11 

that if we go and we try to move to either standard or benchmark 12 

that it mess up where we don’t have data for the 2015 season, 13 

which I think is the most important thing at this point and so 14 

that’s kind of what is going through my mind.  Right now, I am 15 

not prepared to make a motion and so I will hear what everybody 16 

else has to say. 17 

 18 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  All right.  Any of the other states? 19 

 20 

MR. ANSON:  The issue of timing and making sure that the data 21 

was reviewed, thoroughly reviewed, and vetted was an issue that 22 

Alabama has and I think as part of that discussion, Dr. Ponwith 23 

was supposed to get back to her staff and ask them about timing 24 

and doing a standard and whether or not that would kick some 25 

other assessments that were scheduled out of the loop and 26 

whether or not staff time was available.  I don’t know if maybe 27 

Dr. Crabtree maybe has some information about whether or not she 28 

was able to identify those issues. 29 

 30 

DR. CRABTREE:  I haven’t heard anything new from her since the 31 

committee meeting. 32 

 33 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Bonnie did give me her cell phone and she said 34 

she was going to be in a meeting.  If we get to a point where 35 

that is necessary for a decision about whether to make a motion 36 

or not, we could call her, but I would rather not do that unless 37 

we’re moving in that direction and need that data.  Lance, do 38 

you have any preference? 39 

 40 

MR. ROBINSON:  The State of Texas, I think in light of the 41 

recent litigation where the new MRIP numbers were used, Texas 42 

believes there needs to be a benchmark and in fact that the 43 

terms of reference should -- The assessment should be looking at 44 

dividing the eastern and western stock and developing ABC ranges 45 

for those and so we’re onboard with really looking at a 46 

benchmark. 47 

 48 
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MR. FISCHER:  Our letter contained very similar information as 1 

Lance just portrayed, that because of the new methodology and 2 

trying to make certain we don’t exceed any legal opinions, we 3 

would like to know where we’re going with our quota and we would 4 

also -- We have been requesting an east and west ABC and if that 5 

does require a benchmark, then that is our option and it hasn’t 6 

changed. 7 

 8 

MS. BADEMAN:  Our primary concern was making sure that we had 9 

quality information, I think, to put in the assessment.  We were 10 

a little concerned that that MRIP workshop or whatever came out 11 

of it might be a little rushed or premature, just so that we  12 

can say that we have a stock assessment and here it is and 13 

here’s the update. 14 

 15 

We requested a benchmark just because we wanted to give the 16 

maximum flexibility that we could, so that if something comes 17 

out of this MRIP workshop and it looks like models need to be 18 

changed or something like that that we would have that 19 

flexibility and so that’s kind of where we were coming from. 20 

 21 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  In speaking with some of the 22 

analysts and our SSC members and Roy and Bonnie, it seems very 23 

clear that the MRIP numbers can be incorporated with update 24 

assessments and we don’t need a standard and we don’t need a 25 

benchmark to do that. 26 

 27 

I was thinking, when we started getting all these letters, that 28 

this was a good opportunity to maybe -- Right now, we have 29 

scheduled an update assessment for this year, beginning in 30 

August, and being finished by December.  It would come to the 31 

council in probably February. 32 

 33 

Then the standard assessment would be next year.  That’s a 34 

burden on the Science Center and the analysts, but that’s what 35 

we have scheduled.  With the letters that we got, I thought we 36 

might we be able to postpone the update this year and do a 37 

standard next year and be up to speed, because part of the 38 

concern this year was the MRIP calibration workshop is in 39 

September. 40 

 41 

I think the Center has scheduled all that so that any answers 42 

coming from that can go right into the update this year.  That’s 43 

the plan, but there is a risk that things won’t come together 44 

that easily, but we still have a standard scheduled for 2015 and 45 

things certainly can be included by then. 46 

 47 

One of the reasons to continue to do the update this year is my 48 
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understanding that there’s some optimism that the recruitment 1 

will go up and be available to be incorporated in the update 2 

that would allow the quota to go up.  The SEAMAP surveys are 3 

coming in now, but it’s not a simple measure of just looking at 4 

the data.  It has to be incorporated in the model. 5 

 6 

I got the impression from talking with Roy and Bonnie that it 7 

may be worthwhile to go forward with the update this year, with 8 

or without the MRIP stuff, because the change in recruitment 9 

could be a big factor. 10 

 11 

Doing two assessments two years in a row is a burden on the 12 

Center and I know they would rather not have to do that.  None 13 

of this MRIP stuff requires a standard and it does not require a 14 

benchmark.  15 

 16 

The update and the standard can also give an indication of what 17 

ABCs are like in the eastern and western Gulf of Mexico, because 18 

most of the data inputs are divided by eastern and western Gulf, 19 

but there is only one stock recruitment curve for the entire 20 

Gulf and we have only one management target for the entire Gulf 21 

and so we have one rebuilding period and so everything is 22 

integrated in the assessment. 23 

 24 

Likely there is some controversy and I know our staff thinks 25 

it’s not required, but the SSC and the analysts think it does 26 

require a benchmark to separate out completely the eastern and 27 

western Gulf and do two separate ABCs. 28 

 29 

A benchmark takes a year to do and so the timing of all this is 30 

important.  If we don’t do an update and if we don’t do a 31 

standard and we just go straight into a benchmark and it doesn’t 32 

start until August, because they want to wait until the -- You 33 

want to get the recent year’s data in and so all these red 34 

snapper assessments start in August. 35 

 36 

If this starts in August of 2014, it will be August of 2015 37 

before you get the benchmark and that means it would be 38 

available for 2016 and meanwhile, we’ve missed the chance to 39 

look at data that might allow us to increase the quota in 2015 40 

and so it’s not straightforward. 41 

 42 

I can show you the MRIP numbers can be incorporated in any type 43 

of assessment and it doesn’t require a benchmark to do that, but 44 

it’s just the timing of getting the calibration done and getting 45 

it out there and Bonnie is optimistic that that can be done 46 

quickly and so any insight that Roy has would certainly be 47 

appreciated also. 48 
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 1 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Also, the council -- If you remember, we have a 2 

level ACL for three years and so you need to factor that into 3 

consideration. 4 

 5 

MR. RYAN RINDONE:  Just a little bit of additional information 6 

for the council.  The reason why the Center is saying that it 7 

would take a benchmark to split the stock east and west and 8 

generate those separate stock recruit functions is because it 9 

essentially becomes assessments of new stocks. 10 

 11 

Right now, we have an assessment of the red snapper stock as a 12 

holistic stock throughout the Gulf of Mexico and this would be 13 

technically generating two new benchmark assessments, one for 14 

the eastern stock and one for the western stock.  Anything 15 

outside of that can be covered under a standard or an update, as 16 

appropriate. 17 

 18 

MR. ANSON:  In our letter to the council, Alabama requested a 19 

standard assessment and our evaluation at the time was that the 20 

benchmark was probably too robust, given that there wasn’t any 21 

new parameters or new data or new model.  The model had just 22 

been updated in the last assessment. 23 

 24 

Seeing that we are under an OFL/ABC already that’s been 25 

generated for 2015 and that there is a standard assessment 26 

already scheduled and a benchmark would increase staff time, 27 

double the staff time, essentially, based on prior SEDAR 28 

information, which would then kick out a species and there’s 29 

implications for that as to which species that could be and I’m 30 

concerned on two fronts with an update assessment. 31 

 32 

I thought, as I recollect, that Dr. Ponwith thought maybe, kind 33 

of sort of, the SEAMAP recruitment data could be available, but 34 

there was some issue as to whether or not it could make it under 35 

the wire and be put in the model. 36 

 37 

I am leaning toward just giving guidance that we ought to 38 

maintain the current schedule of the standard assessment that’s 39 

currently set for 2015 and that we would have the results, the 40 

OFLs and ABCs, for 2016 and possibly the future.  I don’t know 41 

if we can get a multiyear on a standard, but that’s where I’m 42 

leaning. 43 

 44 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you, Kevin.  45 

 46 

DR. CRABTREE:  The east/west Gulf is a little problematic.  I 47 

mean I think you could set east and west recreational ACLs if 48 
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you wanted to now.  That’s an allocation issue, but trying to do 1 

two separate stock assessments, one for the east and one for the 2 

west, I think the record, by and large, indicates we have a 3 

single stock in the Gulf, with some differences.  4 

 5 

That would have to be looked at and if you did then get separate 6 

ABCs for the eastern and western Gulf, remember that’s going to 7 

create a lot of issues with the IFQ program, because now you’re 8 

going to have to go in and allocate everybody’s shares as to 9 

east Gulf shares and west Gulf shares and that’s going to really 10 

create a whole host of issues there as to how to do that. 11 

 12 

I think you have allocation issues that you can deal with on the 13 

recreational side, but trying to get separate ABCs has much more 14 

far-reaching implications than just the recreational fishery and 15 

you need to bear that in mind, but I think Kevin made some good 16 

points. 17 

 18 

I would point out in the absence, I guess, of a motion, that 19 

we’re going to stay pat with we’re going to do the update and 20 

then the standard remains on the books. 21 

 22 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Yes, I think if we don’t have a motion that we 23 

just stay with the SEDAR schedule as we’ve got it. 24 

 25 

DR. SHIPP:  Just briefly to concur with what Roy said regarding 26 

the single stock, just the other day, Mike Schirripa showed us 27 

some diagrams of current distributions and those stocks are 28 

genetically the same.  There may be some habitat differences, 29 

but I don’t think there’s any disagreement that we have a single 30 

stock and so just to add that on to Roy. 31 

 32 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  I am not hearing any motions. 33 

 34 

MR. ANSON:  I will offer a motion that we give guidance to the 35 

SEDAR Steering Committee or to the Southeast Science Center that 36 

an update assessment for 2014 not be done and to maintain the 37 

schedule for a standard assessment in 2015 for red snapper. 38 

 39 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Do we have a second on this motion?  We have a 40 

second from Johnny Greene.  Is there discussion? 41 

 42 

DR. CRABTREE:  Unless Mr. Gregory can shed some -- This may mean 43 

that we’re not going to get anything in time to make changes in 44 

2015.  I am not sure. 45 

 46 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  That is correct, particularly if 47 

the standard doesn’t start until August, but we should start it 48 
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regardless, so that we can get the information and have a new 1 

ABC in 2016, because our three-year average ends in 2015. 2 

 3 

DR. CRABTREE:  Right and so this would -- Would you start this 4 

late enough to have the 2014 data included in it? 5 

 6 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  I don’t know how long a standard 7 

would take, but my understanding is to get 2014 data that you 8 

have to wait until August to start the assessment.  Ryan may 9 

have some more insight into that. 10 

 11 

MR. RINDONE:  To include the 2014 data in the 2015 standard, you 12 

would need to start it round about -- As close to the end of 13 

August as possible and that allows for the inclusion of all the 14 

recreational and commercial data from the states and all the 15 

observer information and the discards, et cetera. 16 

 17 

A standard assessment typically takes approximately six months, 18 

but it depends a lot on how many new pieces of data are being 19 

analyzed as part of the standard and so something the SSC would 20 

do in the approval of the terms of reference is look at the new 21 

data streams that are going to be included and the combined data 22 

and assessment workshop, which would be held to look at those 23 

data and put them into the model.  It would focus mostly on 24 

those. 25 

 26 

It wouldn’t be quite the open door to looking at any and all 27 

possible new types of data, because that would substantially 28 

slow down the assessment.  The point is to identify those new 29 

sources of data and try to include those and so about six 30 

months. 31 

 32 

MR. FISCHER:  Mr. Chair, what type of assessment did we have 33 

anticipated for 2014?  Wasn’t it an update? 34 

 35 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  I believe it was an update.  Ryan, would you 36 

comment on that? 37 

 38 

MR. RINDONE:  2014 was scheduled as an update and 2015 was 39 

scheduled as a standard. 40 

 41 

MR. FISCHER:  What’s the rationale of why we want to not even 42 

perform the update? 43 

 44 

MR. ANSON:  Simply because of the timing issue, the calibration 45 

workshop and the hope and feeling that the data would be 46 

reviewed and it would be incorporated or be able to be 47 

incorporated and what if there is a little hiccup and there is a 48 



222 

 

problem with the review process and then it’s not in a timely 1 

fashion able to be incorporated in the update? 2 

 3 

MR. FISCHER:  I understand your reasons.  I would disagree 4 

saying that regardless of the timing that we have to proceed.  5 

My Secretary requested a benchmark, as you all know.  For me to 6 

go from a benchmark all the way down to no assessment would be a 7 

push and regardless of the timing, I think we have to get the 8 

calibration workshop complete and move forward with some type of 9 

assessment. 10 

 11 

MR. PERRET:  All I can say is we’ve got five department heads of 12 

the five Gulf states natural resource agencies asking for an 13 

assessment of whatever type for as soon as they can get it and I 14 

understand the need for quality data and additional data and so 15 

on and so forth, but delaying this or putting it off until 2015 16 

for the standard, I would just hope then if this passes that Mr. 17 

Gregory writes a very fine letter to these five state agency 18 

heads telling them what is happening. 19 

 20 

MR. ANSON:  We would have this issue, the timing of the data -- 21 

We are always chasing the data when we do our assessments.  We 22 

will never have the latest and greatest data and there’s always 23 

going to be a time lag. 24 

 25 

We need the 2015 standard assessment and as it stands right now, 26 

even with an update, we need the 2015 done in order to have the 27 

OFL and ABC calculated for at least 2016 and possibly beyond.  I 28 

am not proposing that that be delayed in any such shape or 29 

fashion and that we don’t get those results in time so that we 30 

can put the regulations in place for the 2016 fishing season. 31 

 32 

All I’m saying is that because of the issue of timing and trying 33 

to squeeze the calibration workshop effort in with the 34 

possibility of not having the SEAMAP recruitment data for 2014 35 

in and that’s all I’m saying, is to remove the update 36 

assessment. 37 

 38 

We already have 2015 ABC on the books and everybody knows that 39 

and they can kind of be aware, based on our recent history of 40 

management, as to where that might put them and just to go on 41 

with the 2015 and we can schedule it such that we would have a 42 

little bit more confidence that the calibration data will be 43 

available and a little more confidence that the SEAMAP data will 44 

be available and yet still meet our deadlines for the agency to 45 

go ahead and declare the pounds for the 2016 season. 46 

 47 

DR. DANA:  This is probably a question for Dr. Crabtree.  I am a 48 



223 

 

little confused, because I am hearing all kinds of different 1 

things.  How would this motion impact our federal season in 2 

2015?  Maybe that’s an ignorant question and I don’t know. 3 

 4 

DR. CRABTREE:  I am reading this that we won’t get the results 5 

of this until after the season is over in 2015 and my take is we 6 

would get these results in late 2015 and so they would be used 7 

for 2016, whereas if you do the update, the scheduled, you would 8 

get the results at your February meeting and you could make a 9 

change that would affect the 2015 season, but if you approve 10 

this motion, then the TAC will remain where it is 2015 and this 11 

will be affecting the 2016 season. 12 

 13 

DR. DANA:  We could essentially duplicate this year based on 14 

another nine days of federal season or maybe zero days, based on 15 

this kind of a -- 16 

 17 

DR. CRABTREE:  That depends on what the catches come in and what 18 

the states do. 19 

 20 

MR. DIAZ:  I think Roy just answered my question.  I was trying 21 

to get clear exactly what we would be looking at time-wise.  22 

Kevin, I am going to vote against your motion.  I am kind of 23 

thinking we ought to be taking a different tack and that’s go 24 

forward with the update like it’s planned for this year, and I 25 

know it’s only a possibility that this stuff would be ready, but 26 

maybe we should be writing letters to the head of the Southeast 27 

Fisheries Science Center and Roy and the Secretary and everybody 28 

and telling them that this is a high priority and we would like 29 

them to dedicate as much resources as possible to try to obtain 30 

this data on time and that might be a different tack to take and 31 

so I am going to speak against the motion. 32 

 33 

MR. WILLIAMS:  We are using the terms “update” and “standard 34 

assessment” and “benchmark assessment” and help me out as to 35 

exactly what the difference is.  I get the impression that 36 

benchmark is when we start over with a new model and Ryan has 37 

got his hand up and could you let him answer that? 38 

 39 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  I will.  My recollection is that Bonnie said 40 

that an update and a standard are pretty much the same and there 41 

is very little difference between those and so, Ryan, go ahead 42 

and comment on that, too. 43 

 44 

MR. RINDONE:  A benchmark assessment is done when a species has 45 

never been assessed before or if you’re changing the modeling 46 

environment from something like a VPA to Stock Synthesis, to a 47 

statistical catch at age model. 48 
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 1 

A standard assessment is done when you’re retaining the previous 2 

modeling environment from the last benchmark assessment or most 3 

recent benchmark assessment, but you’re including new data 4 

streams and so like new MRIP data that is recalibrated so it’s 5 

technically different or if you have a new fisheries-independent 6 

survey that you’re including, something like that, something 7 

that has not been used in the past.  Then it also allows you to 8 

make changes to the existing modeling environment to accommodate 9 

including those data. 10 

 11 

An update assessment is done when you’re using only the data 12 

streams which were used in the past, but just adding new years 13 

to those data streams and the timelines on those are about a 14 

year for a benchmark assessment, about six months for a standard 15 

and three months for an update. 16 

 17 

The benchmark assessment has an in-person data workshop and 18 

review workshop and the assessment workshop can be either in 19 

person or via webinar and then a standard assessment has one in-20 

person combined data and assessment workshop to look at the new 21 

data being included and how to put them into the model. 22 

 23 

MR. WILLIAMS:  If I could just follow up on this, to make sure I 24 

understand the motion -- Thank you.  That was very good.  I 25 

understood that.  What we would be doing to maintain the 26 

schedule for the standard, the 2015 standard assessment, what 27 

would be coming in would be any changes in the MRIP stuff, 28 

though that doesn’t require a standard assessment, but it would 29 

be the recruitment information from the SEAMAP surveys?  Is that 30 

what would be different? 31 

 32 

DR. CRABTREE:  I mean I am not aware of any new data streams 33 

that would require a standard.  We just did the benchmark.  Now, 34 

I could be wrong, but I am not personally aware of any new data 35 

streams.  The recruitment information would go into the update 36 

and the MRIP calibration, the Science Center has told us it can 37 

be factored into an update. 38 

 39 

While there may be some new data stream that we didn’t know 40 

about or that wasn’t used last time and they might change their 41 

mind and do it, I haven’t heard of it and I am not aware of a 42 

specific data stream that we’re trying to get included. 43 

 44 

DR. SHIPP:  I hate that what may be my last vote is against my 45 

fellow Alabamian, but I have to speak against this motion.  I 46 

guess my thoughts about the assessment for 2014 is it can’t hurt 47 

and in fact, it may help and it may not. 48 
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 1 

We had reduced recruitment for a couple of years, but it seems 2 

to be returning and we don’t know for sure and those data may 3 

not be available for this, but nevertheless, you know a lot of 4 

times when you’re involved with an update, you discover data 5 

gaps that you can then apply to the 2015 if that’s it. 6 

 7 

The only downside is a little bit of extra workload or a lot of 8 

extra workload, but I do think that this species and this 9 

fishery deserves as much attention as possible and so I’m going 10 

to speak against the motion. 11 

 12 

DR. CRABTREE:  Ryan pointed out to me that the only data stream 13 

he can think of that might could be included this time that 14 

wasn’t last time is the hand line CPUEs from the IFQ fishery.  15 

They had broken that time series off when the IFQ went in place, 16 

because the selectivities and things all changed.  Then when 17 

they did the benchmark, there weren’t enough years to pull that 18 

in.  There is two more years of data and so maybe they could and 19 

I don’t know. 20 

 21 

MR. WILLIAMS:  If I may, that would go in -- That would make it 22 

a standard assessment then with this new kind of information? 23 

 24 

DR. CRABTREE:  Correct. 25 

 26 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  I think we’ve had good discussion on this 27 

motion.  The motion is to give guidance to the Southeast 28 

Fisheries Science Center that an update assessment for 2014 not 29 

be done and to maintain the schedule for the 2015 standard 30 

assessment for red snapper.  Any further discussion?  All in 31 

favor say aye; all opposed same sign.  I think the motion fails.  32 

If I hear no other motions, I think we are finished for the day. 33 

 34 

MR. ANSON:  If I may, I was wondering, Dr. Crabtree, if you 35 

could supply some information from your perspective as to how 36 

the states’ data on red snapper catches, landings -- What kind 37 

of process that might involve in relationship to the council and 38 

were the SSCs going to be reviewing it and kind of giving their 39 

blessing that it’s the best available and that would be somehow 40 

incorporated in the assessments or is it just an MRIP process 41 

that signs off of them?  Can you give some idea as to how the 42 

council might be involved or be in the process? 43 

 44 

DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I haven’t seen any of the states’ data.  I 45 

am somewhat aware of what Alabama is doing.  I am not aware that 46 

Florida has any new data and Louisiana’s survey we’ve seen and 47 

I’m not aware of anything different from Mississippi at this 48 
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stage or Texas. 1 

 2 

I think it mostly comes down to how Alabama’s data will be 3 

pulled in and I don’t have an answer to that.  My guess is in 4 

this assessment that it likely won’t be, because there won’t be 5 

any calibration of it, but I think we would have to take a look 6 

at what you did and how it was done and have the SSC look at it 7 

and have MRIP look at it and the Science Center and see what 8 

they say. 9 

 10 

I do think we do need to look carefully at that and what the 11 

other states are doing and so I’m glad that Dale asked for some 12 

discussion of that, because I had hoped that by next June when 13 

this fishery opens to have a better way of trying to estimate 14 

these catches and some upgrades on it, but in terms of how that 15 

would be pulled into an assessment, it wouldn’t be, I think, in 16 

an update, but it might be in a standard, but exactly how we 17 

would do that without any sort of calibration -- I think it 18 

partly depends, Kevin, on how the estimates that you guys come 19 

up with compare to what MRIP comes up with in the calibration, 20 

et cetera. 21 

 22 

MR. ANSON:  Again, just trying to get to the process as to what 23 

the expectation might be -- You’re right that there might be no 24 

difference and so therefore, there wouldn’t be a need to 25 

incorporate it in any part of the process. 26 

 27 

DR. CRABTREE:  The full process for this stuff is you go through 28 

an MRIP certification process and you get certified by MRIP that 29 

it meets all these standards.  Now, that takes a while and I 30 

think takes more than just one year of data collection and I 31 

don’t know if you guys are going to have learned from what you 32 

did this year such that you’ll be making changes to what you do 33 

next year and so it’s really difficult to say, but I think the 34 

standard protocol on the books is to ultimately go through the 35 

MRIP certification procedure, but I am very sensitive to the 36 

notion that we’ve got a real problem on our hands and some 37 

urgency to this and we may not have time to go through that full 38 

process. 39 

 40 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  I have Martha, Corky, and Dale. 41 

 42 

MS. BADEMAN:  If people have comments related to this, then I 43 

will wait.  I have a different topic.  I saw Dale’s hand went up 44 

and I didn’t know if he wanted to talk about this. 45 

 46 

MR. DIAZ:  I just wanted to comment on this and I think where 47 

we’ve really got to get to quickly is something that Roy just 48 
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said.  We’ve got to make sure that the states clearly understand 1 

the standards that we have to meet with these data collection 2 

programs. 3 

 4 

What is so important about trying to get to this early -- We got 5 

very clear direction of what MRIP expects for us to have minimum 6 

standards where the data can be used, because when we can get 7 

there, I believe the states’ programs can get us average daily 8 

catch rates very quickly. 9 

 10 

If we can get average daily catch rates in season, it can be a 11 

huge benefit to us to not go over these quotas, but I don’t know 12 

if we’re going to be there in two years or one year, but 13 

whenever we can get there, it’s going to be very valuable to us, 14 

but we want to build our programs to the highest standard and we 15 

want them peer reviewed and we want to make sure that everything 16 

is done as scientifically acceptable as possible and so any help 17 

you can give us, Roy, we would appreciate it and we will be 18 

working with the MRIP folks. 19 

 20 

DR. CRABTREE:  If I could, Mr. Chairman, I mean I think once we 21 

get the data that comes out of particularly what Alabama has 22 

done, but other people, and get that to the MRIP folks and have 23 

them some time to look at it and the SSC, then I think it would 24 

be appropriate to have maybe Gordon Colvin come down to our 25 

meeting and maybe he meets with the SSC ahead of time, but I 26 

think at some point that we need to schedule a presentation that 27 

involves the MRIP folks and give us their take on how well these 28 

pilots worked and where we go and what we’re looking at for next 29 

year. 30 

 31 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Do you think we ought to do that at the next 32 

meeting, Roy? 33 

 34 

DR. CRABTREE:  I don’t know if we can -- My guess is August is 35 

too soon and I am thinking more along the lines of October might 36 

make sense. 37 

 38 

MR. ANSON:  With the announcement of the July weekend season for 39 

Alabama, even with that, it’s our anticipation that we will have 40 

-- I don’t know if “draft numbers” are the right thing, but 41 

we’ll have data available probably at the August meeting, but 42 

for sure for the calibration workshop. 43 

 44 

MR. DONALDSON:  To Roy’s point about having Gordon down, I think 45 

that’s a good idea and it might actually be beneficial to have 46 

him come to August just to kind of outline the process of what 47 

all is entailed in terms of certification and whatnot and then 48 
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maybe have a follow-up in October.  That’s something to 1 

consider. 2 

 3 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We will work with staff and you on that.  Back 4 

to my list.  I have Martha and Corky. 5 

 6 

MS. BADEMAN:  Just real quick, I wanted to bring up something 7 

that came up in public comment and I think it was Bob Spaeth 8 

that brought it up, about the grouper/tilefish IFQ, the 9 

transferability of shares. 10 

 11 

I will make a motion, just to throw this on the table for 12 

discussion, and my motion would be to direct staff to develop 13 

the appropriate document to consider restricting transfer of 14 

grouper/tilefish IFQ shares to commercial reef fish permit 15 

holders beyond that first five years of the IFQ program. 16 

 17 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We have a motion and do we have a second?  18 

 19 

MR. ANSON:  I will second for discussion. 20 

 21 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We have a second by Kevin.  Is there further 22 

discussion? 23 

 24 

MS. BADEMAN:  This was a request that we got in public comment 25 

and I just wanted to see what other folks thought about it and 26 

throw the motion out there to see if this is something that the 27 

council wants to consider.  If we do want to do this, we need to 28 

move I think pretty quickly, because I think that five years is 29 

coming up in January or February, something like that.  We may 30 

need some wordsmithing. 31 

 32 

DR. CRABTREE:  I think that requirement expires in 2015 and if 33 

it does in January, then we’re not going to have time to make a 34 

change and the other thing is you know we have this same thing 35 

with red snapper, where we did let that expire.  I have a hard 36 

time seeing if we’re going to come in here and reinstate the 37 

requirement why we wouldn’t reinstate it on red snapper, because 38 

I’m not sure there’s much different in the rationale. 39 

 40 

I don’t have a problem with taking a look at this and in fact, I 41 

have always wished we had never let that provision expire and so 42 

I would be more than happy -- I think this is one of the things 43 

in the five-year review on red snapper they want us to look at 44 

anyway and so I wouldn’t mind taking a look at this, but bear in 45 

mind that we’re going to need to look at it with snapper as 46 

well. 47 

 48 
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MR. ANSON:  I was just going to see if Martha wanted to add red 1 

snapper into the motion. 2 

 3 

MS. BADEMAN:  That’s fine.  I have no problem with that. 4 

 5 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Mara, technically, since it’s already expired 6 

for red snapper, is that appropriate in this motion or does that 7 

have to be a separate motion or an amendment? 8 

 9 

MS. LEVY:  I think by the time you were to do anything with 10 

this, it’s going to be expired for grouper/tilefish as well.  11 

Like Roy said, I think it’s January of 2015 that this goes away. 12 

 13 

DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, I just got an email confirmation from my 14 

staff that it goes away on January 1, 2015.  It will be gone by 15 

the time we would finalize some action. 16 

 17 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Martha, anything else?  Any further discussion?  18 

The motion is to direct staff to develop the appropriate 19 

document to consider restricting transfer of grouper/tilefish 20 

and red snapper IFQ shares to commercial reef fish permit 21 

holders beyond the first five years of the IFQ program.  Any 22 

further discussion?  All in favor say aye; opposed.  The motion 23 

carries. 24 

 25 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Back to the question of having MRIP 26 

people come to our August meeting.  I am afraid that is going to 27 

--  28 

 29 

MR. PERRET:  It was October he said. 30 

 31 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  We changed it to October?  They are 32 

doing the calibration workshop in September and I think in 33 

August they are going to be quite busy.  October would be good 34 

and then the question is it best coming to us or just to the 35 

commission or both? 36 

 37 

DR. CRABTREE:  I would suggest that we have some discussion with 38 

the SSC and the data that’s been collected with them and then 39 

have them come into our meeting in October or whenever the 40 

timing works out, but that seems to make sense, to me.  The 41 

commission meets in October and if the commission wanted to do 42 

something, that would be great, but I don’t know if the 43 

commission meets before our October meeting or after our October 44 

meeting. 45 

 46 

MR. DONALDSON:  I believe it’s before, Roy. 47 

 48 
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DR. CRABTREE:  I think if the commission wanted to spend some 1 

time on this, that would be great and maybe there’s a way for 2 

you to work that out with them, but I would rather not just have 3 

Gordon come to our meeting cold.  I would rather have had some 4 

groundwork, but I am sensitive to your concerns that we don’t 5 

want to interfere with the calibration workshop and the timing 6 

and so I think you have to be flexible on that. 7 

 8 

MR. PERRET:  I was just wondering if we need to do something 9 

relative to the five department heads requesting assessment on 10 

red snapper.  We defeated Kevin’s motion and so where are we 11 

with responding to these five head of department’s request?  Do 12 

we need a motion to say we’re going to have an update by the end 13 

of the year or something to that effect?  We need to have a 14 

response is what I’m getting at. 15 

 16 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Yes, we definitely have a response 17 

and staff will be drafting it for the Chairman’s approval and 18 

signature and if you want us to vet it through the full council 19 

first, we can do that, but I will basically lay out the 20 

timelines of what a benchmark, standard, and update take up and 21 

doing an update this year gives us an opportunity to maybe get 22 

an increased quota and doing the standard next year will give us 23 

an opportunity to incorporate any new data streams, like the IFQ 24 

vertical hand line data. 25 

 26 

Then the negative part is to the states of Louisiana and Texas, 27 

basically saying we’re not going to a benchmark and so we can’t 28 

provide absolute ABCs for the eastern and western Gulf.  Those 29 

were the only two states asking for separate ABCs.  Everybody 30 

else seemed to be most concerned with the MRIP calibration and 31 

we will reassure them that that can be incorporated with an 32 

update and/or a standard. 33 

 34 

MR. FISCHER:  Based on the intentions of my Secretary, I move 35 

that we request a benchmark assessment for red snapper. 36 

 37 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Can you put a timeframe on that? 38 

 39 

MR. FISCHER:  His letter stated to be accomplished in 2014 and 40 

available for 2015.  That was what the letter requested. 41 

 42 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Do we have a second?   43 

 44 

MR. MATENS:  Second. 45 

 46 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We have a second by Mr. Matens.  The motion is 47 

to request a benchmark assessment for red snapper to begin in 48 
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2014 and be available for 2015.  Is there discussion? 1 

 2 

MR. PERRET:  Myron, would you consider some verbiage change to 3 

request a benchmark assessment for red snapper as soon as 4 

possible? 5 

 6 

MR. FISCHER:  I would think that as soon as possible, but I 7 

would also like the east/west ABC added to it, because that’s 8 

what the letter requested. 9 

 10 

MR. PERRET:  I don’t think we can do what you’re asking for.  I 11 

know it sounds good, but as soon as possible and then the 12 

language on your east/west thing. 13 

 14 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Let’s get your motion like you would like to 15 

have it. 16 

 17 

MR. FISCHER:  For as soon as possible including an ABC for the 18 

east and west Gulf. 19 

 20 

DR. CRABTREE:  I think we’ve had this discussion and so, to me, 21 

we should just vote on the motion. 22 

 23 

MR. PERRET:  Dr. Crabtree, you’ve been in the system and we’ve 24 

got five department heads asking for something and this way, 25 

we’re responding and we’ve moved and hopefully passed a motion 26 

to get the scientists to do this thing as soon as possible.  27 

We’re not putting a specific date. 28 

 29 

DR. CRABTREE:  I understand and that’s fine, but all five of 30 

them didn’t ask for the same thing.  We have at least one or two 31 

that asked for standards and that’s what we currently have 32 

scheduled and we haven’t really had much rationale as to why we 33 

need a benchmark rather than a standard and there is a lot of 34 

timing concerns there. 35 

 36 

MR. PERRET:  Two out of five and we’re doing the update and so 37 

that can all go in the letter.  Are we doing the standard? 38 

 39 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  With this motion, there would be no 40 

update and no standard, because to start this as soon as 41 

possible would August of 2014 and it takes a year and so we 42 

won’t get the results until August or October of 2015 and then 43 

that will also push back other assessments that we have 44 

scheduled, because this was not on the original schedule.  It 45 

will have a ripple effect, but -- The ABC was asked for by 46 

Louisiana and Texas and not by the other states. 47 

 48 
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MR. PERRET:  But this motion does not delete the previous motion 1 

asking for the other assessment.  This is in addition, the way I 2 

see it. 3 

 4 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Then I just misunderstand.  As soon 5 

as possible could be 2015 or 2016 or 2017, depending on the 6 

SEDAR committee and the council’s review. 7 

 8 

MR. PERRET:  That’s what the experts will tell us.  They will do 9 

it as soon as they can. 10 

 11 

DR. SHIPP:  I think there are two issues in this motion.  I 12 

could support it if you didn’t have the including the ABC for 13 

eastern and western Gulf, because that’s really unrealistic.  To 14 

do one as soon as possible, including ABCs for each sector of 15 

the Gulf is years away and so I am going to have to vote against 16 

this motion as long as that’s included as part of it. 17 

 18 

MR. WILLIAMS:  Based on what Ryan said earlier, we’re not 19 

getting a new model.  I am trying to figure out how benchmark 20 

figures into this.  We’re not getting a new model and it’s going 21 

to be the same model and so that makes it a standard assessment. 22 

 23 

The only thing that’s different is he said also if you’re 24 

working on a new species and I guess what we’re looking at is 25 

eastern and western stocks and so that would be the substitution 26 

for the new species. 27 

 28 

It seems to me that we ought to just go forward with the 29 

benchmark assessment.  I mean I know we’re hoping against hope 30 

that we’re going to get a new assessment and it’s going to have 31 

a completely different result and reflect what people think they 32 

see out there, but it just seems unlikely.  The model is going 33 

to be the same and the only thing that’s going to be different 34 

is the east versus west. 35 

 36 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  To create separate ABCs that are 37 

based on different stock recruitment curves and different target 38 

levels, it would require a benchmark.  That’s the only thing 39 

that we’re dealing with lately that requires a benchmark and I 40 

think that’s the desire of Louisiana and Texas, is to do that. 41 

 42 

MR. RINDONE:  I know that everybody is worried about timing and 43 

how things would play out.  If a benchmark were started in 2015, 44 

if it was started any time prior to late August of 2015, it 45 

would have to use data from 2013.  If it started after August in 46 

2015, then it could use the 2014 data and so when the council 47 

would actually want this to start is really key.  Then, again, 48 
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it takes approximately twelve months for a benchmark assessment 1 

to be completed. 2 

 3 

MS. BOSARGE:  I have an issue with the splitting the Gulf, the 4 

ABC for the east and west Gulf.  From a commercial perspective, 5 

I have an issue with it.  We already have big problems in the 6 

recreational sector as far as red snapper is concerned and if we 7 

go to this, then we’re going to have big problems with the 8 

commercial side in the IFQ. 9 

 10 

I mean you’re going to be redoing something that’s working and 11 

if it’s not broken, don’t fix it and so I have a big problem 12 

with -- I have a problem with this just in general, dividing the 13 

Gulf up, unless there is a true genetic or biological division 14 

and from what I hear, there is not. 15 

 16 

This, to me, is political for some people to have more than the 17 

other and this and that and don’t just do it as one big stock 18 

and we’ll get more if we do it this way and I have an issue with 19 

that.  All we do is pit ourselves against each other when we do 20 

that and I don’t even know which side it’s better for and I 21 

don’t really care, but I do have a problem with what it’s going 22 

to do to screw up something that’s already working, much less 23 

pit these states against each other even more. 24 

 25 

MR. PERRET:  Again, we are hearing from staff about data and so 26 

on and this motion doesn’t get into the weeds.  I must be 27 

missing something.  The experts will tell us when they can do 28 

this and we’re just saying as soon as possible.  It just seems 29 

like good commonsense.  The experts will tell us when they can 30 

do the assessment with whatever the data is that they have at 31 

the time. 32 

 33 

DR. CRABTREE:  No, as soon as possible means you want to 34 

rearrange all your priorities on the SEDAR assessment schedule 35 

to arrange this and do it as soon as possible and that’s the way 36 

I am reading it. 37 

 38 

MR. PERRET:  We are not going to do that. 39 

 40 

DR. CRABTREE:  We do that.  The Steering Committee does that, 41 

which is us and the other councils. 42 

 43 

MR. PERRET:  They will come and they will say, well, we can’t do 44 

it until whatever date. 45 

 46 

DR. CRABTREE:  I call the question, Mr. Chairman. 47 

 48 
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CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Just let me go to Dale. 1 

 2 

MR. DIAZ:  I was going to see if I could offer a friendly 3 

amendment and it would be to request a benchmark assessment for 4 

red snapper as soon as possible after the 2014 update and then 5 

including an ABC for the east and west and see where that goes. 6 

 7 

MR. PERRET:  I second it. 8 

 9 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We have a second. 10 

 11 

DR. CRABTREE:  Does that mean that you want the Steering 12 

Committee to rearrange all of your other already scheduled 13 

assessments in order to arrange for this benchmark? 14 

 15 

MR. DIAZ:  If this motion passes, that would have to be done. 16 

 17 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We have discussed this. 18 

 19 

MR. MATENS:  I would like to have a roll call vote, please. 20 

 21 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Okay.  You would like to have a roll call vote 22 

on this.  The motion is to request a benchmark assessment for 23 

red snapper as soon as possible after the 2014 update, including 24 

an ABC for the east and west Gulf. 25 

 26 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Perret. 27 

 28 

MR. PERRET:  Yes. 29 

 30 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Dr. Shipp. 31 

 32 

DR. SHIPP:  No. 33 

 34 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Greene. 35 

 36 

MR. GREENE:  No. 37 

 38 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Riley. 39 

 40 

MR. RILEY:  No. 41 

 42 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Dr. Dana. 43 

 44 

DR. DANA:  No. 45 

 46 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Ms. Bosarge. 47 

 48 
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MS. BOSARGE:  No. 1 

 2 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Williams. 3 

 4 

MR. WILLIAMS:  No. 5 

 6 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Pearce is absent.  Mr. Fischer. 7 

 8 

MR. FISCHER:  Yes. 9 

 10 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Robinson. 11 

 12 

MR. ROBINSON:  Yes. 13 

 14 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Anson. 15 

 16 

MR. ANSON:  No. 17 

 18 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Diaz. 19 

 20 

MR. DIAZ:  Yes. 21 

 22 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Sanchez is absent.  Mr. Matens. 23 

 24 

MR. MATENS:  Yes. 25 

 26 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Ms. Bademan. 27 

 28 

MS. BADEMAN:  No. 29 

 30 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Dr. Crabtree. 31 

 32 

DR. CRABTREE:  No. 33 

 34 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Mr. Boyd. 35 

 36 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Yes. 37 

 38 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  Six yes and nine no.  The motion 39 

fails. 40 

 41 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  The motion fails. 42 

 43 

DR. SHIPP:  I would like to make a motion the same as the 44 

previous motion excluding the last phrase “including an ABC for 45 

the eastern and western Gulf”. 46 

 47 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  We have a motion and do we have a second?  48 
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 1 

MR. ANSON:  I will second for discussion.   2 

 3 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  It’s seconded by Mr. Anson. 4 

 5 

DR. SHIPP:  I will start the discussion.  Again, to me, the 6 

issue is like Leann brought up.  Dragging the eastern and 7 

western Gulf into this I think is a negative aspect of it and 8 

would pit one group against the other. 9 

 10 

On the other hand, I think most of us would like to see a 11 

benchmark as soon as possible and that’s a nice, straight clean 12 

motion the way it is here and so I think this is what everybody 13 

wants, but leaving the eastern and western Gulf out of it, 14 

certainly in my mind, makes it amenable. 15 

 16 

MR. ANSON:  I seconded and I said for discussion and I don’t 17 

think I am going to support this motion, because there has 18 

already been discussion of what qualifies or is necessary for a 19 

benchmark assessment and there really isn’t anything on the 20 

horizon, unless, Ryan, you know of anything else that would 21 

qualify or make it a benchmark assessment.  It would still be a 22 

standard assessment quality or type of thing. 23 

 24 

I think, as the letters from the States of Texas and Louisiana 25 

indicated, it was -- A benchmark was requested because then you 26 

could theoretically get the ABCs for the east and west Gulf and 27 

so then since that motion has failed, I am not going to support 28 

the motion. 29 

 30 

MS. BADEMAN:  Dr. Shipp, is your intention to include the 2014 31 

catch data? 32 

 33 

DR. SHIPP:  Well, I go back to what Corky said.  I think as soon 34 

as possible and yes, if it does require some readjustment of 35 

schedules of other assessments, so be it.  Again, I keep going 36 

back that we’re 99 percent red snapper around here, or at least 37 

80 percent, and if it causes a readjustment of assessment 38 

schedules, so be it. 39 

 40 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  I just wanted to point out, again, 41 

that without having -- Without trying to calculate separate 42 

stock recruit curves and establish separate target dates for 43 

eastern and western regions, we can accomplish everything that 44 

you want with a standard assessment and there is no real reason 45 

for a benchmark, because we now have red snapper in the Stock 46 

Synthesis modeling environment and so we have a lot more 47 

flexibility. 48 
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 1 

The standard is almost as good as the benchmark and it only 2 

takes half the time a benchmark takes.  If you start a benchmark 3 

in August of 2015, it won’t be finished until about August of 4 

2016 and so you have missed the 2016 season, which is where we 5 

do need an ABC, or else the eleven-million pounds will just 6 

continue on. 7 

 8 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Ryan, did you have a comment? 9 

 10 

MR. RINDONE:  I think there may be a misconception that there 11 

are quality differences between a benchmark and a standard and 12 

an update and that’s not the case.  A benchmark assessment is 13 

like the first car to come off the line after R&D.  It took an 14 

awful lot of effort to make that car, but the car is made. 15 

 16 

The update is every car that’s produced after that.  They are 17 

all the same car.  The only thing that separates the benchmarks 18 

and the standards and the updates apart is the amount of public 19 

involvement and whether new data can be included. 20 

 21 

The quality of all three assessments is the same.  There is no 22 

gold standard and there is no top of the podium.  They are all 23 

quality assessments that are done with peer reviews conducted at 24 

the end of them, be it by the SSC or by a combination of SSC and 25 

CIE, like with a benchmark assessment, but they’re all of equal 26 

quality. 27 

 28 

MR. WILLIAMS:  I am just going to -- Kevin Anson really said 29 

what I was going to say, but I’m going to say it again anyway.  30 

This isn’t a benchmark assessment.  It’s a standard assessment 31 

and there’s not a new model that they’re going to apply and 32 

since we’re not doing eastern Gulf versus western Gulf, there is 33 

no new species to deal with and so what we’re calling a 34 

benchmark is not going to be a benchmark and it’s going to be a 35 

standard assessment and so I just don’t see the -- Except for 36 

what Ryan said.  I guess we’re going to have to have more 37 

meetings and pay for more meetings to get the same product and 38 

so I am going to vote against this. 39 

 40 

MR. PERRET:  Call the question. 41 

 42 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Thank you.  Let’s go ahead and vote on this 43 

motion to request a benchmark assessment for red snapper as soon 44 

as possible after the 2014 update.  All in favor of the motion 45 

please raise your hand, eight; all opposed to the motion please 46 

raise your hand, seven.  47 

 48 
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY:  The motion passes. 1 

 2 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  The Chair abstained.  The motion passes. 3 

 4 

MR. DIAZ:  This is going back to where we were a few minutes 5 

ago, but I think having MRIP folks come to the commission 6 

meeting makes a little bit more sense, because generally the 7 

staff that deals with the nuts and bolts of these programs 8 

attend the commission meeting and I think we’ll get more done 9 

than having it at a council meeting and so I would say the 10 

October commission meeting would be the very best place to do 11 

that. 12 

 13 

The other thing is I’m going to try to make a quick motion and 14 

the motion would be to send a letter to the Southeast Fisheries 15 

Science Center asking them to make every effort to complete the 16 

update assessment with the calibration workshop results included 17 

and to make every effort to have that information available for 18 

the February 2015 meeting.  If I get a second, I will say what 19 

my -- 20 

 21 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Dr. Shipp seconds.  Go ahead, Dale. 22 

 23 

MR. DIAZ:  I just want to emphasize that this is a high priority 24 

and we would like them to use as much resources as they can 25 

possibly get together to try to make every effort to make this 26 

information available where it could impact the 2015 season. 27 

 28 

CHAIRMAN BOYD:  Any discussion on this motion?  Any opposition 29 

to the motion?  Hearing none, the motion passes.   30 

 31 

Any other business?  We did our Other Business yesterday.  32 

Before we adjourn, again, I would like to thank Patrick and Bob 33 

and David for their service.  The combined number of years has 34 

got to be over a hundred, at least, I think, and so thank you 35 

very much, guys, for everything and we stand adjourned. 36 

 37 

(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 11:10 a.m., June 27, 2014.) 38 

 39 

- - - 40 

41 
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TABLE OF MOTIONS 1 

 2 

PAGE 95:  Motion that the council send a letter to the RESTORE 3 

1604 Science Fund that references the needs in our restoration 4 

priorities letter of 2012 and particularly highlights habitat 5 

mapping as a way that can develop regional scientific 6 

information that will assist our priorities like improving stock 7 

assessments.  The motion carried on page 95. 8 

 9 

PAGE 102:  Motion that the council rename and modify the 10 

structure of scoping workshops to include some of the RAP 11 

session protocols, including the following: Define a workshop 12 

culture that is more collaborative than the formal structure 13 

currently associated with public hearings; Allow participants to 14 

speak without a formal comment card and rigid time limits and 15 

ensure that each participants is aware they have an opportunity 16 

to comment before anyone can speak twice on an issue; Create a 17 

living document, in real time, as speakers contribute; Do not 18 

attribute comments to individual speakers; Use informal venues 19 

that are more audience friendly; and schedule during times when 20 

greater participation is more likely.  The motion carried on 21 

page 103. 22 

 23 

PAGE 104:  Motion that the council approve the revised strategic 24 

communications plan with Corky’s edits.  The motion carried on 25 

page 104. 26 

 27 

PAGE 104:  Motion that the Outreach and Education AP be 28 

reconvened prior to the April 2015 council meeting to review the 29 

follow-up survey on stakeholder communications.  The motion 30 

carried on page 104. 31 

 32 

PAGE 106:  Motion to form a working group made up of Sandra 33 

Brooke, Paul Sammarco, Peter Etnoyer, George Schmahl, John Reed, 34 

Judy Lang, and Erik Cordes to determine the criteria and 35 

boundaries, and other specifics for potential sites, and once 36 

that has been determined, that this group meet with 37 

representatives of any potentially impacted fisheries and 38 

members of law enforcement.  The motion carried on page 106. 39 

 40 

PAGE 106:  Motion to have staff initiate the appropriate action 41 

to modify coral EFH and identify new areas as potential habitat 42 

areas of particular concern and on behalf of the committee.  The 43 

motion carried on page 106. 44 

 45 

PAGE 109:  The motion is Suggestions for the For-Hire Electronic 46 

Reporting Program should: a. Cover the entire Gulf-wide 47 

federally-permitted charter fleet; b. Be a census electronic 48 



241 

 

reporting system coupled with an estimation process for non-1 

compliance; c. Be mandatory; d. Require daily trip reporting; e. 2 

Have accountability measures for compliance in reporting, 3 

including suspension of permit for delinquent reporting until 4 

trip reports are submitted and received; f. Include an allowance 5 

for paper-based reporting only during extreme events (e.g., 6 

natural disasters); g. Must use VMS or similar system if 7 

determined more cost effective for effort validation, in 8 

addition to hail-out/hail-in. Also consider how to incorporate 9 

dually-permitted vessel who already have a VMS unit, if at all 10 

possible; h. Should be implemented and tested side by side with 11 

MRIP and state method for at least three years; i. Validation 12 

should include a) Gulf MRIP pilot program methodologies, 13 

dockside validation of catch and vessel activity, and, whenever 14 

practical, b) at-sea observers or observations through 15 

electronic monitoring technologies, c) fine-scale discard data, 16 

d) depths of capture, e) area fished, and f) release mortality.  17 

The motion carried on page 121. 18 

 19 

PAGE 121:  Motion to appoint Harlon Pearce and John Froeschke to 20 

the Regional Implementation Plan Committee.  The motion carried 21 

on page 121. 22 

 23 

PAGE 124:  Motion in Action 1, to add “a stock will only be 24 

considered to be undergoing overfishing if the MFMT value is 25 

exceeded two years in a row” to Alternatives 2 and 3.  The 26 

motion carried on page 124. 27 

 28 

PAGE 124:  Motion in Action 1.1, that Alternative 2 be the 29 

preferred alternative.  Alternative 2 is the maximum fishing 30 

mortality threshold (MFMT) for each penaeid shrimp stock is 31 

defined as the maximum apical fishing mortality rate (F) 32 

computed for the fishing years 1984 to 2012 plus the 95 percent 33 

confidence limits.  Species-specific MFMT values will be 34 

recomputed during updated assessments, but only among the years 35 

1984-2012.  The values for each species will be updated every 36 

five years through the framework procedure, unless changed 37 

earlier by the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council.  a. 38 

Brown shrimp:  the apical F value of the model output (3.54) 39 

plus the confidence limit (0.14); effective F: 3.68; b. White 40 

shrimp:  the apical F value of the model output (0.76) plus the 41 

confidence limit (0.01); effective F: 0.77; c. Pink shrimp:  the 42 

apical F value of the model output (0.20) plus the confidence 43 

limit (0.03); effective F: 0.23.  The motion carried on page 44 

125. 45 

 46 

PAGE 125:  Motion in Action 2, to add “a stock will only be 47 

considered to be overfished if the MSST value is below the 48 
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recommended value for two years in a row” to Alternatives 2 and 1 

3.  The motion carried on page 125. 2 

 3 

PAGE 125:  Motion in Action 1.2, that the preferred alternative 4 

be Alternative 2.  Alternative 2 is the minimum sustainable 5 

stock threshold (MSST) for each penaeid shrimp stock is defined 6 

as the minimum total annual spawning biomass minus the 95 7 

percent confidence limit for the fishing years 1984 to 2012.  8 

Species-specific MSST values will be recomputed during the 9 

updated assessments, but only among the fishing years 1984-2012.  10 

The values for each species will be updated every five years 11 

through the framework procedure, unless changed earlier by the 12 

Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council.  a. Brown shrimp: the 13 

MSST value of the model output (11,166) minus the confidence 14 

limit (222); effective MSST value: 10,944 metric tons of tails; 15 

b. White shrimp:  the MSST value of the model output (125,535) 16 

minus the confidence limit (306); effective MSST value: 125,229 17 

metric tons of tails; c. Pink shrimp:  the MSST value of the 18 

model output (17,502) minus the confidence limit (3,467); 19 

effective MSST value: 14,035 metric tons of tails.  The motion 20 

carried on page 126. 21 

 22 

PAGE 126:  Motion in Action 2 that the preferred alternative be 23 

Alternative 2.  Alternative 2 is modify the shrimp management 24 

measures framework procedure to include changes to 25 

accountability measures for the royal red shrimp fishery through 26 

the standard documentation process for open framework actions 27 

and make editorial changes to the framework procedure to reflect 28 

changes to the council advisory committees and panels.  29 

Accountability measures that could be implemented or changed 30 

would include: in-season accountability measures; closure and 31 

closure procedures; trip limit implementation or change; 32 

implementation of gear restrictions; post-season accountability 33 

measures; adjustment of season length; implementation of closed 34 

seasons/time periods; adjustment or implementation of trip or 35 

possession limits; reduction of the ACL/Annual Catch Target 36 

(ACT) to account for the previous year overage; revoking a 37 

scheduled increase in the ACL/ACT if the ACL was exceeded in the 38 

previous year; implementation of gear restrictions; and 39 

reporting and monitoring requirements.  The motion carried on 40 

page 126. 41 

 42 

PAGE 130:  Motion to request that the council ask the Ecosystem 43 

SSC, in cooperation with the Standing SSC, to develop a set of 44 

suggested goals and objectives of an Ecosystem-Based Fisheries 45 

Management Plan that considers possible measurable targets.  The 46 

motion carried on page 130. 47 

 48 
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PAGE 131:  Motion that the council pursue participation in the 1 

newly formed taskforce to develop blueprint of action for 2 

ecosystems-based fisheries management.  The motion carried on 3 

page 131. 4 

 5 

PAGE 131:  Motion that the council convene a working group 6 

comprised of some members from the Ecosystem SSC, Standing SSC, 7 

Socioeconomic SSC of the council to develop approaches for 8 

identifying and prioritizing ecosystem and socioeconomic 9 

information needs for the fisheries managed by the council.  The 10 

motion carried on page 132. 11 

 12 

PAGE 132:  Motion that the council requests SSC feedback on the 13 

FWRI “West Florida Shelf ecosystem model’s” ability to evaluate 14 

gag and other shallow-water grouper harvest strategies and 15 

evaluate whether the model can provide information on ecological 16 

and economic tradeoffs in order to help determine best 17 

management outcomes, and, if possible, for the council to 18 

receive a presentation on the model at the next council meeting.  19 

The motion carried on page 132. 20 

 21 

PAGE 133: Motion to have the GOM IEA Program work with the 22 

Standing and Ecosystem SSCs to evaluate the current red grouper 23 

harvest control rule to determine if it is robust to possible 24 

future changes in intensity and frequency of episodic events of 25 

non-fishing mortality.  The motion carried on page 136. 26 

 27 

PAGE 138:  Motion to recommend to the council the approval of 28 

the June 2014 draft of the Administrative Handbook.  The motion 29 

carried on page 138. 30 

 31 

PAGE 139: Motion to request that the council accept the changed 32 

definition to “depleted” as defined currently in the document.  33 

The motion carried on page 139. 34 

 35 

PAGE 139:  Motion to include in the comments on the Senate bill 36 

a request to remove the phrase “fish that are harvested in the 37 

fishery and retained but not landed”.  The motion carried on 38 

page 139. 39 

 40 

PAGE 140:  Motion to include in the Senate letter a statement to 41 

remove the section on appointments to the Gulf and South 42 

Atlantic Councils.  The motion failed on page 143. 43 

 44 

PAGE 148:  Motion to recommend that referenda only be required 45 

for the initiation of an IFQ program.  The motion carried on 46 

page 148. 47 

 48 
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PAGE 150:  Motion to request the Law Enforcement Advisory Panel 1 

to review the utility of decals in the charter for-hire 2 

industry.  The motion carried on page 151. 3 

 4 

PAGE 155:  Motion to tell the Southeast Science Center to give 5 

the SSC a constant catch projection for gag grouper through 2018 6 

so that the SSC can recommend a constant catch ABC for the 7 

council.  The motion carried on page 155. 8 

 9 

PAGE 158:  Motion to remove Action 2, Recreational 10 

Accountability Measures, from Amendment 28 and put it in a 11 

standalone amendment.  The motion carried on page 163.   12 

 13 

PAGE 167:  Motion in Action 2.1 that the preferred alternative 14 

be Alternative 2.  Alternative 2 is apply a 20 percent buffer to 15 

the recreational quota based on the ACL/ACT control rule 16 

established in the Generic ACL/AM amendment.  The 2015 ACT would 17 

be 4.312 million pounds.  The motion carried on page 170. 18 

 19 

PAGE 171:  Motion in Action 2.2 that the preferred alternative 20 

be Alternative 2.  Alternative 2 is while red snapper is under a 21 

rebuilding plan if the recreational red snapper quota is 22 

exceeded, deduct the full amount of the overage from the 23 

recreational quota in the following season.  The recreational 24 

ACT will be adjusted to reflect the previously established 25 

percent buffer.  The motion carried on page 178. 26 

 27 

PAGE 179:  Motion to defer all further action on Amendment 28 28 

until we have completed Amendment 40.  The motion carried on 29 

page 184. 30 

 31 

PAGE 186:  Motion to request the Science Center and the SSC to 32 

continue to analyze slot limits, which would include size 33 

limits, one fish over the slot limit, and the effects of high 34 

grading.  The motion failed on page 188. 35 

 36 

PAGE 194:  Motion in Action 1 that the preferred alternative be 37 

Alternative 2.  Alternative 2 is establish a red snapper federal 38 

for-hire component.  The federal for-hire component would 39 

include all for-hire operators with a valid or renewable federal 40 

reef fish for-hire permit and establish a private angling 41 

component that would include all other for-hire operators and 42 

private recreational anglers.  The motion carried on page 196. 43 

 44 

PAGE 196:  Motion to add a new Alternative 9 that would 45 

incorporate the time intervals from 1986 to 2003, showing 54.3 46 

percent for the federally-permitted for-hire sector and 45.7 47 

percent for the private recreational sector.  The motion carried 48 
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on page 197. 1 

 2 

PAGE 201:  Motion in Action 2.1 that the preferred alternative 3 

be Alternative 4, allocate the recreational red snapper quota 4 

based on average landings between 1996 and 2012.  The resulting 5 

federal for-hire and private angling allocations would be 47.1 6 

percent and 52.9 percent, respectively.  The motion carried on 7 

page 204. 8 

 9 

PAGE 206: Motion that in Action 2.1 that the baseline allocation 10 

between the federal for-hire and private angling components that 11 

the year 2010 be excluded in all the alternatives.  The motion 12 

carried on page 206. 13 

 14 

PAGE 207:  Motion that Alternative 8 be modified to scratch the 15 

2012 and put in 2011 to 2013.  The motion carried on page 207. 16 

 17 

PAGE 208:  Motion that Alternative 2 be the preferred 18 

alternative in Action 3.  The motion carried on page 208. 19 

 20 

PAGE 209:  Motion to take the document to public hearing.  The 21 

motion carried on page 209. 22 

 23 

PAGE 209:  Motion to have public hearings in Port Aransas and 24 

near Galveston, Texas; Baton Rouge, Louisiana; Biloxi/Gulfport 25 

area, Mississippi; Mobile and Orange Beach/Gulf Shores, Alabama; 26 

Panama City and St. Petersburg, Florida.  The motion carried on 27 

page 209. 28 

 29 

PAGE 210:  Motion to approve the letter to Dr. Crabtree, Tab B, 30 

Number 10(a) to submit the abbreviated framework action and deem 31 

the codified text as necessary and appropriate.  The motion 32 

carried on page 212. 33 

 34 

PAGE 213:  Motion to direct staff to develop a framework 35 

amendment to reduce the recreational bag limit and modify 36 

accountability measures for red grouper for the purpose of 37 

extending the recreational season and if possible, I would like 38 

to have this ready to go for 2015.  The motion carried on page 39 

214. 40 

 41 

PAGE 220:  Motion to give guidance to the Southeast Fisheries 42 

Science Center that an update assessment for 2014 not be done 43 

and to maintain the schedule for the 2015 standard assessment 44 

for red snapper.  The motion failed on page 225. 45 

 46 

PAGE 228:  Motion to direct staff to develop the appropriate 47 

document to consider restricting transfer of grouper/tilefish 48 
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and red snapper IFQ shares to commercial reef fish permit 1 

holders beyond the first five years of the IFQ program.  The 2 

motion carried on page 229. 3 

 4 

PAGE 230:  Motion to request a benchmark assessment for red 5 

snapper as soon as possible after the 2014 update, including an 6 

ABC for the east and west Gulf.  The motion failed on page 235. 7 

 8 

PAGE 235:  Motion to request a benchmark assessment for red 9 

snapper as soon as possible after the 2014 update.  The motion 10 

carried on page 238. 11 

 12 

PAGE 238:  Motion to send a letter to the Southeast Fisheries 13 

Science Center asking them to make every effort to complete the 14 

update assessment with the calibration workshop results included 15 

and to make every effort to have that information available for 16 

the February 2015 meeting.  The motion carried on page 238. 17 

 18 

- - - 19 


