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The Sustainable Fisheries Committee of the Gulf of Mexico
Fishery Management Council convened at the Hyatt Centric, New
Orleans, Louisiana, Monday afternoon, January 29, 2018, and was
called to order by Chairman Paul Mickle.

ADOPTION OF AGENDA
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
ACTION GUIDE AND NEXT STEPS

CHAIRMAN PAUL MICKLE: I would like to convene the Sustainable
Fisheries Committee, and we have a lengthy agenda, and I would
like to -- Let me read the new members in, as I need to with the
new formation of the committee. The Sustainable Fisheries
Committee is made up of myself, Dr. Stunz, Mr. Anson, Dr.
Crabtree, Mr. Diaz, Mr. Constant, Mr. Donaldson, Dr. Frazer, Mr.
Matens, and Mr. Swindell. Let’s move on to the agenda. Are
there any changes to the agenda? Is there a motion to approve
the agenda? Mr. Atran.

MR. STEVEN ATRAN: I put in the briefing book a brief summary of
the National SSC Meeting in San Diego that was held two weeks
ago. If time permits, I would like to briefly go over that. If
not, it’s in the briefing book for you to look over.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Thank you, Mr. Atran. Let me make a quick
note. Thank you. All right. We have a motion, and is there a
second on the agenda? We have a second. Any opposition? So
moved. Moving on, let’s go to the Approval of the Minutes.
It’s Tab E, Number 2.

MR. DALE DIAZ: Mr. Chair, I make a motion that we approve the
minutes.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: It’s seconded by Mr. Matens. Any opposition?
So moved. The motion carries. Let’s go ahead and get into Item
Number III on the agenda, the Action Guide and Next Steps, Tab
E, Number 3, and Mr. Atran.

MR. ATRAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As you said, we have a
very busy agenda. I think it’s the busiest we’ve had since we
formed this committee, and Agenda Item IV, Review of Mackerel
Landings and Bag Limit Analysis, NMFS will go over those
landings and review any changes in landings since the bag limit
was changed from two to three persons per day, as of May 11,
2017. This 1s for information only. There 1s no action
required by the committee.

Agenda Item V is an options paper on carryover of unharvested
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quota. The primary purpose of this is to get a review on the
SSC report on some simulation analysis that was done with red
snapper and king mackerel of how periodic unharvest might affect
either sustaining the king mackerel or the rebuilding plan for
red snapper.

Also, 1t’s not on the action guide, but we’ve had some staff
discussions about perhaps trying to find ways to simplify some
of the ranges of alternatives, and so I think we would like to
maybe go through the alternatives and see 1if the committee is
interested in making some changes to those.

Agenda Item VI is Public Hearing Draft of Amendment 49,
Modifications to the Sea Turtle Release Gear and Framework
Procedure for the Reef Fish Fishery. At this point, we have an
amendment that we feel 1is Jjust about ready to go to public
hearings, and we would like the committee to recommend preferred
alternatives, and, if you have any other modifications, and
hopefully nothing major, suggest those and recommend whether or
not to go ahead and hold public hearings on Amendment 49. This
would be a webinar public hearing for this amendment. If we go
ahead as we anticipate, we would be bringing a final draft to
the council to review and approve at the next council meeting in
April.

Agenda Item VII, Draft Policy and Outreach on Descending Devices
and Venting Tools, as you may remember, or may not remember, at
the last council meeting, the council decided not to go forward,
at least at this time, with an amendment to require the use of
descending devices and/or venting tools, but, instead, to adopt
a policy encouraging their wuse and to develop an outreach
program, and so we have those draft policy and outreach program
documents in the briefing book for you to review.

Also, at the request of the council, we drafted a letter in
regard to the National Resource Damage Assessment Program, the
NRDA, in support of the distribution, wuse, and research for
descender devices, and so we’re asking you to review that letter
and let us know if you would approve that letter being sent out.

Agenda Item VIII is a Review of Ecosystem Approaches to Fishery
Management by the Gulf Council and Other Regional Approaches,
and that will be a review of what other councils are doing, as
far as ecosystem approaches to fishery management, versus what
we’re doing, and the committee has asked whether or not to
recommend initiating a fishery ecosystem plan or a policy for
the council to consider at a further meeting.
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The staff will also briefly update the committee on the
Ecosystem-Based Fishery Management Regional Roadmap progress and
provide a timeline for the council on that.

Agenda Item IX 1s Reef Fish Charter/For-Hire Permit Transfers
and Potential Management Actions. This is an action that the
council requested staff begin to develop some documentation for
regarding an issue of some reef fish charter vessel operators or
owners temporarily transferring their permits when the federal
season is closed, in order to try to get around the requirement
that federally-permitted vessels not fish in either federal or
state waters when the federal season is closed. We do want to
consider, i1f warranted, if we need to proceed with some action,
and, if so, what potential management measures might Dbe
appropriate.

Agenda Item X, Environmental Assessment and Exempted Fishing
Permits for Lionfish Trap Testing 1in the Gulf and South
Atlantic, NOAA staff will review an application for an exempted
fishing permit for lionfish trap testing in the Gulf and the
South Atlantic, and that will include an environmental
assessment, which has already been prepared for that. The
committee should review this information and vote whether or not
to recommend to the Full Council to recommend that NMFS approve
this EFP or whether more information is needed.

Agenda Item Number XI, Discussion on Dead Zone Regarding the
RESTORE Act, this had to be postponed from an earlier meeting,
because Mr. Constant was unable to make that meeting, and so

hopefully we can get the presentation this time. This was the
result of, in 2017, having an extremely large red tide, the
largest ever -- Excuse me. Hypoxic zone off of Louisiana, the

largest that has ever been recorded, and so we’re asking Mr.
Constant to lead a discussion on potential efforts by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service to address the issue through their
Natural Resource Damage Assessment Program.

This doesn’t require any action by the council. However, if the
council wishes, they may choose to recommend that we draft a
letter regarding the use of RESTORE Act funds on this particular
issue.

Then, finally, under Other Business, as I indicated before, if
time permits, the National SSC Meeting was held in San Diego two
weeks ago, and I attended, along with three members of our SSC,
and there will be a comprehensive report forthcoming sometime
later this year, but I Jjust had a very brief summary of my
impressions of that meeting and on the main theme, which was

7
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management strategy evaluations. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

CHATRMAN MICKLE: Thank vyou, Mr. Atran. All right. Just to
look at the agenda and what our large plate is today, it looks
like Mr. Atran was kind enough to provide me some time allotment
windows, to try to keep on track. We are a little bit ahead of
schedule, but we would 1like to shoot for a target recess of
11:30, with our midday break, and so let’s go ahead and Jjump
straight into Item Number IV, Review of Mackerel Landings and
Bag Limit Analysis. That’s from SERO, and I would assume that’s
Susan Gerhart.

REVIEW OF MACKEREL LANDINGS AND BAG LIMIT ANALYSIS

MS. SUSAN GERHART: Thank you, Mr. Chair. If we look at Tab E-
4, we have the king mackerel landings, starting with the
commercial. The first table is this year’s landings, and we did
open the Western Zone on July 1 and closed on October 7, at 98
percent of the quota.

The Northern Zone opened on October 1. If you recall, that
season was changed from July 1 to October 1 about a year ago.
That one is still open, and 1it’s about 88 percent, but my
understanding, from talking to several of the fishermen, is that
most of the fish have moved south now, and so they don’t expect
to catch a whole lot more.

The southern hook-and-line is Jjust getting started, because the
fish are Jjust getting there, and they’ve caught about half of
the quota so far, and then the gillnet, at the time that we
submitted this for the briefing book, they had not started
fishing. The opening is the day after Martin Luther King, which
is January 16 this year, and they chose to wait a couple of days
before starting, because of weather and other concerns.

Recall that this is a small fleet, and so they work together to
determine when to fish. They have caught 88 percent of the
quota at this point, and, as is wusual, the fleet got together
and chose two boats to go out and fish the rest of the quota,
which Mr. Kelly told me earlier that they expect to do on
Wednesday of this week. After that, if they are finished
fishing and the quota is met, we will shut them down.

The second table is last year’s landings. Because this isn’t a
January through December, we have completed landings for last
year now. We only closed the Western and Southern hook-and-line
Zzones, and the Northern Zone did not reach a high enough quota
for us to close, and the gillnetters -- Again, they generally

8
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stop fishing when they reach about 85 percent of the quota, and,
at some point, they decided not to go out and catch the rest of
the quota, and so that one never closed either.

If you go to the next page, we show the recreational landings

for this year and last year. Again, the recreational season
started on July 1, and so we only have two waves of data that
incorporate this vyear. Last year is mostly complete, and there

was only 44 percent of the gquota that was caught for the
recreational sector last year.

Just to point out that Spanish and cobia are not included on
here, and those are stock ACLs, and the quotas for those have
not been met.

The council also requested an analysis of a change in landings,
due to the increase in the bag limit. The bag limit was two
fish per person per day, and it was increased to three, and that
was effective in May of last year, and so we only have three
waves of landings with the higher bag limit to compare, and so
the first table shows simply the landings by wave, and you can
see for every wave, this year, or for 2017, was lower than those
in 2016, with the lower bag limit, and so increasing the bag
limit -- Now, we did have 2016 was a rather high landings year,
and so 2017 is back to a little bit more normal.

We also looked at the proportion of trips landing the bag limit
of two fish wversus three fish. In 2016, we had 12 percent
landing the two-fish bag 1limit and about 5.6 percent were
actually landing three, even though that wasn’t the legal bag
limit in 2016. In 2017, we saw a decrease 1in the number landing
the two fish, but about the same number landing the three fish,
even though it was legal in 2017, or most of 2017. That is the
extent of the analysis that we have, i1f you have any questions.

CHATRMAN MICKILE: Thank you, Susan. Are there any questions or
comments? Mr. Anson.

MR. KEVIN ANSON: Sue, the proportion of trips landing king
mackerel, that’s of trips with king mackerel, correct?

MS. GERHART: Yes, that’s correct.
MR. ANSON: Thank you.
CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Mr. Diaz.

MR. DIAZ: Thank you for that report, Ms. Gerhart. I have got

9
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about twenty notes on my page, and you actually covered almost
all of them, and so I think you did a very good job, but what
strikes me, when I read through this, is the commercial side
last year, for 2016/2017, basically it was a typical year. They
generally catch most of their quota, or right up close to it.
It looks to me 1like 2017/2018 is shaping up to be a typical
year. They are probably going to do about like they have been.

I want to stress the recreational landings. For 2016/2017, we
left almost 3.5 million pounds unharvested, and Ms. Gerhart said
that was a heavy harvesting vyear, and I think that’s playing
out, in the way Waves 4 and 5 are comparing from 2016/2017 and
2017/2018, the way that plays out so far. The three-fish bag
limit has, so far, 1in just those two waves, and I know that’s
early and it’s not a lot of data, but it’s not really showing
anything, that that’s making much of a difference.

I know there is a lot of people at the table that don’t agree
with me, but it does bother me, and I’'m not sure it’s 1in the
best interest of the nation to leave so many fish unharvested.
I am not proposing to do anything, but I like us to review these
things, because we can reflect on them and see where we’re at.

Like I said, I just don’t think it’s in the greatest interest of
the nation to leave that many fish unharvested. At some point
in time, we’re going to have to really evaluate what the proper
thing to do with king mackerel is. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

CHATIRMAN MICKLE: Thank you, Mr. Diaz. Robin.

MR. ROBIN RIECHERS: I just wanted to make a note, for the
council, that, last week, our commission took action to actually
move from a two-fish to a three-fish bag limit in state waters,
which obviously many of the fish are caught there, and we will
do that as quickly as we can, so that it will be in place for
much of the rest of the season this year. That goes into effect
twenty days after it’s filed with the Secretary of the State,
and so I don’t know the exact date of that at this point in
time, but it will be in effect, and then we will pick it up for
our season next year as well.

CHATRMAN MICKLE: To that point, Robin, the Mississippi DMR has
it on their agendas as well coming up at their meeting in
February, and so, after the outcome of that, we’ll increase to a
three-fish bag 1limit and go to the Secretary and move on
forward, and so Jjust to voice that here with everybody. Is
there any other discussion with these landings? Roy.

10
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DR. ROY CRABTREE: Martha, has Florida gone up to three fish?

MS. MARTHA GUYAS: Yes, we have. I think it went into effect
around the same time as the federal rule, I think. It’s been so
long since we did that rulemaking.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Any other discussion? I hate to do this, but
when was the last stock assessment, and when is the next one? I
hate to drag that thing back up. We seem to get stuck on it,
but could we just return, at Full Council maybe, with a quick
drop-in of when the last one was and when the next one is?

Just a 1little chatter on the docks, but we don’t get the
landings we quite did recreationally, because, most of the time,
they are floating out stinger hooks out the back of the boat,
and they’re just not getting them like they used to, but, again,
that’s nothing to drive anything with, but, again, it seems to
be a somewhat targeted fishery on the recreational side during
tournaments.

It’s tournament-driven, at least 1n our 1little slice of the
Gulf, but you’ve just got to keep your eye on it and Jjust make
sure that the resource is there. The gear type targeting from
commercial to recreational is very different as well, and so
that’s all. Any other discussion, before we move on? All
right. Let’s move on to Item Number V, which is an Options
Paper for Carryover of Unharvested Quota, Tab E, Number 5, and
Mr. Atran.

OPTIONS PAPER - CARRYOVER OF UNHARVESTED QUOTA

MR. ATRAN: Thank vyou. If Dr. Lorenzen 1s ready with his
presentation of the SSC review of simulations, I think it would
be helpful to go over that first, Dbecause that deals directly
with the alternatives that are in Action 1 of the options paper.

CHAIRMAN MICKIE: Sure. No problem. That would be Tab B,
Number 11. Dr. Lorenzen, are you ready? Thank vyou. We have
got the presentation pulled up. This was emailed to council

members, if you’re looking for it, and 1t is on the updated
file, I thought, or that’s where I found it anyway. Go ahead,
Kai.

SSC REVIEW OF SIMULATIONS

DR. KAI LORENZEN: The scope of work, what we were asked for
here was to review the simulations provided by the Southeast
Fisheries Science Center of the effects of carryover unused ACL

11



O Jo Ul wbdh

AR D D DR R R D WWWWWWWWWWNNNMNRNNNNMNNNONNNNR R RRRR P P e
WJdJO U B WNRPOWOWO-JdJABEWNRFROWWJNUBR WNRLOWOOW-J0 U WNEF O W

for red snapper and king mackerel and to review the draft
generic amendment and comment on the scientific basis for the
alternatives in the amendment.

I want to briefly show you a few outputs of those analyses, and
the first one is for red snapper, and there was an initial
analysis done that was looking at the percentage of unharvested
quota that can be carried over without negatively impacting the
red snapper rebuilding plan, and, in short, the result of that
was that carryover of up to 20 percent did not affect the
rebuilding schedule.

Then the more detailed request that was presented at the SSC
webinar in October was fleet-specific carryover events that are
consecutive carryover that are discounted for natural mortality
and carryover caps at 95 percent of the OFL. The goal was to
demonstrate how those scenarios would impact on the rebuilding
plan.

What they did was basically run with the last stock assessment
base model that came out of the benchmark assessment in 2014
with updated landings data to 2016 projections, beginning in
2017, and so they provided these simulations with sort of two
projection scenarios here. It was basically, using F rebuild,
the fishing mortality rate under the rebuilding plan, but also
running one with F SPR of 26 percent, which 1is relevant to
defining the overfishing limit. Then they had different ways of
adjusting for M and applying the OFL cap or not applying the OFL
cap.

To give you an idea of how the actual underages were set up, on
the left-hand side in this table, you can see -- They basically
forced certain underages into the model at different times, and
you can see, for example, in 2017, there was an assumed 20
percent underage in the private recreational sector, and then,
in 2018, there was an underage of 20 percent in the recreational
for-hire and so on, and so this is basically what goes into that
simulation as the underage scenarios.

Going to the results, there 1is a projected -- This 1is the
projected yield for the rebuilding scenario, and then you have
the wvarious carryover scenarios here, and so you have the
triangles are the yields applying the cap, and the circles are
not applying the cap, and so you <can see the underages
occurring.

Then, in the following years, the carryover 1s occurring, and
you can see that, overall, the OFL cap had a fairly major effect

12
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on the carryover vyield, and so the OFL cap basically capped the
carryover relatively low. The M adjustments had relatively
little effect, and that’s to be expected, because the natural
mortality rate of red snapper is very low.

The fact that you are seeing this -- This was a question that
was brought up in the SSC, the fact that you’re seeing those
variations getting larger, and this is really driven by the
inputs to the model, and so the greatest overall underages were
put into the model in the later parts of that time series, and
so this doesn’t imply that, as we go along in time, those
variations will get larger. This 1is simply what was put into
the model.

This is what shows the rebuilding of the SPR, and you can see,
again, there is the rebuilding projection without underages and
carryover. That’s at the bottom, and then you can see the
rebuilding under those various carryover scenarios, and you can
see that, in all the carryover scenarios here, rebuilding, in
fact, 1is not only on the same timeframe, but it may occur
slightly more rapidly.

The reason for that is that, since the stock is increasing quite
rapidly overall, and so we’re in a situation where, essentially,
when vyou leave the fish 1in the water, growth and their
reproductive contributions sort of outweigh the effect of
mortality, and so, if you keep the fish in the water a little
longer, which you do, not through the carryover, but through the
fact that you have an underage to start with, you end up with a
situation that rebuilding actually happens slightly faster.

You can see that none of these scenarios cause problems for the
rebuilding schedule. Some allow somewhat faster rebuilding,
and, basically, you have a tradeoff here. The scenarios that
leave the most fish in the water, and so the ones where you have
an OFL cap, give you the fastest rebuilding, and so there is a
bit of a tradeoff, but none of these scenarios would cause a
problem for maintaining that rebuilding timeline.

The analysts pointed out important assumptions and caveats. The
first one here is this is not meant to be for management advice.
It’s somewhat hypothetical, and there are a lot of assumptions
that have to be made in setting these things up. Basically,
they’re saying that it should be expected to hold for underages
up to about 20 percent, but they haven’t tested really extreme
underages.

It only applies 1if the carryover 1is applied to the fleet in
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which the underage occurred, and the reason for that is that the
fleets have different selectivities, and so, 1if vyou apply an
underage 1in one fleet to another fleet, vyou’re dealing with the
fact that those are actually catching fish at somewhat different
ages and with different growth and mortality and so on.

Also, very i1importantly, the same approach is not expected to
hold for an overage and subsequent underage. Remember that all
they simulated 1s underages. They have not looked at what
happens when you throw overages into the mix.

There was a second study on Gulf of Mexico king mackerel, and
it’s basically the same questions, and I am not going to go
through the details of the results of this, but I want to give
you a quick overview.

The important thing to remember here is that the Gulf of Mexico
king mackerel is not overfished and not undergoing overfishing,
and neither the commercial nor the recreational sector land
their allocated catch, typically, which means there is a sort of
fairly routine underage, but that occurs because people Jjust
don’t fish so hard for it, and so, basically, if you take that
underage and you carry it over, it’s quite unlikely that, in the
next vyear, that would all be taken, because, generally, the
fishery is not taking its allotted catch.

The simulation scenario that Dr. Schirripa provided actually
assumed that the stock would be fished at the limit, and so at F
SPR 30, except when the underages or the carryover occur, but it
basically assumed an increase in fishing pressure on this stock
to the maximum level of the F SPR 30.

Basically, the result here was that carryover, under these
assumptions, had no effect on the future status of the Gulf of
Mexico king mackerel stock, and so, basically, what the
simulations have shown is that the carryover, according to the
provisions that are in the draft generic amendment, are unlikely
to impact negatively on the rebuilding timeline of red snapper
or the status of king mackerel.

None of the alternatives explored resulted in the lengthening of
the rebuilding timeline for red snapper, and some tradeoffs are
evident between catch levels and the speed of rebuilding, but
it’s very unclear how generalizable these results are. Remember
that we have basically case studies for two fisheries here, one
that is rebuilding and typically fished at F rebuild, below the
F SPR at 26 percent, and the other that also tends to be
underfished, most of the time.
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The question 1is how does this apply to stocks with different
life histories and to fisheries that may be overexploited, and
so 1it’s somewhat wunclear, and so there were some general
comments from the SSC.

One was that carryover is likely to be appropriate and effective
only when the underage has occurred due to regulatory actions or
if you have something like the buffer or for some reason you
closed that fishery early. Then it’s a reasonable assumption
that those fish that were not harvested will remain and one can
carry that over. It would be particularly problematic 1if the
underage had occurred due to stock decline. We will come to red
grouper tomorrow, where that seems to be happening. There is an
underage, but it’s probably related to reduced stock levels, and
so that is, obviously, a situation where you wouldn’t want to
carry over.

The scientific information that we have available, which is sort
of limited simulation scenarios for two fisheries, does not
provide a strong basis for choosing between the alternatives set
out in the draft document or for generalizing performance to
other fisheries, and it’s very important to note that the same
procedures can’t be used for carryover of overages, or payback
provisions, and they may be problematic when we have a mixture
of underages and overages 1in the timeline, which was not
explored.

Finally, one comment 1s that one alternative to that proposed
framework, which is somewhat complex, is it might involve things
like actually rerunning projections with updated catches, and
so, all of this, what we’re discussing here, is in the situation
where we have projections that were run at the end of the stock
assessment for multiple years and then we set the ABCs based on
that.

Then we enter into these carryover provisions, but, also, one
could, 1in principle, of course, update projections with more
recent landings, which would then account for all the processes
that are happening, the growth and the mortality and so on, but
it would involve an additional step, and so, rather than Jjust
getting the catches and going into the carryover, it would
involve then going back to the Science Center or the Regional

Office and rerunning those projections. That would give vyou
slightly better estimates of what will be available in the
following years, but it requires more effort. Thank you.

CHATRMAN MICKLE: Thank vyou, Dr. Lorenzen. Are there any
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questions for Kai? Steven.

MR. ATRAN: Not a gquestion, but Jjust a clarification. You
mentioned, with the red snapper review, that none of the
simulations included overages, and I believe that was the same
for the king mackerel simulations.

DR. LORENZEN: Correct.
MR. ATRAN: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Anything else? Thank you, Kai. Now we can
swing back to the options paper, and is that correct, and it’s
Tab E, Number 5.

REVIEW OF OPTIONS PAPER

MR. ATRAN: That’s correct. It is titled “Carryover Provisions
and Framework Modifications”. It’'s still in a draft form. If
the council approves it, we’re going to try to come back with a
completed amendment for your review 1in April, and that will
depend upon what we can do. The primary author of this is out
on paternity leave at the moment, but I think the rest of us can
probably handle it.

This has five actions in the document, and, if we can go to
Action 1, which is on page 9, it’s titled “Eligibility for a
Carryover Provision for Managed Finfish Species in the Gulf of
Mexico”, and this deals with which species would or would not be
allowed to have ACL underage adjustments. The wording 1is a
little bit confusing. We are thinking that perhaps we could
simplify some of the wording on here, and we also had some staff
suggestions on some of these alternatives.

Alternative 1, no action, says that we will not have an underage
carryover for any species. If you wanted to adopt that, then
this options paper is dead, and there is no need to proceed with
it. We always have the no action alternative.

Alternative 2 would allow underage carryovers except for those
stocks that are currently in a rebuilding plan. As I said, I
wanted to get the results of the simulations, which had
indicated that, in those simulations, underage carryovers were
not going to have much of an effect on the rebuilding plan.
Again, as I said, that only included simulating underharvests
and not overharvests.

We do have some staff saying that perhaps this should be
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removed, and I think perhaps an alternative would be to say
that, instead of excluding stocks in a rebuilding plan -- I will
stop there, but, at any rate, based upon the analysis, this may
not be a necessary alternative.

Alternative 3 would not allow stocks to have carryovers if there
was not an ACL closure, if we just got to the end of the fishing
year and the fishermen simply didn’t catch their total amount.
The reason for that 1s because we don’t know why they didn’t
catch their total amount. Is it because the stock is in decline
or simply because they didn’t put out enough effort to catch it?

Irregardless, Alternative 3 would not allow a carryover for
stocks that did not have an ACL closure. We do have a staff
suggestion that it be revised slightly to state that this would
only apply to non-IFQ species, and we have a separate action
that deals with the IFQ species.

Alternative 4 would exclude stocks that do not have sector

allocations. It would only apply to stocks that are managed
under a stock ACL, and that means that there is no recreational
and commercial allocations. It’s just a single stock ACL. We

really don’t see why this should make a difference, plus I
believe most of the stocks covered under Alternative 4 would be
covered under Alternative 3, and so staff is recommending that
Alternative 4 be removed from the document or moved to
Considered but Rejected.

Alternative 5 would exclude any stocks from carryover that were
not based on a quantitative stock assessment. Basically, that’s
our data-poor stocks in which we did set ACLs, but they were
based either on Tier 3 of our ABC control rule, which just bases
it on what the average catch was over a ten-year period, plus or
minus some adjustment, or based upon the methods used in the
data-limited methods toolkit, which we applied to several stocks
under SEDAR 49 and ended up with an ABC recommendation only for
one of them, lane snapper.

These are not really based upon a strong knowledge of the life
history of the stock, and so these are only approximations of
what we think should be the OFL and the ABC, and they may or may
not be accurate, and so this alternative would say don’t have
any carryovers on these stocks, and then Alternative 6 would
exclude stocks which are being managed through an apportionment
with an adjacent fishery management council, in this case,
obviously, the South Atlantic Council.

If we have a transboundary stock and we’ve split it up, since
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this action would involve changing the ABC -- We can’t change an
ABC without getting the other council involved, and so we're
recommending that Alternative 6 -- That that not be allowed to
be a carryover.

Basically, the only alternative that staff is definitely
recommending be removed is Alternative 3 and that you perhaps
consider Alternative 2 for removal, based upon the results of
the simulation analysis. I will stop there, if anybody has any
questions.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Are there questions or comments?

DR. GREG STUNZ: Steven, when I was reading through this, it is
kind of confusing trying to figure out exactly what the
differences are between all these alternatives, but could we
combine some of these, to streamline this? For example, 5 and 6
are almost the same, other than you Jjust put those two
exceptions into one alternative, I guess, 1s what I'm seeing.

MR. ATRAN: Certainly you could combine them. I think the idea
was to try to give you a discreet list of possible exceptions,
and, 1if you’re interested, about three pages onward, Table 2.1.1
lists those stocks that would be affected by each of these
alternatives, and there is quite a bit of overlap, and so, in

the case of -- You said combine Alternatives 5 and 6, and
Alternative 6 would only apply to black grouper, mutton snapper,
and vyellowtail snapper. None of those are 1listed under

Alternative 5, and so that would be giving you a larger universe
of stocks that would be excluded from carryovers.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Mr. Diaz.

MR. DIAZ: Just a comment. If we happen to choose the one for
data-poor stocks, the actual title of this paper includes red
drum, and so we have to take that out of the title, also.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Mr. Atran.

MR. ATRAN: Could you repeat that, please?

MR. DIAZ: I was just saying that Number 5 deals with data-poor
stocks, including those, and the title of this paper actually
has red drum mentioned in the options paper name, and so I was

just pointing that out.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Mr. Atran.
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MR. ATRAN: At the moment, we don’t allow any harvest of red
drum in federal waters, and so I'm not sure that, either way, it
would affect the red drum harvest.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Ms. Levy.

MS. LEVY: Just to the point about combining them, I think the
issue with combining them is that it doesn’t then allow you to
consider and address the specific needs to exclude or not
exclude a certain group, and so 5 1is looking at basically
applying the carryover only to those that have peer-reviewed
stock assessments, whereas Alternative 6 is then applying it to
everything except those managed by species that are apportioned
over more than one council, and so they’re very distinct, and
you can have separate decisions yes or no on either of those,
and, if you combine them, then you’re basically having to make a
decision about all of it at one time, even though there are very
different reasons for including or excluding them.

CHATIRMAN MICKLE: Any other discussion? Mr. Anson.

MR. ANSON: Steven mentioned a couple of alternatives that staff
had recommended for removal, to streamline the document, and one
of those was Alternative 4, if I remember correctly, and I am
trying to read that one, to understand the removal for that one,
and except those which are currently managed under a stock ACL,
and so, Steven, can you elaborate a little bit more as to why
staff chose that, because Dr. Lorenzen mentioned something that
it would probably be better to kind of keep those species in
there that have sector allocations, because then it would be
more efficient 1in applying that overage, or underage, to that
particular sector.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Mr. Atran.

MR. ATRAN: One reason 1is that most of the stocks covered in
Alternative 4 are also covered in Alternative 3, and so it’s a
little bit duplicate, and, also, the primary difference here is
we’re talking about, where we have sector allocations, an
underage would only apply to the specific sector that
underharvested its quota.

Where we don’t have sector allocations, you could still end up
with, perhaps, a fishery that 1is closed early, because the
entire ACL 1s met early, but, if that turns out to be an
incorrect assessment, there is really -- I don’t see the reason
why vyou would want to have that be any different from just
looking at an individual sector.
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You get a fishery that’s Dbeing fished by the combined
recreational fishery sectors, and, if you carryover the
underharvest, then the combined fishery gets the benefit of the
carryover, rather than Jjust one sector, and so I wasn’'t -- I
didn’t see the reasoning for excluding those specific stocks,
but, as I said, the other reason 1is that there’s a lot of
overlap, 1f you look at that table that was up on the screen
before, Dbetween Alternatives 3 and 4, and so perhaps we don’t
need both of those alternatives.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Any other discussions? Is there a timeline
that we’re shooting for on this one, on this paper? Do I need
to encourage the group in any way or form? Mr. Schieble.

MR. CHRIS SCHIEBLE: I am going to need a little help from the
Chairman here. We’re not on the committee, but are we able to
make a motion for another alternative, not Dbeing on the
committee?

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Not until Full Council, 1is my understanding,
and 1s that correct?

MS. LEANN BOSARGE: At Full Council, you could make that motion,
but, if you want to have discussion, you are more than welcome
to chime 1in, if the Chairman will allow, and have some
discussion, and so I guess people would have something to think
about between now and Full Council.

MR. SCHIEBLE: Well, I sent our request to council, in an email,
and so it’s listed there, but I can pretty much tell you exactly
what we’re thinking here. We’re looking for an Alternative 7 to
be added, if possible, and it would basically Jjust state the
carryover of unused portion of any managed reef finfish species
and coastal pelagic, period.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: That’s a suggested motion, but, again, we have
to wait until Full Council for a non-committee member to make a
motion, but, again, if there is anyone inclined to entertain the
motion, I wouldn’t be opposed, if it’s brought by, Just
following protocol, a committee member. Dr. Frazer.

DR. TOM FRAZER: Thanks, Paul. If it’s okay, I would just like
a little clarification on why you might want that.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Chris.

MR. SCHIEBLE: Well, it seems like, when looking at that list of
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species, that, if we don’t combine some of the existing
alternatives, that some will be left out, and that would cover
the majority of what we need.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Dr. Crabtree.

DR. CRABTREE: I think the point is there are good reasons to
leave some species out. If you have a species, for example red
grouper, and they can’t catch the ACL. The fishermen are all
telling us that the stock is in decline, and we’re going to see
abundance indices this week that confirm the stock has declined,
and so why would we take a species where they can’t catch the
quota to begin with and then carry, potentially, millions of
pounds over and add it to the next vyear’s quota-? It Jjust
doesn’t really make sense.

I don’t think it necessarily hurts anything, because they
probably wouldn’t catch it again the next year, but where this
came from was when we had a fishery that was closed, and red
snapper was a lot of it, where we have that 20 percent buffer,

or we closed it too early and left fish out there. In that
case, 1t makes sense to carry it over, and king mackerel is
another good example, with the recreational fishery. It really

doesn’t make a lot of sense to carry that underage over and add
it to the next year, because they can’t even catch the quota
they already have.

I will come back to Alternative 4, because I tend to agree with
Steve that I don’t think we need that one in there. I will make
a motion to move Alternative 4 to the Considered but Rejected.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: All right. The motion i1is, in Action 1, to
move Alternative 4 to Considered but Rejected. Do I have a
second? It’s seconded by Dr. Frazer. Is there any opposition?

The motion carries.

Is there any additional discussion on the carryover of
unharvested quota of non-IFQ finfish species? Mr. Atran.

MR. ATRAN: Thank vyou. One other thing on Action 1, before we
get totally out of it. As I indicated, we think we can probably
come up with some less confusing wording for the alternatives in
Action 1, and so I assume that we would have editorial license
to revise them, as long as we don’t change the intent?

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Is there any opposition for staff to have that
liberty? Okay. That seems concurrent with the group. Thank
you.
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MR. ATRAN: Thank you. Action 2, as I said earlier, we have a
separate action.

MS. BOSARGE: Mr. Atran, can I interrupt you for Jjust a second?
Sorry. Our lunch with the Admiral is actually scheduled for
like four minutes from now, just a couple of minutes from now.
As long as you all were done with that Action 1, if it’s okay
with the Chairman, could we break now for our lunch?

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: My question is to Mr. Atran. Can Action 2 be
pulled off in four minutes?

MR. ATRAN: Probably not.
CHAIRMAN MICKLE: I had to ask. All right.

MS. BOSARGE: That sounds great then. We’re going to break now
for lunch, and I don’t want to keep the Admiral waiting, and so
we will break for lunch. We are scheduled to have lunch from
11:15 to 12:45, and so I will see you all back here at 12:45.
Thank you.

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed for lunch on January 29, 2018.)

January 29, 2018

MONDAY AFTERNOON SESSION

The Sustainable Fisheries Committee of the Gulf of Mexico
Fishery Management Council reconvened at the Hyatt Centric, New
Orleans, Louisiana, Monday afternoon, January 29, 2018, and was
called to order by Chairman Paul Mickle.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: I think, when we Dbroke for 1lunch, we had
completed Action 1. 1Is that true, Mr. Atran-?

MR. ATRAN: Yes, that is correct, unless anybody has something
further they want to say.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: I think there was some further discussion, but
we had agreed that, at Full Council, it would flesh itself out,
and so let’s continue on to Action 2 within Tab E, Number 5, to
resume where we were with carryover.
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MR. ATRAN: Thank vyou, Mr. Chairman. Action 1 was set up so
that vyou can choose multiple preferred alternatives, 1if you
want. Action 2, which is parameters for applying the carryover

provision to species managed under IFQ programs, 1is designed so
that you can only select one preferred alternative.

What this action does is it only allows carryovers i1f there is a
relatively small amount of underage to carry over. If the
underage exceeds a certain amount, then there is no carryover.
What it says 1in the discussion is that, in the past, IFQ
programs typically have some underage, but it has ranged from as
little as a half-a-percent to as much as 55.98 percent, and that
was for the other shallow-water grouper category in 2014, and so
we can see some rather substantial underages, at times, in this
fishery.

Alternative 1 1is the no action alternative. It does not
establish parameters for applying the carryover provision, as
outlined in Action 1, to species managed under IFQ programs in
the Gulf. I Dbelieve that means that IFQ species would be
treated exactly the same as the non-IFQ species, unless that
alternative that would exclude them is adopted in Action 1, in
which case there would be no carryover at all. That 1is my
interpretation of this.

Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 and Alternative 4 are all
identical, except that Alternative 2 would allow a carryover
only if the underage from the commercial ACL amounts to less
than 2 percent of the commercial ACL. Alternative 3 would allow
the underage carryover only if 1it’s less than 5 percent, and
Alternative 4 would allow the carryover only if it’s less than
10 percent. Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Is there any discussion? Dale.

MR. DIAZ: Steven, when I read the discussion, I see that the AP
made a comment that they did not favor this action at all, but
part of the rationale is it says that the Reef Fish AP thought
that, if a shareholder couldn’t harvest their allocation in a
fishing year, it was unlikely that they would be able to harvest
it in the following year.

If there was a -- Say we did a small carryover, and the
carryover would go to that entire commercial sector and then be
divided up there from there, and so we wouldn’t be dealing with
it on a shareholder basis. We would be dealing with it across
the whole commercial sector, and so can you elaborate on that
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any?

MR. ATRAN: I believe you’re correct. My understanding, and, if
there are any fishermen here who are fishing under IFQs, maybe
they could <correct me, but my understanding is that the
fishermen who fish under IFQs will try to spread out their catch
so that they still have fish to catch at the end of the year,
and, as a result, if they overestimate their needs, they may end
up with a slight underharvest of their IFQs.

As this is written, I Dbelieve vyou’re correct that that
individual fisherman doesn’t benefit from his underage, but it
just would go into the pool and then be distributed among all
fishermen.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Any other discussion? Ms. Bosarge.

MS. BOSARGE: I do remember, in Mississippi, during the public
hearing that we had a while Dback that was geared towards
commercial, that that was one of the things that they were
actually interested in, was having some sort of carry forward or
rollover provision for their fishery. I remember they were
really interested in that, and so I'm not sure, but it might be
something that we want to delve into further with our
stakeholders and see.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Mr. Diaz.

MR. DIAZ: At this point, I am in favor of leaving it in, and,
over time, as we flesh this document out, see what kind of
public testimony we have on it, and so I think the range of
alternatives is reasonable.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Any other discussion? All right. Moving on.

MR. ATRAN: The next action is Action 3, and it’s on page 19.
It's establishment of a fixed buffer between the acceptable
biological catch and the overfishing limit under the carryover
provision. As I'm sure that you’re aware, when there is a full
stock assessment, the SSC determines the OFL from the stock
assessment, and then it determines how much to reduce that to
create an ABC from the ABC control rule.

The alternatives, other than the no action alternative here,
which says don’t establish a fixed buffer, would state that
there should be some minimum between the OFL and the ABC of
either -- Under Alternative 2, the ABC cannot exceed 95 percent
of the OFL. Under Alternative 3, it’s 90 ©percent, or
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Alternative 4 is 85 percent.

One of the complicating factors is that our current ABC control
rule frequently results in a buffer that’s less than 5 percent,
and so, 1if we’re going to have something that says we always
have to have at least a 5 percent or 10 percent or 15 percent
buffer, 1in many cases, that would probably override the ABRC
control rule, and so this seems to be in conflict with our
current ABC control rule.

We are supposed to get back to making revisions to that later in
the year, but, as of right now, it’s in conflict, and it may be
that the best thing to do at this time is to take this out of
the document.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Thank you, Mr. Atran. I agree. I think it’'s
in conflict, and I think I will make a motion now that we look
at Action 3 as Considered but Rejected.

MR. DIAZ: I will second that.

CHATIRMAN MICKLE: Any discussions? Does everybody understand
the conflict that is occurring? Ms. Levy.

MS. LEVY: I sort of view this whole carryover system that is
being contemplated here as amending the ABC control rule, such
that you can carry over a portion of the unused quota, thereby
automatically increasing an ABC, potentially, by some amount and
doing that -- You’re setting up a system whereby the SSC is okay
with that process, and so it’s automated, and it just happens.

I don’t see it in conflict with the ABC control rule. I feel
like, by this amendment, we would be modifying the ABC control
rule to allow for this whole process. It seems reasonable, to

me, to consider some sort of buffer, at least at this stage.

Are vyou going to say then that you’re going to allow the
carryover so that you have an ABC that’s up to or equal to the
OFL and you’re going to allow all of that to be carried over,
and, if that’s true, granted, some of the buffers now are less
than 5 percent, but some of them aren’t, and how close, as a
policy matter, do you want that ABC to get to the OFL when
you’re carrying over this unused quota, as we’ve been calling
it?

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: As a question, how many species would fall
into this scenario of these Alternatives 2 through 4 of this
carryover provision? Do we know, ballpark? Is it the majority
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or the minority?

MR. ATRAN: I don’'t know off the top of my head, but, of the
stocks where we have done stock assessments and used the ABC
control rule, I think -- I suspect it’s the majority of the
species to which we have applied the ABC control rule, and, in
some cases, the SSC has deviated from the control rule, because
they think that the ABC is being set too close, and I know they
did that with gag, and they have done it with a couple of other
species.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Ms. Levy.

MS. LEVY: I believe, if you look at Table 2.3.1, it has a
comparison of the percent difference between OFL and ABC for
stocks which would be affected by this amendment, and so you can
see what the current differences are, and there are a few that
are less than 5 percent, but it doesn’t look like the majority
are, and so you just might want to take a look at that.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Any other discussion? We have a motion on the
floor. Mr. Diaz.

MR. DIAZ: The motion on the floor, I guess we could either
withdraw it or -- I did second the motion, but, based on the
discussion at this point, I would be in favor of just leaving it
in, until we flesh all of this out, and so I'm going to be
voting against the motion on the floor.

CHATRMAN MICKLE: All right, and so we had a motion that worked

and then a vote switch, and so -- I would like to get more
discussion, but maybe we should revisit this at Full Council. I
will withdraw my motion. All right, and so let’s keep moving

on. We’re heading toward Action 4, Mr. Atran.

MR. ATRAN: Thank you. Action 4 is adjustments to the carryover

provision. Under this action, other than for the Alternative 1
-— Alternative 1 would allow the entire ACL wunderage to be
carried forward. Alternatives 2 and 3 would only allow a

portion of the underharvest to be carried forward.

Alternative 2 would reduce the amount of unused ACL by the mean
natural mortality rate of the subject species. Basically, that
is applying the formula that we’ve been using, the old formula
that we’ve been using, for setting MSST, where we say one minus
M, and we multiply that by the amount of underage.

In a species such as red snapper, which has a natural mortality
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rate of 0.09, you would be setting the carryover at 91 percent
of the underage, and then, depending upon the mortality rate,
that would affect the carryover.

That was when we felt that there might be some issues with fish
that are unharvested dying anyway from natural causes before
they have a chance to be caught in the next year, and so perhaps
that ought to be taken into account. The simulation analysis
that NMFS does seems to indicate that that’s not really an
issue.

Alternative 3 would simply set a fixed proportion of the
underage to be carried over, and there are three options.
Option 3a would reduce it by 5 percent, Option 3b would reduce
it by 10 percent, and Option 3c would reduce it by 15 percent.
In other words, vyou would be carrying over 95 percent, 90
percent, or 85 percent of the underage, depending upon which
option 1s selected, and this 1is one of the actions that staff
has recommended be moved to Considered but Rejected.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Dr. Stunz.

DR. STUNZ: I was Jjust going to say that it seems 1like we’re
splitting hairs here Jjust a 1little bit, and, based on Dr.
Lorenzen’s presentation, and, also, I don’t know -- Steven,

maybe you can shed some light on this, but the fact that they’re
in the water is also contributing as well, but it’s not quite
factored in here either, but I would be in favor of removing
this.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Ms. Levy.

MS. LEVY: Just when you’re thinking about this, I guess one
question I had, Dbased on the comment about wusing natural
mortality rate as a reduction, is I understood the presentation,
but, to me, it said it was red-snapper-specific, and that has a
very low natural mortality rate, and so I assume there might be
other stocks that would be included in this process that might
have higher natural mortality rates, and so, to kind of Jjust
dismiss it based on the presentation as something that you don’t
want to consider, I'm a little bit hesitant about that.

If there are other reasons why 1it’s not appropriate or vyou
wouldn’t want to consider it, then I think you should discuss
those, because the presentation, to me, was very narrowly
focused.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Mr. Atran.
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MR. ATRAN: The alternative would apply to all the species
covered under this amendment, but I Jjust selected red snapper as
one example, and 1t does have one of the lowest natural
mortality rates of the stocks that we manage. I believe greater
amberjack has a natural mortality rate of 0.25, if I remember
correctly, and so, in that case, the formula would result in 75
percent of the underage being carried over.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Dr. Porch.

DR. CLAY PORCH: Just to point out that this might be a 1little
more complicated than it needs to be. You're, effectively, kind
of double-counting natural mortality, and I’'m not sure what the
-- Particularly Alternative 2, I am not sure what the motivation
for that 1is.

I think there are some comments in that report that my staff put
together on the carrying over the underages for king mackerel
and red snapper, where one of the requests was to somehow
discount for natural mortality, and I guess this is related to
that, but it’s really not necessary, and, again, it’s
effectively double-counting natural mortality, because, when we
go our projections, we’re accounting for the natural mortality
already.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Any other discussion? Mr. Anson.

MR. ANSON: Just I guess to follow-up on Clay’s point, so I
understand it, but I wunderstand, in the initial ABC or OFL
calculation that that mortality for that year will be assessed,
but, if you’re talking about taking those pounds that would have
been harvested in that year and then taking them in the next
year, there 1is going to be some natural mortality in those
pounds, I think was the intent, and you’re saying that’s not an
appropriate way to calculate that?

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Dr. Porch.

DR. PORCH: Right. You don’t need to do that. When we update
the projections, 1it’s actually already accounting for all of
that, and so there is no real reason to do that. I think the
key point is that, as long as the cumulative landings over the
years that you’re interested in are less than the cumulative ABC
in every year, then the stock will do as well or better than it
would have if you had been taking the ABC all along.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Dr. Lorenzen.

28



O J o Uk wNE

AR D DR DR R R D WOWWWWWWWWWNNNNMNNNNNMNNNONNNR, R R RRRP R R PR,
WJdJO U WNRP O WO -JAOUEWNRFROWW-JOU B WNRE OWOO--J0 U WK - O W

DR. LORENZEN: I have a comment on this, because this was
something that confused me as well, but I think the issue of
double-counting the natural mortality would arise if you did in
fact update the projections, but I think, here, we’re looking at
a scenario where we have projections 1in place for multiple
years, and we are Jjust doing the carryover and not updating the
projections, in which case I believe it would be appropriate to
discount for natural mortality.

CHATIRMAN MICKLE: Dr. Porch.

DR. PORCH: It’s still true though that, if you’re taking the
same total amount of catch, but you take it later -- In other
words, 1if you take less at first and take more later, as long as
that cumulative sum stays less than the cumulative sum of the
ABC, the stock is going to do as well or better than it would
have before. It is always better to take less now and then take
more later, because the stock has an opportunity to grow.

You might be able to come up with some weird counterexamples,
and I haven’t been able to think of one yet, but I think the
exception happens when you get new information, 1like we have
with red grouper, which says the projections maybe were too
optimistic, and so that’s a completely different case, where now
we get new information that is like updating the assessment, and
it says the original assessment was too optimistic.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Mr. Anson.

MR. ANSON: Just a minor point for clarity and consistency. In
Alternative 2, it talks about most recent accepted quantitative
stock assessment, and I’'m just wondering if we should add “peer
reviewed” after “gquantitative”, to make it consistent with other
mentions or references to assessment in the document.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Dr. Stunz.

DR. STUNZ: Steven, I have a question for you. You said staff’s
recommendation on this action was to remove, but was the basis
for that what we’ve just been talking about here with Clay and
the double-counting of the mortality, or was their reasoning
again? I'm sorry, but I didn’t gquite catch that.

MR. ATRAN: Part of it had to do with Clay’s statement about
double-counting natural mortality, and the other part had to do
with the simulation runs seemed to indicate that the natural
mortality rate was not really going to be much of a factor, at
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least for the two species that were looked at, red snapper and
king mackerel.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Dr. Stunz.

DR. STUNZ: I was going to say, if that’s the will of the
committee, I am fine making a motion to move this action to
Considered but Rejected.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: We have a motion. Is there a second? It’s
seconded by Dr. Frazer. Is there any opposition? Madam Chair.

MS. BOSARGE: Clay, I have a question. Can we do the math and
guide me through it? If you, you being the scientist, tell the
fishermen that you can kill a hundred fish this season, and they
only kill ninety fish, and so you have ten left to carry over,
but say that particular species has a 10 percent natural

mortality, and so one of those ten is going to die,
theoretically, before we get a chance to catch them the next
year. If, the next year, we still go kill ten, because that was

our carry-forward, the ten, plus there 1is one that died, we
really killed one too many, right?

DR. PORCH: That’s 1if there 1is nothing coming in behind them,
but, the next year, you have the new recruits coming into the
fishery as well. If you were Jjust looking at one age class of

fish and following it, I can see where your logic is going, but
we’re looking at a population that adds members to it each year,
and so, the next year, you have the incoming fish as well to
account for.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: All right. Dr. Frazer.

DR. FRAZER: Thanks. I am intrigued by this idea that, if you
look at the cumulative landings, as long as they’re less than
the cumulative ABC, then you’re probably in good shape, and I
don’t think it’s relevant, necessarily, to this action item, but
I think, in Full Council, maybe we can come back and talk about
it in Action Item 1, because we might be able to write a more
general alternative to this one, and so I’'m Jjust reminding
myself to bring this back.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: All right. Is there any other discussion
toward the motion on the floor? We do have a second. All
right. Is there any opposition to the motion? The motion

carries. Can we move on to Action 5? Mr. Atran.

MR. ATRAN: Thanks, Mr. Chairman. Action 5 is modifying the
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framework procedure that we have in, I guess, all of our FMPs
for making changes in order to incorporate these underharvest
carryovers. Alternative 1 says don’t modify the framework
procedure. We can’t do the underharvest carryover without doing
a modification.

Alternative 2 would modify the closed framework. Now, just as a
reminder, we have I think 1it’s three types of framework
procedures that we can do. Closed frameworks are procedures

that are done automatically when certain conditions are met.
For example, a quota closure 1is done automatically when the
quota 1s met or projected to be met, and there is no action
needed by the council once they have decided what the quota
should be. That’s a closed framework procedure.

The abbreviated documentation process 1is a certain number of
procedures that can be done without as extensive of an analysis
as would be required through a full framework procedure. These
are some of the more routine items that don’t have a major
impact on the stock, and those have been previously defined in
the abbreviated framework procedure, and so Alternative 3 would
make a modification to that.

Alternative 4 1s for everything else that we can do through a
framework procedure, and we can already, through the open
process -- I Dbelieve we can do these overage adjustments, but
that 1is the most time-consuming method to wuse, and so, as I
said, Alternative 1 would not make any modifications to the
framework procedures.

Alternative 2 would modify the framework procedure, and it would
modify that item within the closed framework procedure. The
other items say what other conditions can be done, and this
would adjust the ABC, ACL, ACT, and quota for species,
subspecies, species groups, sectors, or components of a sector
to allow for the carryover of unused ACL, as determined by the
ABC control rule, and so this is authorizing -- I don’t know if
maybe we need to specify that it’s a temporary adjustment, but
this would authorize an automatic adjustment if the conditions
are met.

Alternative 3, which is the abbreviated documentation process,
all it does 1is it adds “ABC” where you see it highlighted.
Specification of MSY, 0Y, and associated management parameters,
where the new values are calculated based on previously-approved
specifications, and that Jjust means that, if MSY was estimated
to be a certain wvalue 1in one stock assessment, and the next
stock assessment MSY calculated the same way, but with different
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data, and it comes out a little bit different, then that new MSY
can be wused automatically and it doesn’t require action to
change it. To this, the ABC would be added. Again, my thinking
is perhaps that ought to be specified as a one-year ABC or a
temporary ABC, as opposed to a permanent change.

Then Alternative 4, which is to modify the standard process, it
lists items that can be done that are not considered routine or
significant, but they can be adjusted under the standard
documentation process, and that includes implementation or
changes to in-season accountability measures for closures and
closure procedures and trip limit implementation or change,
designation of an existing limited access privilege program,
implementation of gear restrictions, and then the next paragraph
would be implementation of post-season accountability measures,
and I am not going to read the whole thing.

This 1is actually not specific to allowing ABC adjustments,
because, as I said, that is already allowed under the standard
documentation process. This alternative is in here in order to
make sure that our framework procedure is consistent among all
our different FMPs, and it would make it consistent among the
Reef Fish, Coastal Pelagics, Red Drum, Coral, Spiny Lobster, and
Shrimp FMPs, and so this 1is more of a housekeeping item than
anything else, or at least that’s my interpretation.

The council can choose multiple alternatives 1in here. They
don’t have to choose just one, and so, if you only want to allow
the closed procedure, you could select just that, and you may
want to select Alternative 4 also, in order to do this
terminology adjustment. If you want to allow any of the
procedures to be wused, then vyou can make 2, 3, and 4 all
preferred alternatives.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Is there discussion with Action 5? Ms. Levy.

MS. LEVY: I just wanted to clarify. The piece of it that is
set up to change the closed framework, adjust the ABC, ACL, ACT,
that is specific to automating whatever you choose to do in this
amendment, in terms of the carryover procedure, and so it
doesn’t have to come back to the council. You have selected all
the parameters, this percentage at this time, and it would just
be a matter of doing it through a rulemaking.

You can add that it’s temporary, or one year, but I think the
fact that it says “as determined by the ABC control rule” says
that, because we’re setting up a carryover procedure that’s a
one time unless redone type of thing, and so it would be like a
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temporary rule, probably like we do for the closures and stuff.

The one down below, the adding the ABC to the abbreviated
documentation process, that’s not about applying this control
rule. That’s about having the ability to adjust the ABC based
on adjustments to MSY and OY under this abbreviated process the
same way, and so you wouldn’t necessarily have to do the regular
documentation piece, but it’s not limited to like a year. It’'s
if you update the MSY and the OY wvalues, and that translates to
updating the ABC, that you could do that through the abbreviated
process.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: All right. Any other discussion? Does that
complete this -- Ms. Gerhart.

MS. GERHART: I just wanted to point out that this is including
the CMP and Spiny Lobster FMPs, changes to those framework
procedures, and those are joint FMPs with the South Atlantic

Council, and so they would have to -- I don’t know that we can
do this in a generic Gulf -- It would have to go to the South
Atlantic. The whole amendment will have to go to the South

Atlantic for approval, because it affects those FMPs that we'’re
Joint with.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: All right. Thank you. I think that wraps it
up for Agenda Item V, the Options Paper for Carryover of
Unharvested Quota. We will move on to Item Number VI, Public
Hearing Draft of Amendment 49, Modifications to the Sea Turtle
Release Gear and Framework Procedure for the Reef Fish Fishery.
This is Tab E, Number 6, and Dr. Simmons.

PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT - AMENDMENT 49 - MODIFICATIONS TO THE SEA
TURTLE RELEASE GEAR AND FRAMEWORK PROCEDURE FOR THE REEF FISH
FISHERY

DR. CARRIE SIMMONS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be very
guick. I am going to review Tab E, Number 6, and I also want to
go over the Law Enforcement Technical Committee comments. They
were very brief on this document, and so I would like to start
with that, if that’s okay with the committee.

Staff reviewed this document by webinar, and the Law Enforcement

Committee made a couple of recommendations. They made no formal
motions on it. However, they suggested this is -- I am reading
from Tab E, Number 11. I started with the law enforcement

recommendations, and it’s on page 3.

They asked that we add some more specifications about the new
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gears that are pictured for this document, and they also
suggested that we add website 1links, so that the manufacturer
information could be provided for those gear types, and so I am
going to talk about those things as I go through the document.

We have tried to accommodate that, but we did not put the
website links in. One of the reasons that we decided not to do
that was because some of these gears can be made Dby the
fishermen, and there aren’t website 1links for them, and, in
other cases, we didn’t want to endorse a certain type or style.
These are Jjust examples of these new gears that we’re adding
into the regulations to provide flexibility to the fishery. I
can stop there and see if there is any questions about the law
enforcement comments.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Are there questions? All right. Continue.

DR. SIMMONS: I will go back to the Tab E, Number 6. I will
start on page 10 with the purpose and need, and, again, this
document is primarily administrative. It impacts the commercial
and charter/headboat reef fish permit holders, and it’s based on
the 2015 release protocols technical memo from the Science
Center.

The purpose is to allow the use of three new sea turtle release
gear types and streamline the process for allowing commercial
and charter/headboat reef fish permit holders to use additional
sea turtle and other protected species release gear types and
handling procedures after they are approved by the Science
Center.

The need 1s to provide flexibility to participants 1in the
federal commercial and charter/headboat reef fish fishery in
complying with the regulations and to develop the process that
allows changes 1in the release gear requirements and handling
procedures for sea turtles and other protected species to be
implemented more quickly. I will stop and see if there is any
feedback on the purpose and need.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Is there feedback? All right.

DR. SIMMONS: Okay, and so let’s go to Action 1. We have two
alternatives, and it’s on page 12. Alternative 1 is the no
action alternative. It would not modify the regulations to
allow the use of these newly-improved sea turtle release gears.
Alternative 2 would modify the regulations for wvessels with
commercial or charter vessel/headboat Gulf reef fish permits to
allow the use of the new collapsible hoop net, the dehooking
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device, and the small sea turtle hoist to release incidentally-
hooked sea turtles.

We did try to add some more information in about those new
gears, or devices, and so, if you go down a little bit, to page
13, this shows the collapsible hoop net, and this is Jjust an
example, again, of the net. Then it shows how it collapses on
itself, if you go to the next figure.

Then the other device 1s the small sea turtle hoist, and there
is a photograph there, an example, and then, 1if you go down a
little bit further, there is a diagram, and so we’ve put some
numbers in there and some more information in there, and we will
continue to work with the Science Center on providing additional
information about building these new devices, but this is where
we are right now.

Just to let you know, these two new devices -- Where do they
currently stand in the current regulations, because, again, this
is just providing more flexibility, based on what 1is currently

required. If we could go to Appendix A, and I am jumping around
on you, but, this collapsible hoop net and small sea turtle
hoist, these are more compact. They would replace or could be

used in place of the dip net for Dboth types or sizes of
freeboard height that is currently required, and so you could
carry these instead of the current dip net. I will stop there
and see 1f there’s any questions or if vyou need more
information.

CHATIRMAN MICKLE: Mr. Diaz.

MR. DIAZ: I believe we’re trying to move this document, so we
could do something with it the next meeting or two, and I would
like to move that, in Action 1, that we make Alternative 2 the
preferred.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: While they are drawing it up, we have Action
1, Alternative 2 as the preferred as the motion. While they’re
drawing it up, do we have a second? It’s seconded by Dr. Stunz.
With that, is there any opposition? The motion carries.

DR. SIMMONS: I had some more information about that dehooker.
Do you want me to go through that really quickly, Jjust for the
public at least?

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Please.

DR. SIMMONS: There 1is other dehookers that are currently
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allowed, like we have in the appendix there. The new one, they
are suggesting it 1s more appropriate for removing a range of
hook sizes, and it can be used for removing the lightly-embedded
hooks up to 10/0 in size. It can be used in place of the short-
handled dehooker for external hooks and the short-handled
dehooker for 1internal hooks, and there are some devices
currently in that appendix that will cover both, and so you only
have to carry one. There is a photograph of that on page 16.
If there are no questions, I will move to Action 2.

CHATIRMAN MICKLE: Please.

DR. SIMMONS: Okay. Action 2 1is just -- It would modify our
reef fish framework procedure, and, again, this 1s Jjust
streamlining the process, so we don’t have to go through a full
plan amendment the next time we make these types of changes.
Alternative 2, compared to the no action alternative, would
allow changes to the release gear and handling requirements for
sea turtles and other protected resources under the abbreviated
document process of the open framework procedure.

Again, the purpose is just, in the future, that we can move a
little quicker on this and streamline the process to provide
more flexibility to the council and the industry, and so, if you
go to page 20, it Jjust highlights those changes that we would
make if you select Alternative 2 as the preferred.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Is there discussion? Dr. Crabtree.

DR. CRABTREE: I will move that we select Alternative 2a and b
as the preferred.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: We have a motion and a second. This is Action
2, Alternative 2a and b. I will let them get it up there. Mr.
Diaz.

MR. DIAZ: I would just like to add that I think moving in this
direction is a good thing to do, Dbecause these gears are
approved through a process that’s already in place, and so we’re
not really approving the gears every time. This is stuff that
is done through National Marine Fisheries Service, and so this
is something where the gear can be out there for the end user to
have access to it quicker, and it should be something that helps
to protect the targeted species quicker, and it should have a
positive effect on the resource. Thank you, Dr. Mickle.

CHATIRMAN MICKLE: Johnny Greene.
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MR. JOHNNY GREENE: I'm not on your committee, but I deal with
this stuff on a daily basis, and this may seem kind of mind-
numbing to some of us at the table, and I understand why, but
this is stuff that we have to carry on the boat.

Personally, my dip net 1s about ten feet 1in length, and it
becomes cumbersome to store it, and you’re on a Coast Guard boat
with ten or twelve people a day, and trying to get a ten-foot
pole out and hitting somebody in the head when you’ve having to
deal with things, and not to mention the full duffle-bag of
materials that goes along with it, from PVC <collars and
couplings from inch-and-a-half to three inch, the pliers, the
specific line cutters, all of the stuff that goes with it.

I mean, it’s a full duffle-bag, and so anything that we can do
to mitigate the process I think would be very beneficial,
because it is challenging sometimes to keep up with it, and so,
while it seems like 1it’s kind of a technicality type of thing
that we have to go through, it will relieve some, and so I
understand that there’s a reason why.

I can’'t remember, for the life of me, why we had to have this
stuff to begin with, but it’s required, and we have to have 1it,
and it’s one of those things, and so, with that being said, when
we come to Full Council, I will be in full support of this.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Thank you. Any other discussion on Action 27
All right.

DR. SIMMONS: Just to tie things up, we decided, at the last
meeting, that we would just hold a webinar public hearing on
this document, and then we will post a YouTube video with the
preferred alternatives. We’ll collect online comments and
report those out to the council and prepare this document for
final action in April.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Okay. Does anybody have any opposition to
that? Okay. Thank you, Dr. Simmons. We need to vote on the
motion on the floor. It has been seconded. Is there any

opposition to the motion in Action 2 to make Alternative 2,
Options a and b, the preferred? With no opposition, the motion
passes.

With that, we will move on to Item VII on the agenda, which is
Draft Policy and Outreach for Descending Devices and Venting
Tools, Tab E, 7(a) and (b) and (c) and Tab E, Number 11. This
is Mr. Atran.
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DRAFT POLICY AND OUTREACH - DESCENDING DEVICES AND VENTING TOOLS
DRAFT POLICY

MR. ATRAN: Thank vyou, Mr. Chairman. At the 1last council
meeting, the council looked at an options paper that staff was
developing to either require venting or descending tools under
certain conditions, and, after discussion, the council decided
not to proceed with that amendment. I believe part of the issue
was that -- I forget the name of the program, but there was a
program that was giving out free descending devices that would
be hampered if we made it a requirement rather than Jjust a
recommendation.

The council directed staff instead to draft a policy on the use
of wventing tools and devices, descending devices, and also
develop an outreach plan for these devices and also to draft a
letter encouraging programs such as what I Jjust discussed for
instructing fishermen on the proper use of such devices.

We have got three documents that are in your briefing book, and
the first one, which is Tab E, Number 7(a), is the draft council
policy on the use of venting tools and descending devices. Now,
I wasn’t sure how extensive you wanted to get into this policy
statement. I have seen it two ways, one where it’s very brief,
just a couple of sentences, and that’s the policy statement.
I’ve seen others where there is a very involved discussion as to
what the policy is and why it is, and so I kind of did it both
ways in one document.

We started with the policy statement as Jjust a two-sentence
policy, and it states that the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management
Council encourages the wuse o0of venting tools or descending
devices, as appropriate, when releasing fish. The purpose of
this policy 1s to maximize the likelihood of survival of
released fish.

Then a little bit more expansion on the purpose. Fish that
survive being caught and released contribute to the spawning
stock biomass and are available to be caught again. This policy

helps to achieve the objective of National Standard 9 of the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, which
states that conservation and management measures shall, to the
extent practicable, a, minimize bycatch, and, b, to the extent
that bycatch cannot be avoided, minimize the mortality of such
bycatch.

Then the rest of this document is background material. Most of
this, I took out of that draft options paper that the council
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decided not to proceed with, providing a lot of Dbackground

information about the efficacy of these different devices. I
did add a little bit of information on exactly what barotrauma
is and why it’s of concern to us. Obviously, it’s when the

gases expand inside the fish’s abdominal cavity and it’s unable
to control itself and get back down without some assistance, and
that’s the brief answer.

I also went to see where we had some information about how
successful venting and descending devices are, and I’'m sure
there’s a lot more information than what I came up with, but I
was trying to be brief. We had some information from a couple
of our SEDAR stock assessments, the greater amberjack assessment
from 2014, and that was SEDAR 33, and the red snapper assessment
from 2013, which was SEDAR 31.

In those assessments, that was -- Those assessments covered a
period when venting was required and then not required, and so
both of those regulations, or lack of regulations, were in
effect over the period covered by the stock assessment, and so
the assessment scientists evaluated the information that was
available on survival of fish, of these species caught from
various depths, and they had two different release mortality
rates that they used, depending on whether the fish was caught
during a time when venting was required versus being caught at a
time when venting wasn’t required.

For greater amberjack, if you go to the table on the bottom of
page 2, SEDAR 33, which was for greater amberjack, concluded
that, overall, release mortality was about 10 percent for
greater amberjack when they were wvented, versus 22 percent
without venting, and so it was a considerable improvement when
venting was properly used, which I think 1s an important
consideration.

For red snapper, there was a little Dbit more detailed
information, because the survival of the fish was depth-
dependent, and, 1in general, the recreational sector catches red
snapper in shallower water than the commercial sector, and so we
had two sets of release mortality, depending upon whether vyou
were talking about recreational or commercial fishing.

For recreational, the stock assessment said that —release
mortality was about 10 percent to 11 percent with venting,
versus 21 to 22 percent without wventing. For the commercial
sector, it was 55 to 88 percent with wventing, versus 74 to 95
percent without venting, and so it’s a considerable improvement
for the recreational sector, at least. It’s still a pretty
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good-sized improvement on the commercial sector, although they
are pretty big numbers even with the improvement.

If we can go to the next table on the next page, we don’t have
any local information on the effectiveness of descending
devices, and, by the way, I hope everyone knows what I'm talking
about, and I think everybody here does, but descending devices
have Dbeen wused, and I believe they are required -- Well,
actually, I don’t know if they’re required or not, but they are
used out on the west coast, and the Pacific Fishery Management
Council, in their documentation, has reported how well these
work at dimproving survival rates for some of their rockfish,
some of their bottom species, and they reported it by depth
intervals.

There is three species that they reported, the canary rockfish,
the yelloweye rockfish, and cowcod, which I think that’s also a
rockfish, and what they found was -- They called surface
mortality a fish that was released without the use of descending
devices, but was caught from one of these depths, what the
survival was, and you can see, 1f we Jjust look at the canary
rockfish, if it was caught in shallow depths of ten fathoms or
less and released, Jjust released at the surface, they said that
there was a mortality rate of about 21 percent. As they went to
deeper waters, it got larger, and, below thirty fathoms, there
was 100 percent mortality of ones that were released at the
surface.

When descending devices were used, right near the surface, there
wasn’t that much of a difference. It was 20 percent versus 21
percent, but, as they went deeper, at ten to twenty fathoms,
they were still getting 20 percent release mortality instead of
37 percent. Then, at twenty to thirty fathoms, they were
getting still 20 percent release mortality instead of 53
percent.

At thirty to fifty fathoms, remember, at this depths, we were
getting 100 percent mortality without the descending devices,
and they said 33 percent with the descending devices, and, below
fifty fathoms, it was 31 percent. Those bottom two categories,
I have seen some other documentation from the Pacific Council
that is wusing slightly different numbers, but it was still --
Their mortality at those deeper depths was still in the 30 to 40
percent range, but the numbers might have deviated slightly from
this.

Below a hundred fathoms, they were still reporting 100 percent
mortality, even when the descending devices were used, but, if
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you look at this table, you can see there’s a fairly dramatic
change, especially at the deeper depths, on the survival of
these fish when they’re Dbrought to the surface and then
released, and so the descending devices do seem to be very
effective, particularly at the deeper depths.

The other thing that’s in this document, if we scroll down a
little bit more, to where the venting tool and descending device
paragraphs are, and it’s at the bottom of this page, and I had a
-—- Because we don’t really have a definition -- I am not sure if
there’s a definition for venting tool in the regulations. I
know there isn’t for a descending device, and people are still
getting these things wrong.

It was Jjust a couple of weeks ago that I was asked to respond to
an email that we received from somebody asking if it was okay to
use a fish hook to puncture the stomach sticking out of the
fish’s mouth as a venting tool, and the answer is no.

I tried my hand at coming up with a fairly generalized
description of what a wventing tool 1s and what a descending
device 1s, and I showed that to the Law Enforcement Technical
Committee, and they had some minor editorial suggestions, which
are incorporated into those two paragraphs that I have.

Most of it had to do with eliminating unnecessary verbiage. For
the venting tool, I finished with saying a device that 1is not
hollow, such as an ice pick, 1s not a wventing tool, and I
originally said, although it may be possible to use such a
device to vent a fish, in the absence of a venting tool.

The Law Enforcement Technical Committee suggested that we remove
that particular wording, Y“although it may be possible”, because
that’s not part of a definition, and it might produce some sort
of a loophole, and so we took that out, and then, on descending
devices, I had some wording that it’s an instrument that can
return a fish to depth with minimum injury to the fish. The
fish should not be returned to the Dbottom, but to a depth
sufficient for the fish to be able to recover.

They suggested just simplifying that to say a descending device
is an instrument that must release fish at a depth sufficient
for the fish to be able to recover, and so those were the two
changes from my original wording to what the Law Enforcement
Technical Committee had suggested.

Actually, that was all that the Law Enforcement Technical
Committee had to say on this, and so I'm not going to go over
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the committee report in detail. Do you want to discuss this, or
should we Jjust go on to talking about the outreach program that
Emily has put together?

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: I think we should discuss it a 1little Dbit,
just to keep the eye on the prize. Go ahead, Dr. Stunz.

DR. STUNZ: Thanks, Mr. Chairman, and thanks, Steven, for
putting this together. I like the policy, and you were sort of
asking a question, I think, in the beginning about whether it’s
just really short, brief thing or more substantive, and I 1like
what you have got here. I mean, it starts off brief, and then
you back it up with some other things, for those that want to
read further beyond why did we arrive at this particular policy.

I would add a couple of suggestions and just some points to the
comments that you made. There is a lot of new, recent
literature, and I know this 1is a pretty dense Sustainable
Fisheries agenda today, and so I would be happy to work with you
offline, Steven, to get you some of that information, as it is
particular to red snapper, clearly showing that 1it’s working
real similar to the rockfish table that you had there and that
kind of thing. I am forgetting, and there was one other point
that I wanted to make, but I will go ahead and stop, if someone
else has something, and I will think of what it is here in a
minute.

CHATIRMAN MICKLE: Any other discussion? All right. Mr. Anson.

MR. ANSON: I'm curious. Is this policy statement -- How will
this be advertised? Is this something that is going to be on
the website, or is it going to be at the bottom of publications
that we create? I am just wondering, because people still have
confusion as to what a venting tool is, and so we might want to
flesh that out, or add a short description, 1if this policy
statement is going to be kind of separated from the rest of the
document anywhere else.

MR. ATRAN: I think maybe that, in part, 1is getting into the
outreach program, Dbut, vyes, certainly it would be on our
website, and I’'m not sure exactly how else. That might be

something we might want to discuss after I review the outreach
program.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Dr. Stunz.

DR. STUNZ: I thought of what my other thing was as well. Just
as a general comment, obviously, at the last meeting in October,

42



O Jo Ul wbdh

Ne)

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48

three or four months ago or whenever it was, and I think we made
a lot of progress, and I know it was the holidays, but I am
still skeptical, a 1little bit, about we’re just now developing
this policy, and the season is going to be here right after our
next meeting. Is this policy really doing anything to help us
out, in terms of reducing the discard rate, and that’s what I
don’t know, and that’s why I wanted a little more teeth of an
amendment or something, but I think -- At least I am willing to
see where this goes, at least at this point, but that was my
other point.

Steven, related to this, I do have another question for you

regarding -- If you could scroll back to that Table 2.1.1 for
amberjack and red snapper and looking at the release rate from
these different fisheries, and do we have -- I keep finding

myself having to go back in other documents, and sometimes
they’re not even completely consistent, about what is the
discard -- What is the actual rate, and not the mortality coming
from that, but the discard rate, for example, from the
recreational fishery, and I don’t know if we break it out by
for-hire and private, and I’'m not real sure, but then, in the
commercial fishery.

I mean, these are the mortality rates from what is discarded,
but what would be useful, and I'm not telling you to include it
in this policy statement, but it would be very useful, for the
discussions around this topic here, of what percentage of the
fish are discarded in those particular sectors, and 1is that
summarized anywhere, do you know, in a table?

It’s in different documents, but in a nice table 1like this of
what -- If vyou’'re getting 10 percent release mortality, 10
percent of what? How many were actually released? That’s what
I was trying to get at.

MR. ATRAN: Let me ask Dr. Porch if I'm correct that, on the
MRIP numbers, isn’t that Type B2 catches, fish that are caught
and released?

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Dr. Porch.

DR. PORCH: Yes, B2 is the total number released alive, and then
those are discounted by the assumed release mortality rate.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Dr. Stunz.

DR. STUNZ: That’s what I'm looking for, and, if we need a
motion, Mr. Chairman, tell me or not, or maybe at the next
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meeting, where we actually have Jjust a nice table, like you’ve
got right here, with what those actual discards are. For
example, 1in the private recreational fishery, how many fish are
discarded?

MR. ATRAN: I think, for those parts of the Gulf that are still
covered under the MRIP program, and those species, we can give
you how many Type B2 discards there are versus what the total
catch 1is. That would not, at least for the most recent years,
would not include Louisiana, and it wouldn’t include Texas for
any years.

DR. STUNZ: I guess, as the first cut, could we just see what we
have? Maybe that’s part of, when I go digging through these
documents and trying to find that, that I am struggling a little
bit, and it would be interesting to know what bang for our buck
are we getting when vyou have these other estimated release
mortality rates and how many are actually being released. Even
if it’s not complete, it would still be informative, and maybe
we can go from there at the next meeting.

MR. ATRAN: If you want, at least for these two species,
assuming I have time to get on the website, I can probably dig
that number off of the MRIP website in time for the Full Council
meeting.

DR. STUNZ: That’s fine. I mean, amberjack is great, but red
snapper is mainly what I am referring to here, and that would be
good.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: It sounds like a motion is not needed for the
request, and so it’s Jjust a staff request made on the floor, and
so, with that, it sounds 1like we’re going to see something at
Full Council. Mr. Matens.

MR. CAMP MATENS: Thank vyou, sir. Another item that I am
curious about, and I remembered from previous meetings, is that,
at 150 feet, there was some sort of break point between
barotrauma without using a venting device. Where I'm going with
that is that it would be silly to use a venting device at twenty
feet, but is there a number at which point we would want to
recommend a venting device, a depth, and I seem to remember 150
feet, which is -- These numbers, twenty to thirty fathoms, spans
that, and, Steven, do you know anything about that?

MR. ATRAN: Well, it increases continuously as you go deeper,
but it seemed as though -- I believe 120 feet was the point at
which it really got to be low survival rates, and that seems to
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be supported by these rockfish surface mortality numbers and
also, to a lesser extent, because we don’t know the exact depths
by the red snapper commercial versus recreational release
mortality rates.

It would take a little bit of digging. Some of the species, the
SEDAR documentation does have the estimated mortality rates by
depth, but I don’t have that with me, and I couldn’t get it for
you 1in time for this meeting, but, as I recall, in the
literature that I have seen, it generally considers 120 feet to
be about the breakpoint.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Dr. Stunz.

DR. STUNZ: That’s what I was going to say. I offered to talk
with Steven offline, to not bog it down, but, since you brought
it up, I want to go there, because it is an important point, at
least in my eyes. It is, in the western Gulf of Mexico at
least, 150 to 180 feet is when you -- When you get beyond that,
you’ re talking about dead fish.

I think, in this policy document, we could do some things,
Steven, like say that, say, well, 1if you’re going to keep fish
and you’re fishing beyond 150 let’s say, or we’ll come up with
whatever depth that is that’s appropriate, then maybe that’s the
fish you want to keep, but, if you’re fishing shallower than
that, that’s where the descending devices really shine and can
really improve your discard mortality rate.

That refined data is now available, and so that would be very
useful to have in that policy for those that really want to know
where -- If an angler doesn’t want to kill fish, then how can
they fish in a wise manner to decrease that discard mortality
rate?

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Mr. Anson.

MR. ANSON: We may have had some discussion during this
committee meeting or during Outreach and Education, but one
thing that I think we’ve talked about before is -- It is an

education, and 120 feet of water that you’re fishing in isn’t
120 feet where you caught the fish, and so there is going to
have to be some education, at least in this table format, to
make sure that it is at 120 feet that the fish is caught and not
at forty feet down in 120 feet of water.

At 120 feet, you need to use the wventing tool, because, if you
catch the fish in thirty or forty feet of water, that fish
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probably doesn’t need a venting tool, and so it’s all part of
that education and outreach thing that we’ll need to kind of
sort out.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Yes, I agree completely. The education part
is expensive, we all know, but it’s so valuable, and it kind of

catches fire again when the education really takes hold. It
starts getting passed down, and it becomes more efficient, but
it’s Jjust that initial -- 1It’s a large financial and time

commitment to get it going.

Even when I talk to some of the captains who have fished for
thirty and forty years, a lot of them don’t even fish near the
bottom anymore, and that’s part of that education aspect of you

don’t need to fish all the way to the bottom. You can fish
halfway, or whatever depth that the bite 1is on, and you can
still decrease -- There’s lots and lots of 1little things that

you can do to decrease barotrauma. Camp.

MR. MATENS: To that point, of course, where I fish, we fish a
lot of rigs, and my personal experience 1is the more desirable
fish are not on the bottom.

CHATRMAN MICKLE: That’s what I have found, yes. Agreed. All
right. Any other discussion? Are we going to move on to E-
7(b), the outreach plan?

PROPOSED OUTREACH PLAN

MR. ATRAN: Tab E, Number 7(b) is an outline for a proposed
outreach plan for a wventing and descending policy that Emily
Muehlstein put together, and I think this probably still needs
to be fleshed out a little bit more. This 1is Jjust a general
overview of how that outreach program would work.

Traditional communications methodologies, this would probably be
an answer to how are we going to get information about our
policy out to the fishing public, and she lists a website, and
the website would include a best practices page with descending
and venting information, and that gets directly into what Dr.
Stunz was talking about a minute ago.

Perhaps have a slideshow on the home page that might give more
information or instructions for how to properly vent or use
descending devices, and, as I said, include in the policies and
procedures, which would be what we just went over.

There would also be a press release that would be sent out to
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our press release contact list, the listserv, and published on
our website, and it would also Dbe put into our newsletter
article, and the newsletter also goes out on the listserv and is
published on the website.

There is also what she calls Web 2.0 communication
methodologies, and that is using other types of social media and
putting a Dblog that would be promoted on Twitter and on
Facebook, and these blogs would include a link to the website
with the slideshow, and, again, sent as a newsletter article,
and then the third part of this 1s network utilization via
direct contact.

Rather than try to put together our own fully-formed outreach
program from scratch, make use of where other organizations
already have such programs going, and one source might be to use
our Outreach and Education Technical Committee, in order to get
direct contact from each member for cross-promotion, so that we
could put our policies and our information on their websites and
their social media and vice versa. That i1s something that Ms.
Muehlstein said that she would discuss at the annual Outreach
and Education Meeting.

Sea Grant 1is another source of communication, and, again,
direct contact with our Sea Grant state partners for cross-
promotion and attending the Sea Grant meetings, the Gulf States
Sea Grant meetings, to ask for cross-promotion.

Another one would be to look at agencies that already have some
program, the Sanctuary programs, the Southeast Regional Office,
and the state agencies, where those agencies already have an
outreach, as far as venting and descending devices and best
practices. Again, we would use some cross-promotion there.
Then work with the NGOs, through direct contact, to enhance
their outreach programs, and, again, some cross—-promotion.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Ms. Bosarge.

MS. BOSARGE: Thanks. I was looking at that network
utilization, and I think that that Outreach and Education
Technical Committee is going to be a really valuable asset for
this particular enterprise, and you mentioned, because it’s a
very well-connected group, and that’s our AP, and I am
wondering, Steven, when 1is their annual meeting? I was just
wondering if it might happen prior to red snapper season for
recreational anglers, so that we could have that push coincide,
hopefully, with that.
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR DOUG GREGORY: That meeting has not been
scheduled. If there 1is a particular time -- If you want it
scheduled before June --

MS. BOSARGE: Well, that’s great. I am glad that it hasn’t been
scheduled yet. We can get it when we need it.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY: Right.
MS. BOSARGE: Sounds great. Thanks.
CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Dr. Stunz.

DR. STUNZ: Well, sort of to Chairwoman Bosarge’s point, what
would be useful -- This sounds like a good plan, Steven, and I
would 1like to see some timelines for these milestones that
you’ve got listed here. Like, for example, when will the
website -- Personally, I am not going to hold you to these exact
timelines, 1f vyou put something there, but Jjust some general
sort of structure, so we know when they can expect to see some
of these things.

Then I would also add, at the bottom there, when you talk about
other networks, the agencies that have actually funded to do
this work, which has been Sea Grant, the National Marine
Fisheries Service, through NOAA’s variety of programs, and
several others, including NFWF, they will have resources and
things. I mean, obviously, they want to promote the work that
they funded and the implications of that.

Then my last question that I have 1s Jjust more of a
philosophical question for maybe the committee and the council
as we proceed down there, and I guess, at this point, maybe
after this next snapper season, and that is so how do we know if
we're effective?

Let’s say this campaign is the best we could have hoped for and
every vessel is using descender devices, and it’s working great,
or let’s say nobody uses it and no one pays attention to it, and
I don’t have a good feeling now of how are we going to gauge the
success on this.

What I am hoping is maybe, in some of the outreach plans, maybe
there 1is some -- It’s still kind of touchy-feely, but maybe
there is some surveys or something about how likely were you to
use this before, or how likely are you now, or did you use 1it,
and I guess what I'm getting at is, if we don’t have teeth in an
amendment that requires something like this, how do we know how

48



O Jo b wbdh

A D R DR R D WWWWWWWWWWNNNONMNRNNNNNNONNNRRRRRR P P e
WU WNRPOWOWO-JANBEWNRFROWWJNUB WNRLOWOWOOL-J0 U S WN R O W

good we’re doing with this policy?
CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Ms. Guyas and then Mr. Gregory.

MS. GUYAS: I guess, to feed off of that, I've got a couple of
other suggestions to add to this list that somewhat feed into, I
think, where Greg is going.

One thing that I think that I would like to see 1is the council
doing some kind of partnership or something with these grant
recipients that are getting these devices and distributing them.
I mean, that should be a priority, I think, if we’re going to do
some kind of outreach. We need to be working with those people
and trying to reach the people that they are giving devices to.

Then that may be a way to measure their use and see what they
think about them. Is it working for them? In what situations
does it work and what does it not? We have done some of that
within our agency, and we’re certainly happy to help be part of
this effort and be at the table through the technical committee.

I will mention one other thing that has been helpful to us, I
think, is we have created a bunch of YouTube videos about how to
use some of these different devices, and that seems to be easy
for people. I mean, 1f they get one, they can watch it, and
that’s how people learn how to do things these days, is they go
to YouTube and watch a couple of wvideos, and then they figure it
out from there.

It also would probably be a good idea to -- I know that there
are other partners out there that would want to work with the
council on this, probably, like maybe some recreational fishing
industry folks. They may be willing to get involved here and
have ideas about how to get our message out there. We wouldn’t
necessarily get that feedback from the technical committee, but
those are people that we probably need to be talking to.

If we can get into publications 1like Florida Sportsmen and
Louisiana Sportsmen, those sorts of magazines, and that’s what
people are reading to kind of figure out what they’re going to
be up to the next month or so when they’re planning their
fishing trip, and so that would be awesome to tap into those
kinds of resources. Thanks.

CHATIRMAN MICKLE: Thank you. Mr. Gregory.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREGORY: Thank you. I just wanted to point
out that a good example, again, is Florida Sea Grant. They have
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done surveys to ask people if they’re using devices and what are
the barriers to using devices and that sort of thing. In
conversation with the RESTORE people, and we certainly intend to
put it in a letter in support of that program, and we have told
them that measuring the effectiveness of these devices 1is a
critical part of it and not just to give them out and forget
about it.

We are aware of those needs, and any research organization that
is working with these devices are, I would hope, surveying and
trying to determine the effectiveness, but, if vyou’ve been
involved 1in these stock assessments, you’ve got to understand
how difficult it is to take the actual research data and
translate it into a wvalue of effectiveness that has minimal
uncertainty.

When we first did stock assessments in the 1980s, the late
1980s, we took the existing literature, and it hasn’t changed
much. You get down around ninety feet or a hundred feet, the
survival becomes much less, and I think in red snapper, or reef
fish, we assumed an original 20 percent release mortality, and
that pretty well has stuck.

It’s hard to translate all of that into a definitive release
mortality that you can put into a stock assessment, but that’s
certainly the goal of what everybody is trying to do here,
because that produces more fish, if it works, and, if it does
work, we want those more fish to appear in the stock
assessments, and so we clearly are all on the same page on this.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Thank you. Mr. Anson.

MR. ANSON: Just to follow up on Martha’s comment earlier,
Martha, I think the SeaQualizer folks are doing a follow-up
survey with the folks that received the SeaQualizer, and I was
asked a questionnaire about a year after I received mine.

I will make a comment, just to throw it out there, and we can
talk about it in the future, but one thing, I guess, that I feel
like we’re having a little difficulty is kind of reaching out to
those folks that are kind of on the fringe, if you will, that
maybe don’t go fishing hardcore all the time, and they just fish
occasionally, and they may go out with their friends every
little bit.

Seeing that there is some money available through RESTORE that
normally isn’t available for these types of things, and I am not
suggesting necessarily for this one, but trying to recruit
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someone who is kind of a well-known figure that might cross the
divide, if vyou will, of fishermen, some sort of a public
personality that maybe we can  hire, or maybe through a
partnership can hire, to do a PSA, if you will, but to have
somebody that is not considered to be a fisherman or engaged in
the hobby, but they could do a YouTube video or something like
that that would be entertainment wvalue into and of itself, let
alone the actual message of the venting and the Dbenefits of
venting, to try to get more people kind of hemmed into --
Regional management is more than just fishing.

There 1is some science, and there is other things, but there
might be an opportunity in there, if we have some money, some
extra money, that would be able to hire somebody that would have
a little bit more face recognition and would probably have a
little bit more of a chance to bring some more people in that
normally wouldn’t want to or be interested in the topic.

CHAIRMAN MICKLE: Glenn Constant.

MR. GLENN CONSTANT: I think, to your point, Doug, the process
right now 1is, in the Natural Resource Damage Assessment, the
selection process for prioritizing projects 1is ongoing. I know
they’re talking about t