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The Full Council Session of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council convened in the
Topaz Room of the Charleston Marriott Hotel, September 18, 2014, and was called to order at
2:40 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Ben Hartig.
MR. HARTIG: I’m going to call to order the South Atlantic Council Session. The first order of
business is adoption of the agenda. Are there any additions to the agenda? Bob Mahood has
one.
MR. MAHOOD: At the end of the agenda, under other business, we have an issue with spiny
lobster. I believe there is a letter from the regional administrator. We can discuss that situation
under other business, Mr. Chairman.
MR. HARTIG: All right, we have that addition to the agenda by Bob. Are there any other
additions to the agenda? Jessica.
MS. McCAWLEY: Can we also talk about Biscayne National Park under other business as
well?
MR. HARTIG: Yes, that’s a good idea. I think I talked with Kevin a little earlier about that and
we’ll do that. Make sure you remind me of that. All right, any other additions? Is there any
objection to approving the agenda? Seeing none, the agenda is approved. The next item of
business is approval of the June 2014 minutes. Are there any changes, deletions or corrections to
the minutes? Seeing none, the minutes are approved. Now is when we’ll deviate from the
schedule. I was thinking about doing committee reports, but let’s go ahead and do agency and
liaison reports instead and we’ll see how far we get with those. I think Mel you’re the first one.
MR. BELL: Recall at the beginning of this year we had an issue with a rather cold winter, so we
actually used the authority under Amendment 9 to the Shrimp Plan to request closure of the EEZ
for the shrimp fishery. Hopefully, that has paid off. We’re seeing decent numbers of white
shrimp now. They’re kind of small, which may have more to do with rainfall and things like
that.
Again, I just appreciate the fact that we were able to do that, and I have a fall crop of shrimp
coming in instead of what could have happened if we didn’t do that. That is something of
interest and pertinent to the council. On the state level we enacted legislation this year to provide
an aggregate bag limit on small sciaenids.
This is a state waters thing, so now we have an aggregate big limit of 50 per person per day, spot,
croaker, whiting mixed together. That’s something new that passed this year. I’ve already
briefed you on the construction of the Charleston Deep Artificial Reef. We’ve discussed options
for kind of dealing with that, so that’s good news. Once again, at full council I will say that I
really appreciate help from Stacey Harter and folks on the research vessel that went out there and
did the multibeam and all of the work out there and the ROV work.
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We’re looking forward to hopefully being able to do that on a year-to-year basis or something to
just take snapshots of how that reef is developing. I mentioned cobia this morning so I don’t
really need to go over that again. I’m not sure what we’re going to be doing legislative-wise this
coming season, but I’m sure it will be interesting, whatever it is. Since you caught me flat, I
think that’s it for right now.
MR. HARTIG: Pretty good job off the cuff. Any questions of Mel? I have one; Mel, in that
ROV work they did, did they see anything yet on the wreck itself?
MR. BELL: What they found – and this is interesting, physics being what it is, we have sunk a
lot of ships and vessels in relatively shallow water. We’ve never sunk one in water that deep
before. If you compute the acceleration over that distance, when these things hit the water,
they’re going pretty fast; so there was a little bit of damage, if you will, to the barge.
I mean nothing major, but it’s amazing how fast something will get going in 400 feet of water.
They did see amberjack already, and this was several weeks after the materials had been
deployed. There is amberjack down there. Again, it’s really good multibeam work. It’s a real
good baseline to start from, and it will just be really fun to watch this grow over time.
MR. HARTIG: Absolutely; thank you. Doug.
MR. HAYMANS: I don’t have a whole lot. I’ve already given you a little report on the
mackerel tournaments and just to say thank you to the council for helping making sure that we at
least allowed that exemption in the recent amendment. I think it’s going to work out and maybe
some tweaking later on.
I reported to you guys I guess at the last meeting some plan rulemaking that we were going to
undertake regarding some of our federal fisheries. We’ve backed off of that a little bit mainly
because the vehicle that we were going to use to take it, we’ve backed off of that vehicle. It will
give us some additional time to think through how we want to do that.
Like Mel with the shrimp, we were looking forward to a good season this year. The summer
looked pretty good, but the fall has kind of taken a nosedive and black gill is steadily on the
increase. The only other thing I’ve got is Coast Fest. I’ve told you guys about it before. Some
on staff attended last year; they can’t come this year. The Coast Fest is the first Friday in
October – the first Saturday in October. It’s 9,000 people and it’s a wonderful event for our
coastline. If anybody happens to be in Coastal Georgia, come and see us.
MR. HARTIG: Thank you, Doug; any questions for Doug? Mel.
MR. BELL: Can I mention something I forgot, but it is tied to Doug a little bit. It is near and
dear to his heart. Remember I’ve briefed you on an experimental jellyball fishery. That is not
necessarily being welcomed with open arms in Beaufort County, anyway. It’s one of the things I
mentioned earlier about zoning.
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I think Beaufort County is trying to kind of deal with that through zoning or something; but there
have been issues brought up related to runoff or discharge of jellyball water and stuff. But, it is a
perfectly legal fishery in federal waters. It is not managed; so in terms of what goes on in federal
waters, it is still going to go on.
They will probably find some place to land and they’re landing in Georgia. That is just
something that hasn’t really come up on anybody’s radar necessarily from the federal
perspective, but it’s still a fishery of interest. There is still demand for the produce. Georgia still
has a fishery. We may or may not have one, but there is interest in it; and that is tied to kind of
in our jurisdiction, anyway. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
MR. HAYMANS: It is our number one fishery in terms of volume of now.
MR. HARTIG: Ninety-eight percent water. Thank you for that. Michelle.
DR. DUVAL: I can’t remember if I let you all know that we received our sturgeon incidental
take permit. Thank you very much to our partners at NOAA for issuing that. As part of our
turtle ITP, we just implemented a gill net permit effective September 1. We’ve been doing a lot
of outreach to ensure that goes smoothly.
I think you already heard from Mike Cahall that we’ve been in conversation with the folks at
ACCSP on a tool for for-hire logbook implementation, which is scheduled for January 1 of next
year. We did receive permission from the legislature to enter into a Joint Enforcement
Agreement, so we are evaluating our options on that.
DR. LANEY: Mr. Chairman, I don’t have much either. I will let everybody know that we now
have a new Assistant Regional Director for Fisheries. Allan Brown, who is currently the
Program Manager for Warm Water Hatcheries and also the manager of Welaka National Fish
Hatchery in Florida was selected for that position. I think Allan officially starts later this month.
That’s pretty much it. We’ve talked about Atlantic sturgeon and American eel in the Protected
Resources, so everybody knows where those are.
Unless somebody has particular questions about the Fish and Wildlife Service, that is about it. I
will mention I guess we do participate in the – since Doug mentioned the Georgia Festival; I’ll
mention that we have a festival in the fall in North Carolina called Wings Over Water, which
focuses a lot on waterfowl in particular on all the National Wildlife Refuges in northeastern
North Carolina. If you haven’t been up there during the wintertime and seen all the tundra swans
and snow geese at Mattamuskeet and Pocosin Lakes and other refuges, you might want to do
that. It is a really fantastic sight and sound because they do make a lot of noise.
MR. HARTIG: Preston, have you got anything to tell us from the Mid-Atlantic?
MR. PATE: We’re in the midst of trying to set specifications for summer flounder and black sea
bass and scup right now, which is really one of the high points of our year given the controversy
that surrounds those three species; but we have some good data to work on this year with good
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landings. Hopefully, it will all go well. One thing I will admit, Mr. Chairman, is how much
benefit we receive from the strategic planning effort that we competed last year; and I think
you’ll do the same.
I didn’t fully realize the benefits that program would have to our long-term success until it was
completed. We keep referring back to the strategic plan at every chance that we get; and it
provides great support for many things that we’re trying to do. With the quality of work that has
gone into yours, I’m sure you’ll experience the same thing. I hope you have some good luck at
the next council meeting in October and get that approved. I believe you’ll benefit from it quite
a bit.
MR. HARTIG: Well, we were lucky enough to have the blueprint from the Mid-Atlantic that
really was critical to moving us forward in a much faster way. You all went through it in great
detail and we learned an awful lot from you.
MR. PATE: Well, not having that blueprint ourselves, that was a lot of work. There were some
struggles along the way, but we’ve prevailed. I’m glad we could offer you whatever assistance
we were able to, but again I think Michelle has done a great job in leading that effort. I wish you
luck with it.
MR. HARTIG: Any questions for Pres? Lt. Fowler.
LT. FOWLER: I’m sure we all know that we’re coming up on a new fiscal year. For District 7,
the South Atlantic will be waiting until we get our operational planning directives from the
Atlanta Area, who breaks down our hours’ allocations for cutters, small boats, aircraft; and they
divvy it up between all the sectors on the east coast, all the districts on the east coast.
Then we will take our piece and divide it up between living marine resources hours and drug and
alien migrant interdiction hours. Last year we reduced LMR hours a lot; and this year it’s going
to be looking at being even less; just so you all are aware of that. We won’t really have that set
until probably November. So far as enforcement, we haven’t had any real big cases lately, just
the same things as normal, vessels missing BRDs and turtle mitigation gear and safety equipment
and that sort of thing; so nothing really new.
MR. PATE: Mr. Chairman, can I go back a minute? Many of you know that one of the many
roles that I play is the Chairman of the Operations Team for the Marine Recreational
Enforcement Program. I’d like to say that I appreciate all the support that this council gives that
effort and the fact that I have not heard, that I could remember, a single disparaging remark made
about the MREP Program at this meeting, which is unlike the Mid-Atlantic that has vocal critics
of that program with no apparent reason.
We are making some tremendous progress in collecting not only more data but collecting better
data and have the level of understanding and support I think from the councils is important to
that task. Any questions that you have about that program that you think I might be able to
answer; and if I can’t, I can get the answer, please talk to me about it. Thank you.
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MR. HARTIG: I appreciate it. Any questions about the MRIP Program for Preston? All right,
let’s move on to Jessica.
MS. McCAWLEY: I have a few things. We have a new commissioner on our commission. His
name is Richard Hanas. He is from Oviedo, Florida. He is the senior vice-president for
Corporate Administration and Governmental Affairs with Duda and Sons. He recently joined
our commission. Also at our last commission meeting, which was last week, our commissioners
took up the item of Goliath Grouper; so they received a review and discussion. We mostly went
over the types of things that the South Florida has been talking about.
They got a presentation from Kai Lorenzen about his extensive stakeholder survey that he did.
The commission ultimately decided that they would take to take any further action until
September of next year, after the stock assessment is completed, which we think will be spring of
2015, and after the council has time to deliberate what they might do with Goliath management.
Also, I know that Doug mentioned the Mackerel Tournament Permit; so we will be taking up the
Mackerel Tournament Permit for Florida at our November commission meeting. Also, Doug
mentioned or someone mentioned that we are the host for the Southeastern Association of Fish
and Wildlife Agencies Meeting in Destin October 18 through 22. That’s about all I have unless
anybody has any questions.
MR. HARTIG: Any questions for Jessica? Bonnie.
DR. PONWITH: Our Chair asked me to give you a progress report on some of the things that
we have been engaged in to implement recommendations from the 2013 Programmatic Review
on data collections to support stock assessments of Magnuson-Stevens Act managed stocks. If
we could just take a peek at that – it’s under the council session and it’s called Attachment 3.
This is cribbed from the peer review that we held this year, which was on the actual stock
assessments themselves. We gave this presentation as a follow-up to what happened in the first
round. If you’ll bear with me, I wanted to put the materials in front of you as they were
presented to the peer review group.
It does include some progress that is made across our jurisdiction, so it does include some work
in the Gulf and in the Caribbean and in addition to this region. I would like to acknowledge the
people that put this together. That was Dr. Desfosse and Dr. Turner from the Center. Again,
what we’re going to do is talk a little bit about the suite of data collection areas where we’ve
made progress.
You’ll see in each of these following slides bullets that are in blue and then some actions that
we’ve been involved with that are in red. For example, we were asked to evaluate electronic
technology as a way to make our work a little more efficient and more timely. On that front we
have implemented electronic dealer reports; and those regulations, as you know, went into effect
in August.
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We have electronic reporting on the headboats; and we’re also using electronic reporting for
effort monitoring in the Gulf of Mexico. We’ve implemented bycatch monitoring using
electronic devices for smalltooth sawfish. We’re evaluating some designs on the use of
electronic logbooks as we’ve already spoken, for HMS and for southeast commercial vessels.
Of course, we do have our technical team that’s looking at the feasibility of electronic reporting
in the charterboat fishery. The flow of biological data has been an issue; and we’re putting in
proposals to go to a bar-coding system similar to the one that Florida uses in their sampling.
We’re quite interested in that.
We’re also looking at ways to enhance both the commercial TIP sampling and the headboat
program by automating those data collections. Web access to fishery-dependent data; that work
is underway. We’re developing a mortal to make those data more readily accessible. On the
next page, under characterizing the bias of logbook discard information, we have been doing
some comparisons, but these have been starting out with Gulf stocks.
Of course, then in addition we’re participating in a Shrimp Bycatch Estimation Workshop for the
South Atlantic. Standardizing the TIP methodologies; we’ve been working with samplers and
data collection partners, because as you know those are spread widely across contracting firms
working with the states and working with federal FTEs.
We had a recommendation to increase recreational catch sampling because that’s such a critical
element; and MRIP did increase the dockside sampling in 2014. In the interest of full disclosure,
I think most of that was in the Gulf, but I can double-check on that. Another one was develop
reliable estimates of recreational discards.
We did some at-sea sampling in the Gulf using headboat survey staff and also maintained
existing levels for the for-hire sampling through Florida. The next page, evaluate the allocation
of resources; one of the things that we’ve embarked on is taking a look at plankton sampling and
doing a comparison of the sample designs to see if there are some gains we can make on that by
making those surveys a little more efficient.
Going to the next slide; we’re asked to evaluate the use of acoustics to enhance habitat mapping.
You can see a couple of things there. We’re using two instruments mainly on the NOAA ships,
the ME70 and the EK60, and we’re also evaluating additional ways to archive and process the
habitat mapping, so it’s at our fingertips a little bit faster.
The next one is to integrate multiple technologies. I will say that the Southeast Fisheries Science
Center hosted a large national-scale enterprise to look at advanced technologies for sampling
untrawlable habitats. It was a very exciting project. We had scientists from the Pacific Islands
Center, the Alaska Center, Northwest Center and from Woods Hole and also from the Louisiana
Universities Consortium, LUNCON.
In this effort we had aboard the ship stationary camera systems mounted, and so these were
stationary arrays; remotely operated vehicles; autonomous underwater vehicles and towed sleds.
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Then we put cameras on the bottom to be able to watch how these instruments behaved in the
water and then also to watch how animals behaved relative to these things cruising through to be
able to compare those against one another to evaluate how efficient and how effective they were
against different taxa.
We sampled nineteen sites using all of this equipment; and we have over 6,000 minutes of video
collected. We’re in the process of analyzing this right now. This is going to be an invaluable
effort I think to inform ways that we can get at some of that habitat characterization we’re all
longing for and then also to get at some of this fishery-independent collections to bolster our
stock assessments.
For observer coverage we were urged to expand the coverage. I think we, under the economic
circumstances, did well to maintain that coverage over that one-year timeframe. We’re engaged
in the Shrimp Bycatch Estimation Workshop. I think we’ve talked about that already.
Biological information and recommendations on the next slide is to do a better job of
coordinating.
We continue to work with ACCSP and with the Gulf States Commission on using the
prioritization tools and making decisions on what our targets and priorities are for that. We’re
interested in evolving into these more holistic approaches; and so we’re certainly interested in
doing more stomach content analysis to enable some of the ecosystem modeling that we were
talking about earlier in our habitat and ecosystem discussions and then also the reproductive
information.
Emphasize age validation and aging workshops; and, of course, with the challenges we’ve had
with the gray triggerfish, we had numerous collaborations to try and calibrate those aging efforts;
but we also got a grant to initiate an age validation where we’re actually doing the tetracycline
marking of these fish and raising them to be able to validate those ages.
Now instead of being absolutely certain that if you age a fish and I age a fish we get the same
answer; this is going to be our way to validate the fact that the answer we get is actually the true
answer. We would like to be doing that routinely. Also, this micro-constituent analysis helps us
to understand the origins and movement patterns of these fishes.
We’re going to skip the Caribbean. Information management is the next one that’s germane.
We are working on IT infrastructure. As you know, there’s an executive order to focus on
making public data public; and so we’re working very hard to build portals that can
accommodate all of our data that are not covered by confidentiality rules, making those fingertip
available, including all of the fishery-independent data; so that if we have academic researchers
who can squeeze more good out of that work, they’re able to do that because the data are readily
accessible to them.
Cross-cutting recommendation; collect sensitivity analyses of the stock assessments. We have
one management strategy evaluation that’s funded. We’re working on proposals for more of
those. What this is going to be is to look across our stock assessments and make sure that we’re
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making the investments and the part of the assessment that’s going to give us the biggest return
on the dollar.
If there are things in the assessment that are trailing behind in what their contribution is, consider
back or cutting those to be able to make stronger investments in the parts that really are. That is
going to be a really valuable tool. Also improving electronic data systems for information
technology; and you can see the list of things, some of which we’ve already covered.
Under the next slide, evaluating information flow and identifying information bottlenecks; again,
this is looking at our systems and modernizing some of the data portals to make those data more
readily accessible and easier to get at. I think I will stop there and see if there are any questions.
MR. HARTIG: Thank you, Bonnie. That was much more detailed than the one we got at the
assessment workshop. I appreciate that because I wanted to know with some detail what you
guys have done; and obviously you have made some significant headway into addressing some
of the things that came out of the data and the suggestions that came from the reviewers in the
data workshop. I appreciate that. Questions? Michelle.
DR. DUVAL: Bonnie, I apologize for my ignorance. The SEAMAP Groundfish Trawl Survey,
is that a Gulf survey?
DR. PONWITH: We have a SEAMAP Program that extends into all of the three sub-regions of
our region. The predominant is in the Gulf, but we do have some SEAMAP sampling that the
states do in the South Atlantic.
DR. DUVAL: Right, but my question is where is the groundfish trawl survey? I don’t recall it
being in the South Atlantic.
DR. PONWITH: Yes, that is the Gulf.
MR. BELL: Under the heading of habitat mapping, you guys have certain capabilities that are
available to you, assets and time and all. There are a lot of universities and other groups that
have assets and capabilities and are doing stuff. Is there kind of like a master database or
something? Do you take input from them in terms of like if we were trying – because we talked
about this over and over again, the need to try to – I mean ideally a perfect world – map the
entire shelf and beyond. Is there a system to account for all of that?
Where I’m going with this is when we were dealing with the larger box MPA things and we kind
of looked at what we mapped and what we had mapped, and there were a lot of gaps, and so
logically you’d want to kind of try to fill in gaps as you can and prioritize and assign assets, but
there are always potentially partners out there, I guess, that could take on some of the work; but
is there sort of a master map, I guess, that you maintain?
DR. PONWITH: We don’t personally but I know that is something that has been discussed. The
fact of the matter is that mapping is very expensive and very slow to map the universe; and so
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anything we can do to give ourselves a leg up, we should be doing. Within the federal
government, the first step is this executive order that says that data collected with public funds
needs to be public pertains to all federal agencies.
That would be an opportunity to work very closely with USGS and Department of Interior and
see to it that any work that they’ve done, that it did include mapping, we were able to kind of
piece that together as a mosaic and make sure we aren’t doubling up. That would be tragic with
as much work we have to do to double up on a spot.
Our most likely candidate right now is BOEM, because BOEM keeps records of all of the
proprietary data that the oil and gas companies have when they’re doing exploration. Those data
are proprietary, but my understanding is that after a period of time, they flip into the public
domain just like a classic song does after an amount of time. We’re exploring ways to work with
BOEM to be able to access those and make sure that when they ripen, if indeed that is the case,
that we have our hands on that, because that could be a wealth of information.
MR. BELL: And then DoD would have some unclassified mapping and all that could be perhaps
melded in. What I was thinking in particular, because Coastal Carolina, one of our universities
here, has a very active and capable program; and they have got multibeam capability. They do a
lot of stuff off the Carolinas. There are probably other universities, I’m sure, that – because the
technology is such now that lots of people have access to that equipment that didn’t ten years
ago. It would be nice to pull all that together if possible.
DR. PONWITH: That would be really a pretty exciting project that would be the gift that keeps
on giving is that. I know a lot of the universities, they’re loathe to give those data out until the
data have been published; but once they’ve been published, there is a change that – you know,
the research has been published on those collections, then they would be more willing to put
those into the public domain as well. That would be phenomenal again to make sure that we
know exactly what has already been done and avoid doubling up.
MR. HAYMANS: Thank you for the presentation, Bonnie. The report was just published a
couple of months ago, maybe, the review report?
DR. PONWITH: No, this was the review that was conducted in June of 2013; and that review
report was published. The actual reviewers’ individual stand-alone report and then an
overarching chairman’s report and then my response to that; that was all published within two
months or 90 days when the review was held.
MR. HAYMANS: So it was ’13. My question really is it looks like the answers to the
recommendations are probably more pre-existing or things that you were doing. How much of
what is in red that we’re seeing here is new initiatives from the science center in response to the
comments?
DR. PONWITH: Some of them were ongoing and they were reported as being ongoing in the
review; and there were cases where the review was this is what you need to be doing. There
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were other things that were recommended that we haven’t started. As you can see, there were
some blue lines in there of things that were recommended we haven’t started and some that were
started directly as a result of the review; but to be able to give you a percentage of which is
which, I couldn’t do that off the top of my head.
MR. ANSON: Bonnie, I didn’t catch if you had presented this or what was presented to the Gulf
Council; but for the review I guess that’s going on with looking at the different automated
vehicles and the techniques and such; who would be the contact there because at the Gulf
Commission we’re having an ROV Monitoring Workshop; and there might be some things that
would come out of your analysis and data that would be helpful for that.
DR. PONWITH: Your best contact for that would be Chris Gladhill.
MR. HARTIG: Any other questions? Seeing none, welcome, Kevin. I neglected to welcome
you. Kevin is the new chairman of the Gulf Council, Kevin Anson from Alabama. We’re glad
you were able to make it. Kevin has a schedule similar to mine. He is very busy and I don’t
know how often we’ll see him, but I’m glad you were able to come for this week. Phil, you have
been great all week; have you got anything else?
MR. STEELE: Not unless you want to talk about EFPs, but I think that’s on the agenda
sometime today.
MR. HARTIG: All right, we’ll go to Roy.
DR. CRABTREE: Just a couple of things that I’ll mention that have happened since the last
council meeting. We did publish a final rule to list 20 different species of coral as threatened
under the Endangered Species Act. I think five of those corals occur in the Caribbean. It was a
substantial change from the proposed rule which had proposed to list more corals and some as
endangered; and that was based on voluminous information that came in during the public
comment period.
We also on September 2 published a proposed rule that would list Nassau grouper as threatened
under the Endangered Species Act. That determination was made because spawning
aggregations have been reduced in size and number due to fishing pressure and concerns that
trend may continue. There is going to be a 120-day comment period on that rule; so that will run
until the end of the year.
We also have a petition to list queen conch under the Endangered Species Act; and we’re in the
process of conducting a status review for that. We expect to make a determination on that one
by November 3. I think that’s everything I have, Ben.
MR. HARTIG: Any questions of Roy? Monica.
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO: I do not have anything; thank you.
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MR. HARTIG: We appreciate you all week, though. You have been real busy, I know, and
thanks for that. Phil, can we circle back to you; do you want to do the EFP request?
MR. STEELE: Look at Attachment 2B and 2D; you have two of them. Although one hasn’t
really sent us a formal request; they did send us their background. The first one is from the Gulf
and South Atlantic Fisheries Foundation. It’s fairly standard. What they want to do is they’ve
requested this EFP that would allow reinitiation of observer data collection in the South Atlantic
Hook-and-Line Snapper Grouper Fishery. It is fairly standard.
There is to be some fish take, not a lot. It is just observer data looking at bycatch and discard
mortality kind of studies that the Gulf and South Atlantic Foundation have done in the past; and
it’s certainly worthy of your consideration. That’s number one.
The other one is a little bit different. Well, it’s quite a bit different, as a matter of fact. The title
of it is “Assessing Harvest Efficiencies and Consumer Demand for North Carolina Lionfish”.
Janelle Fleming of the Eastern Carolina Artificial Reef Association proposes to test two trapping
methods using a New England style lobster trap and a trap I’ve never seen before.
It’s called a Crab Trap Christmas Tree. You can look at it in your briefing book. They want to
look at densities of lionfish in North Carolina waters in depths from 90 to 120 feet on three
different types of bottom. They want to look at artificial reef bottom, a rocky outcrop bottom
and a sandy bottom, to look at the densities of these fish.
That’s the main concept of their proposal, but they also want to do some outreach and consumer
acceptance kind of testing to see if in fact there is a market for this thing. These are traps and the
council has a prohibition for this type of gear, and so it is something you will have to consider.
There is more detail on this thing. Those are the two. The Gulf and South Atlantic is fairly
standard while this one from the Eastern Carolina Artificial Reef Program is going to take some
thought on you part to see what you want to do.
MR. HARTIG: All right, do we need to take action on either one at this meeting?
DR. CRABTREE: Well, you would normally make recommendations to the Fisheries Service as
to whether you want to recommend approval or not.
DR. DUVAL: Regarding the project from North Carolina – well, through the North Carolina
Sea Grant, I guess, the crab pot Christmas trees are literally – I mean, it is a crab pot that has
been clipped apart to look like a Christmas tree. A lot of people in the area buy them as
decorations. They come with lights on them. Obviously, these guys are proposing to use them
without the lights, but as a means of providing a kind of structure that lionfish are normally
found on. I think that’s why they’re proposing that. I think the Maine lobster trap is definitely
more of a traditional trap that we’ve prohibited.
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MR. BELL: Without reading all this right now, is the purpose to kind of test the effectiveness of
the trap designs or is it to look at lionfish densities in certain areas or habitats or kind of both? I
wasn’t so sure they trap very easily in the first place.
MR. STEELE: Well, it is both and there has been a lot of interest, because lionfish don’t go to
hook and line. You just can’t do it; so the only way that they have been able to harvest these
things worldwide is with spears; and that has its own challenges there. There has been some
interest; and it has been shown in some other studies I think in The Bahamas, if I recollect, that
these fish do go to traps. How effective this trap design is versus other, I guess that’s what
they’re going to take a look at; so it does both, densities and effectiveness of the trapping gear,
plus the consumer acceptance of this fishery in general.
MR. BREWER: Anything that can be done to bring lionfish under control is okay in my book,
including dynamite. On the consumer side of it, for those of you who have never tried lionfish, it
is absolutely delicious. It tastes just like a toady; they’re really good. I’m hoping they can get a
bunch of them and we can eat them.
MR. PHILLIPS: Yes, they’re definitely sellable. I’ve heard about them being sold in the Keys
and collected I think in the lobster traps. I’ve had some divers get some, but, yes, I’ve also eaten
them and they are very good and they are very sellable.
MR. HAYMANS: Granted, I’ve just skimmed it, but is there a time in which they intend to
deploy the traps?
MR. STEELE: I don’t know if I saw an exact time on here or not. I’d have to go back there and
see. I guess it would be subject to how soon – they’ve been funded for this, by the way. I asked
them already, so Sea Grant has already funded them, but it is still subject to approval of an EFP
for them to be allowed to do that. It seemed like they got the cart a little ahead of the horse, but
I’m not sure when it would occur, probably as soon as possible.
MR. HAYMANS: Does it go through a Protected Resources Review?
MR. STEELE: Yes, we’ll go through the whole review process of this thing. If you want it,
your recommendation – and Dr. Crabtree will put this out and usually we put this out in the
Federal Register and ask for public comments; and then when we’re done with considering your
comments and the publics, then he will make a determination whether or not to issue the EFP.
DR. CRABTREE: And typically an EFP is for one year, although on occasion they’re longer.
MR. HAYMANS: I’m thinking along the lines of right whales; and quite honestly, if it’s a New
England type lobster trap with the same sort of cords on it and floats on it and heaven forbid
something get entangled, I’m just very cautious about that aspect of it.
DR. CRABTREE: It would have to be evaluated by Protected Resources.
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MR. STEELE: Well, if I may, these will be lineless. They’re going to be retrieved by divers
using lift bags, so there won’t be any attached line or buoy to them, according to their plan.
MR. MAHOOD: I don’t see any reference to other fish they might catch and what they’re going
to do with them, if they’re going to release them. If it’s designed and hopefully will catch
lionfish, I’ll guarantee you it will catch a lot of other fish. They don’t seem to address that at all
in this proposal, which could be troubling.
MR. STEELE: It could be, but I didn’t see any reference as to what they’re going to do with any
other bycatch at all. I guess it would be something we could clarify if you wanted to go down
this route.
MR. MAHOOD: It looks like the Maine lobster trap is a wire trap, which they are prohibited in
state waters, I believe. Even wire traps are prohibited; so is this all going to take place in federal
waters?
MR. STEELE: In depths from 90 to 120 feet.
MR. COX: I was just going to say I’m a diver and a sea bass pot fisherman. We have a lot of
lionfish out on our wrecks, but I did set some of my bass pots out there to see if I could catch
something in it. I haven’t had any success at all; and some of the wrecks, we’ve got three or four
hundred lionfish on them, so I hope somebody can find something. It also made me think of
something else during this conversation. What if some of us sea bass pot fishermen are divers
and we want to use our sea bass pots during the right whale season and not use any lines and
retrieve them by diving methods? (Laughter)
DR. CRABTREE: Well, that might solve a big problem.
MR. HARTIG: I do know that the guys in the Keys, Gary Nichols in particular has given us
testimony that he has been catching significant numbers of lionfish in his lobster traps. Wasn’t
there a proposal to do something with the trap in Florida to see if they could design a trap that
was more lionfish friendly?
MS. McCAWLEY: It wasn’t an FWC proposal, but there are definitely people that are taking
them in their traps now and are selling them and eating them. There are also people off of
Jacksonville that I think are now able to target them with hook and line, so they’re testing
different baits and other methods. Usually you can’t really take them by hook and line; it’s
pretty much by diving and spearing or handheld nets.
DR. DUVAL: Some of the interests that I have heard in trying to find a way to trap lionfish is
the type of bait that’s being used. It involves using gonad material I think from a female lionfish
to trap the males. That’s what I’ve heard.
MR. MAHOOD: This is not an official application for an EFP, right?
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MR. STEELE: Well, I pointed out to them about two hours ago that we did not have a cover
letter. I have asked my staff to get in touch with Janelle Fleming and tell her if in fact they want
us to consider this, then she needs to send us a cover letter. I think strictly speaking, I would ask
Monica because I didn’t finish law school, but I’ll ask her in fact does it satisfy the requirements
for an EFP, the fact they didn’t send us a letter. The fact of the matter is I’ve asked them to do
so; so once we receive that letter, it will complete the package and it will become official. As it
stands now, it is kind of quasi-official because they did not send us a cover letter specifically
requesting an EFP.
MR. MAHOOD: You said you can question them, Phil, relative to – obviously, I wouldn’t think
they’d be allowed just to keep the bycatch, but maybe I’m wrong.
MR. STEELE: Bob, I haven’t really given it much thought, but it’s something we certainly
would need to find out what they had in mind with dealing with some of these species other than
lionfish that they catch. They may have a plan for it, but it was not discussed in their proposal.
MR. HARTIG: Well, that’s something this council would be very, very interested in pursuing
because I don’t think we want to allow those animals – we’d like to see them be released if
possible, the animals that weren’t subject to the trap. It would be nice to document what you
caught and then release them, but I think it’s pretty important that we know that kind of
information if we’re going to look at a gear that we may be able to use for lionfish in the future.
Some kind of bycatch I think will be tolerable. It is just knowing what that is would be
important.
MR. STEELE: I’m reading in the document here now and it says divers will observe and
identify the number of fish inside and video record it; identify all the species to the lowest
possible taxon; so I guess they are going to keep account of what they catch. What they’re going
to do with that is just something I would have to follow up on and get back to you on it because
it is really not described very well in their proposal.
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO: I was just looking at the EFP regulations and if you – you know,
restrictions can be put on the permit the Fisheries Service issues if they issue an EFP. If you had
some ideas of types of things that you would like to see restricted or allowed or those sorts of
things, if you wanted to give that information to the Service for their consideration as to whether
you thought it – you would agree that it could be issued if it did X, Y, and Z or those kinds of
things, that might be helpful for the Service; or as it reads now, if you don’t like it at all and you
would recommend against it, then that would also help them in their evaluation.
DR. DUVAL: I would just going to say I support this in concept because I think anything – you
know, like Chester said, anything we can do to find some lionfish attractant and use that to
eliminate these things from our reefs is laudable. I think we can maybe ask for some more
information.
It’s like Phil said, it’s one thing to enumerate and evaluate the other species down to taxon, but
what are they going to do with them after that. Are they going to sell them in the restaurant trade
15

Full Council Session
Charleston, SC
September 18-19, 2014

or what? I mean, just looking at the personnel on this, Dr. James Morris is a scientist at the
Beaufort Lab in North Carolina; so one of the agency’s own scientists is listed on this
application.
MR. STEELE: Here is what I suggest. Their timeline on here says they want to do this in the
summertime. Well, I think the summertime is pretty much gone; so I would think they wouldn’t
do this until next year. What we normally would do is we’d get the formal request from them
requesting an EFP and we send you a letter.
Kind of like we did with the Gulf and South Atlantic, we sent you a letter in August about that
one. I’ll follow up with them and get more details on some of the questions; or if you have
specific questions you’d like me to ask them, I’ll do that. We will get the formal letter
requesting the EFP and I’ll forward it to you. We’ll try and fill in all the blanks on the questions
you have; and you could take this up again at the December meeting.
MR. HARTIG: That sounds like a plan.
MR. STEELE: But we do need a decision on the Gulf and South Atlantic Foundation, if you
would like.
MR. HARTIG: Right, and I’m drawing a blank. How do we handle that?
MR. MAHOOD: You need a motion to recommend approval or disapproval.
MR. HARTIG: If we want to do the Gulf and South Atlantic Foundation that has come before
us, formally we need to have a motion to approve or disapprove it. Michelle.
DR. DUVAL: Mr. Chairman, I make a motion that we recommend to the Regional
Administrator approval of the EFP application from the Gulf and South Atlantic Fisheries
Foundation.
MR. HARTIG: Seconded by Jessica. Is there any discussion about this? Is there any
objection? Seeing none; that motion is approved. Okay, Kevin, I missed you for your Gulf
Council Report.
MR. ANSON: All right, a few things since they’re here on the paper, just to go over it, you
mentioned in your Data Collection Committee Meeting about the technical subcommittee and the
progress of it. We’re working along the same lines as you are and communicating with them
some of our intent or desire as they work forward to looking at electronic reporting in for-hire
vessels.
I didn’t hear if you had said it, but we had disbanded the Ad Hoc Goliath Grouper Steering
Committee; and we voted to send a letter of support to the FWC moving forward to conduct a
stock assessment on Goliath grouper. I’ll update you on a few of the amendments that are going
through – at various stages are going through the council currently.
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Red Snapper Sector Separation Amendment, three fish, Amendment 40 will be brought up at our
October meeting; and it is at the stage of final vote potentially in October. That looks to divide
the recreational sector as it currently sits into private and for-hire components, individual
components. The preferred alternative right now in the document is that 44 percent would be for
for-hire and then 56 percent for private angling.
We have a Red Snapper Accountability Measures Framework Action that was passed; and that
dealt with a court decision that was made earlier in the year, which essentially required a buffer
on the recreational sector. We developed a framework action and sent to the Secretary of
Commerce that established a 20 percent buffer in the fishery, as well as accountability measures
going forward.
We had a Red Grouper Framework Action that was developed and it sets an in-season closure for
red grouper due to the annual catch limit being exceeded in 2013 and addresses the overage in
that fishery. Red Drum; we reviewed a scoping document at the August council meeting; and we
are going to be receiving some recommendations from an advisory panel that’s going to give
some recommendations on that; and that’s to open up the recreational fishery in federal waters
for red drum. It has been closed since the late eighties.
The Greater Amberjack ACL/ACT Framework Action; after SSC review it was determined that
greater amberjack was overfished and experienced overfishing and had not met its ten-year
rebuilding plan that ended in 2012. Additionally, the greater amberjack stock ACL has been
exceeded twice in the last four years.
To address that, the council initiated a framework action to adjust the greater amberjack
ACL/ACT to address overfishing and to rebuild the stock. At the August meeting the council
reviewed a draft framework action that considers modifying greater amberjack allowable harvest
and other management measures, including modifications to annual catch limits and annual catch
targets; modifications to the recreational size limits and closed season; and modifications to the
commercial trip limit. We will be reviewing a revised document in October.
Red Snapper IFQ modifications, Reef Fish Amendment 36, we reviewed an update on the
referenda requirements for Amendment 36. It was determined a referendum is required if the
council wants to consider auctions for IFQ shares. The council agreed to move forward with
developing a scoping document for Amendment 36, excluding auction alternatives.
We have two shrimp amendments currently, 15 and 16. Shrimp Amendment 15 deals with status
determination criteria for penaeid shrimp and adjustments to the shrimp framework procedure,
which considers revising the status of brown, white and pink shrimp to ensure that overfished
and overfishing thresholds are consistent with the outputs of the new model being used to
determine stock status.
Shrimp Amendment 16 deals with annual catch limits and
accountability measures for royal red shrimp. Neither amendment will negatively affect permit
holders in terms of quota, seasons or permit requirements. That is my report, Mr. Chair.
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MR. BREWER: You mentioned that under Amendment 40 the current preferred alternative was
44 percent for-hire, 56 percent for recreational. I have two questions. I had heard that there had
been a vote that the preferred action was no action. Was that a vote of the AP or was that a vote
of a committee?
MR. ANSON: I believe that was vote from the AP.
MR. BREWER: And then the 44 percent for-hire; is that only federally permitted boats or is that
state permitted and federally permitted boats for-hire?
MR. ANSON: That is just specific to federally permitted vessels. The state vessels would be
included in the private angler component.
MR. HARTIG: Any other questions? Well, it is good see we’re not the only ones that are busy.
My goodness, it sounds like both sides of the jurisdictions are busy, busy, busy. All right, we
stand in recess until the public hearing.
(Whereupon, the meeting was recessed at 5:10 o’clock p.m., September 18, 2014.)
The Full Council Session of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council reconvened in the
Topaz Room of the Charleston Marriott Hotel, September 19, 2014, and was called to order at
8:30 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Ben Hartig.
MR. HARTIG: All right, we’re going to bring the South Atlantic Council Session back to order.
We were able to get some of the things done yesterday during full council. The first thing we’d
like to do this morning is have our Law Enforcement Officer of the Year Presentation. Before
we do that, I think I’d like to have Bob come up and give a short synopsis of how we got to
where we are and how important we think this is to our continuing management.
MR. MAHOOD: I know that all the council members and the folks that attend the council
meetings know this council is very strong on the law enforcement component of our fishery
management efforts. We all have realized a long time ago that without good enforcement, what
we do here around this table can be meaningless sometimes.
We always have worked with our law enforcement groups through our advisory panel and other
means to make sure that we try to make our regulations as enforceable as possible. We may not
always succeed but we do the best we can. In recognition with this, several years ago our
council decided to have an award for the Law Enforcement Officer of the Year in our area
between the states, the Coast Guard and the National Marine Fisheries Service.
That has been I think a very successful program over the last several years. It is a great honor to
get this award. It is kind of a peer award, also, because the initial nominations come out of our
Law Enforcement Advisory Panel. They come to the council and the council actually takes a
ballot vote based on the background that we’re given on the officers and the recommendations
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that the council receives. The Officer of the Year is chosen in that manner. I think those that
have won it have been very deserving.
We have a lot of very deserving officers, but obviously you can’t give it to everybody at one
time. Mr. Chairman, I think the folks that have won it have been very efficient and very
effective at their positions and really aided the national effort to manage our marine fisheries.
With that, I’ll turn it back to you.
MR. HARTIG: With that, we will have Officer David Brady come up and we’ll do the
presentation. This is a presentation on behalf of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council
2014 Law Enforcement Officer of the Year proudly presented to Officer David Brady for his
distinguished service and outstanding achievements in fisheries law enforcement, September
2014.
OFFICER BRADY: Thank you, sir, I appreciate it. (Applause)
MR. HARTIG: Not only with this, you also get a check to help you celebrate your distinguished
presentation.
MR. MAHOOD: I’m proud to say David is from Georgia where I worked for 15 years.
MR. HARTIG: Well, that brings us to our committee reports. We got through the liaison and
agency reports yesterday. I guess we’ll just go on through as we have them, and the first one is
the Snapper Grouper Report, Dr. Michelle Duval.
DR. DUVAL: The Snapper Grouper Committee met on September 16 and 17 in Charleston,
South Carolina. We went through our status of landings for quota-managed species, as well as
the status of amendments approved for secretarial review. The first thing we did was have a
motion to request an extension of the blueline tilefish emergency rule; and on behalf of the
committee I so move. I believe an emergency rule is a roll call vote, Monica?
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO: Yes, I think so.
MR. MAHOOD: Ms. Beckwith.
MS. BECKWITH: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Bell.
MR. BELL: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Bowen.
MR. BOWEN: Yes.
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MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Brewer.
MR. BREWER: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Brown.
MR. BROWN: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Conklin.
MR. CONKLIN: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Cox.
MR. COX: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Dr. Crabtree.
DR. CRABTREE: No.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Haymans.
MR. HAYMANS: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Ms. McCawley.
MS. McCAWLEY: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Phillips.
MR. PHILLIPS: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Chairman Hartig.
MR. HARTIG: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Chairman Duval.
DR. DUVAL: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: The motion passes with one negative vote, which I’m sure will be explained.
DR. CRABTREE: If I could, for those of you who are somewhat new to this, as a matter of
policy the Fisheries Service votes no on emergency rules to prevent a unanimous vote, which
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under the Magnuson Act would take away the secretary’s discretion as to whether to implement
or not implement the rule. I have instructions to vote no to prevent a unanimous vote.
DR. DUVAL: Thank you for that explanation, Dr. Crabtree. Next was a summary of the
visioning issues and themes by sector. Then we moved right into Regulatory Amendment 16,
which is the black sea bass pot closure. The staff briefed us on the status of that. The next item
of business was Amendment 22, the Recreational Harvest Tag Program where we received a
presentation on the status of that from Fisheries staff.
The next item of business was Amendment 29, which is the ORCS and Gray Triggerfish
Amendment. The first motion there was to accept the IPT’s proposed wording for the
purpose and need; and on behalf of the committee I so move. Is there any discussion? Any
objection? Seeing none; that motion stands approved.
The next motion was to accept the IPT’s proposed wording for the alternatives under
Action 3; and on behalf of the committee I so move. Is there any discussion? Any
objection? Seeing none; that motion stands approved. Now, I will draw the committee’s
attention to the fact that we did receive some public comment yesterday with regard to the
Preferred Subalternative 5F for scamp regarding the proposed ACL. I did not know if it was the
desire of the committee to reconsider that preferred alternative. If so, now would be the time to
do it. Mel.
MR. BELL: After looking at our data in terms of the significance of scamp and listening to the
testimony yesterday, as well as written comment from Tom Swatzel, we’d certainly be interested
in perhaps shifting from the current preferred kind of back one level. I have which particular
alternative that would be. We’d be interested doing that if it is at all possible.
DR. DUVAL: Is that a motion, Mel?
MS. BECKWITH: Subalternative 4F would be 0.9 of the proposed ABC.
MR. BELL: I would move that we establish Subalternative 4F for scamp as the preferred
alternative rather than the current – is it 4F? I don’t have the document in front of me.
DR. DUVAL: It is 4F and so 4F would be the alternative that you would want to select as the
preferred. The preferred currently is 5F, so we would need to deselect 5F and then also select
4F.
MR. BELL: Right, so I would move that we would deselect 5F and establish 4F as our preferred
alternative.
DR. DUVAL: So a motion by Mel and second by Chris to deselect Subalternative 5F as the
preferred and select instead Subalternative 4F as the preferred. Discussion? Ben.
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MR. HARTIG: Mel, we had a lot of discussion about why we were reducing it earlier. Why do
we want to go back to a higher level that is not being reached now? Yes, it possibly could be
reached. I don’t know what the landings are this year and how they feed into that; but I think to
me I think we needed to get a handle on this species to try and at least get a marker there at this
time. The council can always go back.
If we hit the level, the next year we could do a framework and increase the catch if that’s the way
you want to do it. I just think we needed to cap that fishery and allow some of that biomass to
start to accrue back into the fishery. I have real concerns over scamp based on the information
we’ve seen from Marcel and based on the landings’ information. Given that they have somewhat
of a respite during the grouper closure, I still think most of the effort for scamp has been outside
of that time.
MR. BELL: Basically listening to input from our fishermen and I went back and looked at all
the data; and, yes, we haven’t hit it recently. If that closes down, it’s just a little bit more
impactful I guess on our particular area; and it doesn’t seem like that much of a difference. If
that little bit of extra margin would be the difference the fishery remaining open for a while, it
just made sense to us.
Tom mentioned us being the scamp capital of the world. I don’t know about that, but it is a
significant contributor. Perhaps Chris knows and could speak to that, but it is kind of a big deal
for us. If it just provided a little bit of margin there without backing off too much on it, I felt that
might be reasonable to consider.
MR. COX: I’m really concerned about all our shallow water groupers, especially red grouper.
The scamps, we saw really good fishing on scamps this year. We are closer to the ACL this year
than we were last year at this time; and I just think that we’re not backing way off, but we want
to have fishermen to have access to that ACL if we need it, being that we are going to a little bit
closer. We have gotten close before, but I think this is a good approach. I don’t think that we’ve
done anything crazy here. I think it’s still very reasonable.
MR. CONKLIN: I just wanted to point out and keep in mind that scamp is unassessed; so we
really don’t have a hard number to go on. Our previous actions reduced the ACL by 41 percent.
This is still a very conservative approach; and I think it puts it still down to like a 34 percent
reduction, if I’m not mistaken. This is within our realm and I think it’s in our best interest to do
it for the fishing community.
DR. DUVAL: All right, other comments on this motion? Could I please see a show of hands of
those in favor of the motion? I count ten in favor. Any opposed; one opposed. The motion
passes with one opposition. The next motion was to modify the IPT’s proposed wording for
Alternative 1 under Action 4 as specified below; and on behalf of the committee I so move.
Is there any discussion? Any objection? Seeing none; that motion stands approved.
The next motion was to deem the codified text for Amendment 29 as necessary and
appropriate; and on behalf of the committee I so move. Any discussion? Any objection?
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Seeing none; that motion stands approved. Obviously, that will have to be fixed up a little bit
with the motion that we just passed to change our preferred under Action 3.
The next motion was to approve Amendment 29 for formal review and give the Council
Chair and staff editorial license to make changes to the amendment prior to submission;
and on behalf of the committee I so move. Mr. Mahood, I believe this a roll call vote.
MR. MAHOOD: Ms. Beckwith.
MS. BECKWITH: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Bell.
MR. BELL: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Bowen.
MR. BOWEN: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Brewer.
MR. BREWER: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Brown.
MR. BROWN: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Conklin.
MR. CONKLIN: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Cox.
MR. COX: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Dr. Crabtree.
DR. CRABTREE: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: My Haymans.
MR. HAYMANS: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Ms. McCawley.
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MS. McCAWLEY: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Phillips.
MR. PHILLIPS: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Chairman Hartig.
MR. HARTIG: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Chairman Duval.
DR. DUVAL: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: The motion passes unanimously.
DR. DUVAL: The next item of business was Amendment 32, which is blueline tilefish. The
first motion here was to accept the IPT’s suggested changes to the purpose and need
statements; and on behalf of the committee I so move. Is there any discussion? Any
objection? Seeing none; that motion stands approved.
The next motion was to accept the IPT’s suggested changes to Alternatives 1 and 2 under
Action 1; and on behalf of the committee I so move. Is there any discussion? Any
objection? Seeing none; that motion stands approved.
The next motion was to accept inclusion of Alternatives 3 through 5 under Action 1; and on
behalf of the committee I so move. Is there any discussion? Any objection? Seeing none;
that motion stands approved.
The next motion was to accept the IPT’s suggested changes to Alternative 1 under Action
3; and on behalf of the committee I so move. Is there any discussion? Any objection?
Seeing none; that motion stands approved.
The next motion was to accept the IPT’s suggested changes to Alternatives 1 through 3
under Action 4; and on behalf of the committee I so move. Is there any discussion? Any
objection? Seeing none; that motion stands approved.
The next motion was to accept the IPT’s suggested changes to the wording of Action 5. I would
just note that Action 5 was not shown correctly worded in the decision document. It failed to
include the words “and the deep-water complex” in the title of that action. However, the
amendment itself is correct.
All the wording is correct both in the summary as well as in the amendment itself. It was just in
the decision document that accidentally left out those words; so I just note that. On behalf of the
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committee I so move – Monica, do we actually need a motion to actually accept the wording
changes to the title of that action even though it was just in the decision document?
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO: So the title is correct in the actual amendment?
DR. DUVAL: Yes, in the actual amendment under both the summary as well as within the
individual chapters of the amendment itself.
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO: I think that’s fine because it’s correct in the amendment; and you just
pointed out to everyone that it was the decision document that had that minor error. My only
question is if there was motion made at – or when there was a motion made at the committee
meeting; did it reference the inaccurate title or did it reference the correct – were the words
correct in the motion; did it catch everything?
DR. DUVAL: Myra is advising me that we do need a motion here because the words “and the
deep-water complex were never in the amendment in June; and so the IPT suggested adding
those; so if we could just go ahead and get a motion from the committee to accept the IPT’s
suggested changes to the wording of Action 5, we can go on. Mr. Haymans.
MR. HAYMANS: Madam Chair, I’d make a motion that we accept the IPT’s suggested
wording for Action 5 to include “and the deep-water complex”.
DR. DUVAL: Motion by Doug; second by Charlie. Any discussion? Any objection?
Seeing none; that motion stands approved. The next motion was to accept the IPT’s
suggested changes to Alternatives 1 and 2 under Action 5; and on behalf of the committee I
so move. Any discussion? Any objection? Seeing none; that motion stands approved.
The next motion was to accept the IPT’s suggested changes to alternatives under Action 6;
and on behalf of the committee I so move. Any discussion? Any objection? Seeing none;
that motion stands approved.
The next motion was to accept the IPT’s suggested Alternatives 2 through 4 under Action 7
and specify gutted weight; and on behalf of the committee I so move. Is there any
discussion? Any objection? Seeing none; that motion stands approved.
The next motion was to select Alternative 2 as a preferred under this action; and on behalf
of the committee I so move. Is there any discussion? Any objection? Seeing none; that
motion stands approved.
The next motion was to accept the IPT’s suggested edits to Alternatives 1 and 5 under
Action 8; and on behalf of the committee I so move. Is there any discussion? Any
objection? Seeing none; that motion stands approved.
The next motion was to select Alternative 4 as a preferred alternative; and on behalf of the
committee I so move. Is there any discussion? I would note that in Regulatory Amendment
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20 the preferred alternative selected was one per vessel per day from May through August. Any
discussion? Mr. Chairman.
MR. HARTIG: We had the discussion in snowy grouper, and I believe that we did that for
snowies. We did the season; am I correct or not? Okay, since we had the season from May
through August and we did that for blueline as well – no, we did not; okay.
DR. DUVAL: Right now the preferred – this is why I bring it to the committee’s attention
because we had a discussion about trying to align the seasons for the deep-water complex. In
Regulatory Amendment 20 the committee selected as its preferred alternative one per vessel per
day from May through August.
Your current preferred alternative here for blueline tilefish is one per vessel per day from
January until whenever the quota is met.
MR. HARTIG: Thank you for that explanation. I would move that we select Alternative 5 as a
preferred, establish a vessel limit of blueline tilefish of one per vessel per day from May through
August and no retention during the remainder of the year.
DR. DUVAL: There is a motion to select Alternative 5 as a preferred under Action 8; second by
Chris. Discussion?
MR. HARTIG: You gave a good discussion of why we should do it; so I think if we can get this
recreational fishery on a season, I think we can actually in the future possibly give them more
fish in that limited season; so we can get some of these very restrictive vessel limits up to
possibly one per person per day in the future. At least that’s my intent.
DR. DUVAL: Ben, I’m wondering if perhaps you and the seconder, which I believe was Chris,
might consider modifying your motion to deselect Alternative 4 because that is the current
preferred alternative. We don’t want two preferred alternatives I think under this action.
MR. HARTIG: Yes, I would; deselect Alternative 4.
DR. DUVAL: Is that okay with the seconder? Thank you. Doug.
MR. HAYMANS: I just want to make sure. We’re talking about under the current preferred a
season that would end October 31, projected; so you close two months. How much more of a
predicted season do you want other than to get all the way year-round? How long are we going
to keep Alternative 5 in place, which closes at September 1, before we change to year-round?
Ten months seems like a pretty long season to me. Maybe I’m not explaining myself well
enough.
MR. HARTIG: Yes, I’m not quite getting what you’re saying.
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MR. HAYMANS: Well, under Alternative 4, one per vessel per day, the projected closure date
is October 31; and you were saying that by selecting Alternative 5 we’re going to have a more
predictable season for the recreational angler; but if we’ve already gone ten months, that’s pretty
much a season. I’m just understand why we would back up and only give them a couple of –
MR. HARTIG: I think in the long term – at least in my opinion I think that we need a season on
the recreational fishery in the deep water. I think we need a limited amount of time where we
can have these people fish in the calmest times of the year, be able to access fish throughout the
entire region and to try, as these fisheries recover, to give them a bag limit of more than one fish
where it actually makes your trips – you can go offshore and possibly get to one per person per
day. That is the way I see us going down this.
The other thing is if we have a season for the recreational fishery in this deep-water complex that
is defined, we can get the bycatches of Warsaw and speckled hind reduced in that defined season
for the recreational fishery, that’s a lot less time that they have to be dropping throughout the
year in the area where those animals live. That is really what I’d like to see is get back to
something where people can actually go offshore for a reasonable trip. This is a way to do that
in the future.
DR. CRABTREE: Just remember this is all about probabilities. These projections are hugely
uncertain. You get a couple of intercepts that occur early in the year; you could be closed down
on April. To me this makes sense and I think it has a much higher probability of having the
season run without any in-season change. We get a new assessment hopefully in a couple of
years; and at that point I think we come back in and recalibrate. Presumably we’ll get different
catch levels, things should improve, and then I think we can look then at expanding the season,
maybe.
MR. CONKLIN: I just was kind of thinking about that; and if we were going to make a season
on the blueline and cut a lot of the projected dates off early for what it would normally run, then
maybe we would want to circle back and consider like a different bag limit to maximize the
recreational fisherman’s opportunity.
MR. BELL: I was just going to say I followed Ben’s logic, so the tradeoff is you’re giving up a
couple of months on the front end, but you’re establishing a better probability of maintaining a
season predictability for the fishermen and avoiding bycatch issues as well. That kind of makes
sense.
DR. DUVAL: I appreciate your comment, Chris, and I would just note that a bag limit as more
than one per something per something was not analyzed in this amendment. We could certainly
come back later, as Roy suggested and Ben has suggested if you vote this up, to modify that bag
limit down the road.
MR. CONKLIN: I’m fine with that; I was just speaking to Doug’s point.
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DR. DUVAL: Any other discussion this motion? The motion reads deselect Alternative 4
and select Alternative 5 as preferred under Action 8. Any other conversation? Could I
please see a show of hands of those in favor of the motion, ten in favor; those opposed, two
opposed. The motion passes ten in favor and two opposed.
The next motion is to deem the codified text for Amendment 32 as necessary and
appropriate; and on behalf of the committee I so move. Any discussion? Any objection?
Seeing none; that motion stands approved.
The next motion was to approve Amendment 32 for formal review and give the Council
Chair and staff editorial license to make changes to the amendment prior to submission;
and on behalf of the committee I so move. Mr. Mahood, I believe this is a roll call vote.
MR. MAHOOD: Ms. Beckwith.
MS. BECKWITH: No.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Bell.
MR. BELL: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Bowen.
MR. BOWEN: No.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Brewer.
MR. BREWER: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Brown.
MR. BROWN: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Conklin.
MR. CONKLIN: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Cox.
MR. COX: No.
MR. MAHOOD: Dr. Crabtree.
DR. CRABTREE: Yes.

28

Full Council Session
Charleston, SC
September 18-19, 2014

MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Haymans.
MR. HAYMANS: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Ms. McCawley.
MS. McCAWLEY: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Phillips.
MR. PHILLIPS: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Chairman Hartig.
MR. HARTIG: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Chairman Duval.
DR. DUVAL: No.
MR. MAHOOD: Okay, the motion passes by a vote of nine to four.
DR. DUVAL: The next item on our agenda was Regulatory Amendment 22. Monica.
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO: I believe you didn’t make a motion to allow the chairman to redeem
the codified text to reflect the changes necessary. I just want to make sure that is in there
because you’ve made a few changes and the chairman is going to have to look at it again.
DR. CRABTREE: Move we give the chairman license to redeem the codified text as may be
necessary.
DR. DUVAL: There is a motion by Roy to give the council chairman license to redeem the
codified text as necessary. Would you care to add Amendment 29 in there as well, Roy?
DR. CRABTREE: I would care to add that.
DR. DUVAL: Thank you very much; motion by Roy, second by Mel. Discussion? The
motion reads give the council chair license to redeem the codified text for Amendments 29
and 32 as necessary and appropriate. Any objection? Seeing none; that motion stands
approved.
The next item of business was Regulatory Amendment 22, gag and wreckfish. The first motion
under this amendment was to accept the IPT’s proposed wording for the purpose and
need; and on behalf of the committee I so move. Any discussion? Any objection? Seeing
none; that motion stands approved.
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The next motion is to accept the IPT’s proposed changes to the wording of the alternatives
under Action 1; and on behalf of the committee I so move. Any discussion?
Any
objection? Seeing none; that motion stands approved.
The next motion was to accept the IPT’s proposed wording changes for Alternatives 1 and 2 with
the exception of adding Subalternative 2C, and that motion failed. The next motion is to
modify Action 2 to only consider changes to the gag bag limit, 2 and 3 fish, within the
aggregate; and on behalf of the committee I so move. Is there discussion? Any objection?
Seeing none; that motion stands approved. I will just note that the intent is for the bag limit
on black grouper to remain at one fish. Zack.
MR. BOWEN: Just for the record, I objected.
DR. DUVAL: I apologize; so the motion passed with one objection. We do have a suggestion
as a matter of sort of cleanliness that perhaps the committee would consider a motion to move
Alternative 2 and its subalternatives to the considered but rejected appendix in order to allow
staff to do exactly what we asked them to do in the previous motion. Would someone be willing
to make that motion?
MS. BECKWITH: Michelle, I would suggest that we leave it in the document for now. There is
no reason; it is going out to public hearings, so why not send out the entire suite of options? I
would like to retain it in the document.
DR. DUVAL: Well, you can’t have both. That’s contrary to the motion that you just approved.
MS. BROUWER: Perhaps to clarify, the reason we’re suggesting that you move it to the
appendix is to capture the rationale for why you are not intending to change the aggregate; only
the gag bag limit within the aggregate, and staff felt that it was important that we provide that
rationale for the public; and we would do that in Appendix A.
MR. HARTIG: I would move Alternative 2 and its subalternatives to the considered but
rejected appendix.
DR. DUVAL: Motion by Ben; second by Charlie. Discussion? Objection? Seeing none;
that motion stands approved. I would just note that the committee indicated that they do not
wish to include specification of the wreckfish ACL in numbers of fish and the wording of the
action and alternatives will be revised accordingly. The next motion was to approve the IPT’s
suggested edits to alternatives under Action 3; and on behalf of the committee I so move. Is
there discussion? Any objection? Seeing none; that motion stands approved.
The next motion was to approve the IPT’s suggestion to move Alternative 6 to the
considered but rejected appendix; and on behalf of the committee I so move. Is there
discussion? Any objection? Seeing none; that motion stands approved.
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The next motion was to approve Regulatory Amendment 22 for public hearings in the fall
of 2014; and on behalf of the committee I so move. Any discussion? Any objection?
Seeing none; that motion stands approved.
The next amendment was Regulatory Amendment 20, snowy grouper. The first motion was to
accept the IPT’s proposed edits to the purpose and need; and on behalf of the committee I
so move. Any discussion? Any objection? Seeing none; that motion stands approved.
The next motion was to accept the IPT’s proposed wording changes for Alternative 2 under
Action 1; and on behalf of the committee I so move. Is there discussion? Any objection?
Seeing none; that motion stands approved.
The next motion was to accept the IPT’s proposed wording for Alternatives 2 and 3 under
Action 2. Is there any discussion? Any objection? Seeing none; that motion stands
approved.
I think it might be helpful at this point to ask Mike Errigo to come up and provide some
additional explanation for the shift in allocation between the commercial and recreational
sectors. We have discussed this on the record a number of times regarding the fact that Monroe
County recreational harvest was unable to be included in the previous stock assessment that was
conducted through SEDAR 4; but through the standard assessment that was conducted in
SEDAR 36 those landings were able to be brought in.
When the same allocation of average landings from 1986 through 2005 was applied to that
landing stream that was used within the stock assessment, we ended up with an 83/17 split
between the commercial and recreational sectors although we found out that it’s not solely due to
the inclusion of Monroe County. I’m going to let Mike come up and explain that.
DR. ERRIGO: Okay, this is a table of the landings from SEDAR 36 that were used to calculate
the allocation as it is in the amendment. This is commercial; the bigger number, recreational;
total and then the percentage for the allocation commercial and recreational. It went from 1986
to 2005. These numbers are from SEDAR; and what they did was there were two years, ’86 and
’89, where there discrepancies in the recreational data that they fixed.
They smoothed those over. They were actually zeroes, but they had intercepts with zero
landings; so they looked at the ratio of headboat to recreational – private recreational from
surrounding years and they filled in those numbers. Here is what you get. I tried to recreate the
old MRFSS data, which was very difficult because there have been a lot of changes and average
weights changed and this and that and the other thing.
That’s about as close as I got to recreating it. The average weights and things like that have
changed over time. There have been some changes to headboat numbers and things like that.
That was as close as I could get from the data that I had. It’s the same years, but the averages
came out – the commercial hasn’t changed that terribly much, some, but I wasn’t able to get the
old commercial estimates, but the old recreational estimates were a lot smaller.
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This does not include Monroe County; and the SEDAR 36 numbers do include Monroe County.
I also did a calculation with these new numbers but just subtracted Monroe County out. That’s
this; and the percentages did not go back to where they were when the old MRFSS numbers were
used. They’re still pretty close to 86/14. They’re 86/14 instead of like 87/13; so they didn’t
change that terribly much.
It looks like the biggest difference in allocations wasn’t the addition of landings from Monroe
County on the recreational side, but was in fact all the changes that were done – the re-estimation
process going from MRFSS to MRIP. It was a re-estimation of all that new data and then the
calibration of the old MRFSS to the new MRIP that made the bulk of the change in the
allocation. This last column here on the right is the Monroe County total recreational landings.
Actually I think it is just private recreational landings. I think headboat; they had estimates from
them, so it is just private recreational. It was actually zero until 1999 and then it jumped around
a lot; but because they used an average from this time period, it didn’t have a huge effect on the
allocation. The biggest effect was just year to year the changes due to the calibration from
MRFSS to the new MRIP methodologies and re-estimation process; so the changes in the
weightings that they did.
DR. DUVAL: Thank you very much for that, Mike, much appreciated. Are there questions for
Mike? Roy.
DR. CRABTREE: I appreciate that, Mike, because that’s a little different I guess than what we
talked about; but I think where it leaves us is essentially the same, is that the best available
landings now have been changed. We’re going to go through this again as a result of the process
of improving MRIP. We’ve got a Calibration Workshop that just went on a few weeks ago.
There are probably more changes to the effort estimation process; and as our perception of what
the landings are changes over time, because our allocations are based largely on landings, we’re
going to have to come in and deal with that and revisit it. It is a difficult thing, but I’m afraid
we’re not done with it yet.
DR. DUVAL: Very true. Any other questions or comments for Mike? Mike, I really thank you
for doing this and thank you to Myra for reminding me that this would be very helpful for the
discussion for the record and for the committee to know about. So, where we left off was the
next motion within Regulatory Amendment 20 was to accept the IPT’s proposed wording
for Action 3 and Alternative 1; and on behalf of the committee I so move. Is there any
discussion? Any objection? Seeing none; that motion stands approved.
One thing we failed to do was to approve the IPT’s suggested edits to Alternative 5; so if
someone would care to make that motion, I would very much appreciate it. Ben.
MR. HARTIG: I would move that we approve the IPT’s suggested edits to Alternative 5.
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DR. DUVAL: Seconded by Roy. Is there any discussion? Any objection? Seeing none;
that motion stands approved. The next motion was to change Alternative 5 to apply to
Indian River/Brevard instead of Volusia/Brevard; and on behalf of the committee I so
move. Is there any discussion? Any objection? Seeing none; that motion stands approved.
The next motion was to approve Alternative 4, Subalternative 4B under Action 3 as the
preferred alternative; and on behalf of the committee I so move. Is there discussion? Any
objection? Seeing none; that motion stands approved.
Because of what we did under Action 4, which was the recreational bag limit, our preferred was
Alternative 1; and we changed that; and so what we need to do is deselect Alternative 1, which
was no action, as a preferred because having Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 as preferreds are
contradictory to one another. If I could get a motion from the committee to deselect Alternative
1 as a preferred, I would appreciate that. Ben.
MR. HARTIG: Yes, I would move that we deselect Alternative 1 as the preferred under
Action 4.
DR. DUVAL: Motion by Ben and seconded by Jessica. Discussion? Any objection?
Seeing none; that motion stands approved. The next motion was to select Alternative 2
under Action 4 as the preferred alternative. Is there discussion? Any objection? Seeing
none; that motion stands approved.
The next motion was to approve Regulatory Amendment 20 for formal review; and on
behalf of the committee I so move. I believe this is a roll call vote.
MR. MAHOOD: Ms. Beckwith.
MS. BECKWITH: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Bell.
MR. BELL: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Bowen.
MR. BOWEN: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Brewer.
MR. BREWER: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Brown.
MR. BROWN: Yes.
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MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Conklin.
MR. CONKLIN: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Cox.
MR. COX: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Dr. Crabtree.
DR. CRABTREE: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Haymans.
MR. HAYMANS: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Ms. McCawley.
MS. McCAWLEY: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Phillips.
.
MR. PHILLIPS: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Chairman Hartig.
MR. HARTIG: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Chairman Duval.
DR. DUVAL: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: The motion passes unanimously.
DR. DUVAL: The next motion was to deem the codified text as necessary and appropriate
and give the Council Chair and council staff editorial license to make changes to the
amendment document as needed prior to submission; and on behalf of the committee I so
move. Monica.
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO: And to redeem the codified text if necessary; you’re doing that to the
Council Chair as well?
DR. DUVAL: Is that a new motion or do you want the motion modified?
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MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO: Why don’t you modify the motion to add that in there? In case
changes are needed to the codified text that you currently have before you, then you give the
Chair – and you’ve previously done this many times – the authority to redeem that codified text.
It’s kind of like what you just did for Amendment 29 and 32.
DR. DUVAL: I guess I’m just looking to our parliamentarian; because when we did that for
Amendments 29 and 32, that was a separate motion; so would this really be a substitute motion?
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO: And from my perspective if you want to do it as a separate motion,
that’s fine. I just don’t want you to forget you need to give the Council Chair that authority.
DR. DUVAL: I would prefer if we could just do that as a separate, if you don’t mind. We have
a motion on the floor. The motion is to deem the codified text as necessary and appropriate and
give the Council Chair and council staff editorial license to make changes to the amendment
document as needed prior to submission. Is there any objection to this motion? Seeing none;
that motion stands approved. Now, if we could have another motion to give the Council Chair
the authority to redeem the codified text as necessary; that would be great. Charlie.
MR. PHILLIPS: Madam Chair, I move we give the Council Chair license to redeem the
codified text as necessary and appropriate.
DR. DUVAL: Seconded by Jessica. Discussion? Objection? Seeing none; that motion
stands approved. The next amendment was Amendment 36, which is spawning SMZs. The
first motion was to modify and approve the need for Snapper Grouper Amendment 36; and
on behalf of the committee I so move. Discussion? Jack.
MR. COX: This is a difficult amendment and I just want to say that I know that we’re taking a
leap of faith here to see where this has worked in other areas. North Carolina put up two sites,
and I wish that some of the other states had done a little more. I just wanted to say with fishing
pressure increasing and the way the technology and fishing is changing that we’re going to have
to look at measures like this to protect our species. I just wanted to put that out there.
DR. DUVAL: Any other discussion? Any objection? Seeing none; that motion stands
approved. The next motion was to approve the wording of Action 1 and the range of
alternatives; and on behalf of the committee I so move. I’m sorry, I apologize, the next motion
was that it is the council’s intent that spawning SMZs would only consider prohibiting
fishing for and/or possession of snapper grouper species; species in the Snapper Grouper
Fishery Management Unit. On behalf of the committee I so move. Any discussion? Anna.
MS. BECKWITH: I just want to remind folks about my concerns of boxing ourselves into just
this one intent. I know I’ve chatted with folks about my ideas and I just wanted to put that back
out there. I don’t think we should be boxing ourselves in here with such a specific intent.
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MR. PHILLIPS: Yes, and I’m thinking this is probably where we’re going to be, but it may be
feasible to use a Type 4 or some other type. I’m sensitive to Anna’s thoughts, and I’ll leave it at
that.
DR. DUVAL: Any other discussion on the motion? Is there any objection to the motion?
The motion passes with two objections. The next motion was to approve the wording of
Action 1 and the range of alternatives; and on behalf of the committee I so move. Is there
any discussion? Any objection? Seeing none; that motion stands approved.
The next motion is to approve the wording of Action 2 and the range of alternatives; and
on behalf of the committee I so move. Is there discussion? Mark.
MR. BROWN: I don’t know if this is a motion or not, but I’m trying to think of a way – and I
wasn’t sure where to input this in here, but some consideration to be taken, too, with these SMZs
in regards to the spawning and looking at possibly some time/area closures; I mean, having the
areas designated but maybe having it modified. Since a lot of the SMZs have gear restrictions,
but they’re still open to fishing, as possibly looking at a time/area closure for spawning and that
at certain times of the year maybe have it where it has a gear restriction.
DR. DUVAL: I think you’re referring to some of the public comment that we received yesterday
regarding some of the spawning timeframes that have been put together for a lot of the different
species in the snapper grouper complex. I know that Rusty brought that up yesterday; so it may
be that we could add an action that would consider a spawning season closure or a spawning area
closure. I would think that might be a separate action maybe once this goes through. Roy, I see
you had your hand up.
DR. CRABTREE: Well, wherever you put it; but given that our need now is to protect spawning
fish, it does appear to me that spawning season closures or time/area closures is a reasonable
alternative as to how to do that. I do think we need to add an action in there to consider some
alternatives looking at that.
DR. DUVAL: And since this motion is dealing specifically with the modification of the
framework procedure to allow for consideration of spawning SMZs, perhaps once we get
through this particular motion you can make a motion to add an action to do so. Does that sound
reasonable?
MR. BROWN: Okay, just indicate when it would be appropriate.
DR. DUVAL: Any other discussion on this motion? Is there any objection to this motion?
Seeing none; that motion stands approved. Mark, I think we’re going to go through this next
piece of the committee report and then it would be appropriate to make a motion to add an action
as you’ve suggested.
I just want to clarify that the direction was to analyze the areas off each state noted below; that
the area names designate an area to be analyzed, and specific size and location will be
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determined after analyses are completed. The next direction to staff was to provide expanded
charts with the areas under consideration; to include a system management plan for the spawning
SMZs as an appendix to Amendment 36; and to modify the purpose and need to address the new
action, which we’ll get to later, to move the marine protected area off South Carolina.
That’s all direction to staff; and by consensus the committee directed staff to prepare Action 3 as
follows and to analyze the candidate areas that you see shown; so we did that by consensus. The
next motion was to add a new action to move the South Carolina Deep – Doug.
MR. HAYMANS: Can we hang on one second and talk about areas?
DR. DUVAL: Absolutely.
MR. HAYMANS: I’ve had considerable input from both those in Georgia and outside of
Georgia, from NGOs and from everywhere else, including an NGO person who is very close to
our organization. There is a recommendation that Georgia add another site to its offered up – I
guess whatever the right term is – but, you know, I recognize that, yes, this is only analyzing the
areas; but once it’s analyzed, if there is something there, there is not a whole lot you’re going to
be able to pull back from.
Someone had suggested the St. Simons areas; and so I guess I would be willing to offer up the
St. Simons 2 Area where there is a lot of point observations of – I think there is a lot of point
observations of speckled hind; but again in Georgia there is no documented spawning sites at this
point. I would offer up St. Simons 2 and know that if we get to the point, I would like to rename
those areas from what expert workgroups have named them.
DR. DUVAL: Thank you, Doug; so would you be okay if we included that in the list of
directions to staff as an additional area to analyze was the St. Simons Area off Georgia?
MR. HAYMANS: The St. Simons 2, yes.
DR. DUVAL: The St. Simons 2 Area off Georgia?
MR. HAYMANS: Yes.
DR. DUVAL: And I agree with you that it would be good to rename these areas after analysis
something different. Okay, Mel.
MR. BELL: This is under the heading of a little more discussion. We gave a lot of
consideration of other potential sites to offer up. What we’re calling the Devil’s Hole Site right
now is not insignificant by any means; and we felt that had a very strong likelihood of success in
being an area that would do what we needed it to do.
I know they’re not within the same depth regime, but offering up Area 51 and Area 53 we don’t
view as insignificant at all although that, of course, is for shallower water species, but we’ve
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included the entire snapper grouper complex. We don’t consider that insignificant. We looked
at other sites.
One in particular would be what was being referred to as the Northern South Carolina Extension;
but if you notice in the existing MPA up there, which that is what it was an extension of, there is
some significant marks related occurrence of Warsaw and speckled hind and all already, so we
didn’t see where that was really going to gain much up in that area.
There is already an MPA up there. Also, the action that you were about to go to related to the
Deepwater MPA and the desire to capture the reef that moved; that’s not insignificant either, I
think, in terms of what it might offer us in that South Carolinians invested half a million dollars
in that site. We felt the combination of all those actions; we’re comfortable at this level moving
forward with what we’ve offered.
DR. DUVAL: Thank you for that, Mel; I appreciate those comments. Chris.
MR. CONKLIN: To Mel’s point, I just wanted to put on the record and confirm that there has
been evidence of other species spawning in Area 51 and 53, so that was our basis on selecting
those spots.
DR. DUVAL: Thank you, Chris. Any other comments or discussion with regard to areas for
analysis before we move on to the next motion. The next motion was to add a new action to
move the South Carolina Deepwater MPA 1.4 miles to the northwest to match the
boundary of the permitted site; and on behalf of the committee I so move. Any discussion?
Any objection? Seeing none; that motion stands approved. Mark, I think now might be an
appropriate time to put forward a motion to include a new action within Amendment 36 that
would consider time/area spawning closures.
MR. BROWN: Yes, Madam Chair, I’d like to make a motion to put it to the committee to
consider creating a time/area closure for SMZs with an additional after the spawning period to
where there would be some gear restrictions and possible access to the SMZ. You might have to
help me with that. I’m not quite sure how to word it.
DR. DUVAL: Yes; if you take a look at the screen, Myra has got a draft motion for you up here
that says add an action to Amendment 36 that would consider time/area spawning closures for
SMZs and gear restrictions maybe as appropriate. Mel.
MR. BELL: Yes, I was just going to say in essence what we’re doing here is we’re looking at
the exploration of using a tool. This simply us some more options in that tool, some flexibility to
use the tool in a slightly different way by incorporating time and by incorporating gear
restrictions. We already use gear restrictions in existing SMZs for other purposes. However we
word that, that’s what we’re trying to do is just achieve some more flexibility with this potential
tool. I think that makes sense.
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DR. CRABTREE: I guess I don’t really understand why we’re saying for SMZs. You could do
a spawning closure off of a state or off of a general area, but I don’t know it would need to be
specific to an SMZ.
MR. BROWN: I guess I was just pivoting off of that when we were coming to a conclusion of
specific areas that were being designated for spawning areas and just looking at it as an
alternative for that tool.
DR. DUVAL: I had Gregg next in line so I’d like to let him go first.
MR. WAUGH: Along the lines to the point Roy was making; just some clarification. You’ve
already approved a motion saying that you’re going to have your SMZs, and we’re going to
prohibit fishing for snapper grouper species. As an alternative to that, this is looking at within
the sites that you’ve suggested be analyzed, instead of a total closure you would consider
time/area closures and additional gear restrictions within those identified areas in lieu of a total
closure; is that the intent that we’re looking at here?
DR. DUVAL: Is that your intent, Mark, to look at that –
MR. BROWN: That’s correct.
DR. DUVAL: Okay, I guess I was thinking that perhaps you were referring I’m thinking to the
chart that Rusty sent around to folks and the different overlapping peak spawning seasons for
different fish. I was thinking that perhaps you were considering sort of like the shallow water
grouper closure that we have now for spawning, that it’s time-based closure, but I may be
mistaken. Mel.
MR. BELL: I think in my conversations with Rusty and the way I followed it – and it’s what
Roy was mentioning. Rusty wasn’t so much focused on area. It was more of an understanding
of when these species spawn and fine tuning that understanding even to include latitudinal
differences and things and then applying a spawning timing closure for species or groups of
species across all areas.
I don’t Rusty’s concept was constrained to specific areas; so that in itself is a slightly different
variation. You could certainly incorporate that in specific areas, but I think what he was getting
at and what made sense was across the entire – or within specific sub-regions or something like
that; so not confined to specific little SMZs. There is some logic to that; it makes sense.
DR. CRABTREE: Yes, I agree with Mel because in the public comment it was mentioned
because it would be easier to enforce. Well, doing it just for these little areas isn’t going to make
it any easier to enforce. It might make it harder to enforce, but I think the concept that was being
put forth was spawning season closures in specific broader areas. It does seem like that’s a
reasonable alternative; so if you make this a little broader and drop out the two areas already
selected for analysis, I could support this. I think that’s what they were getting at was just for us
to look at time/area spawning closures more generally.
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MR. BOWEN: Are we going to put something in here or we need to consider putting something
in here about depth. When I think of SMZs, my initial thought – I know we’re talking deep
water or our intentions are two to three hundred feet of water; but on the chart that I looked at in
one of our documents it had all of the artificial reefs off of Georgia and several off of South
Carolina labeled as an SMZ. I just want to make sure we’re not talking about closing artificial
reefs in less than seventy feet of water or wherever they’re located. I would like some
clarification.
DR. DUVAL: My understanding is along the lines of what Roy and Mel have spoken of that
adding alternatives such as this would consider broader time/area closures along the lines of our
existing shallow water grouper closure. Now, it might be that you establish a spawning season
closure only off North and South Carolina for a couple of months or only off Georgia and
Florida for a couple of months. In other words, you’re being more specific in your area, but
you’re not allowing any harvest of those species during the spawning time. Does that help you?
MR. BOWEN: What species are you talking about; all snapper grouper?
DR. DUVAL: That would be to be determined based on when those species spawn.
MR. BOWEN: This motion seems awful generic and awful broad.
DR. DUVAL: That’s the point so that we can look at it and get some options for analysis.
Charlie.
MR. PHILLIPS: I guess I need a little more clarification on what a gear restriction might look
like. If we’re going to close an area or SMZ or whatever for snapper grouper species, are we
thinking you might want to close it to trolling or gear which would be probably used for
mackerel through a certain part of this? I mean, if it’s closed; it doesn’t matter what kind of gear
you use. I’m a little unclear on what gear restrictions you would be talking about. I’m not
saying I’m against it. I’d just like to be clear.
MR. WAUGH: I wonder if we’re not getting a little bit ahead of ourselves in visioning. We’re
supposed to be dealing with our vision for snapper grouper; and we’ve been progressing along
looking at area-based management. While this certainly could address spawning, it raises a lot
of issues and we’ve got basically six weeks to analyze get this ready for you for December.
This raises a number of issues. Is this in lieu of additional spawning SMZs? Are we going to
bring in as an alternative removing the existing shallow water closure, modifying that shallow
water closure? This really expands the scope of what is in the amendment quite a bit. It’s
certainly within your authority to do that; but it just raises some concerns about timing and what
we can have ready for December.
DR. DUVAL: I believe I have Mark and then Doug.
MR. BROWN: I’m still thinking about it.
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MR. HAYMANS: First, I guess when agreeing to go into this process, I thought a time-certain
closure of these areas was part of the equation, anyway. I’m fine with whatever we need to do
there. Secondly, Gregg, I don’t know how in the world you’re going to do even what we asked
to begin with in six-weeks time and have it back to us by December.
I would be okay if you take what time is necessary to analyze it more thoroughly. I thought part
of us offering up these locations was we were going to try to generate by some method additional
data, whether it was bathymetry or whatnot for each of the areas that we gave up; and so I didn’t
really expect to see anything thorough in the next six weeks. I, for one, am okay if it’s longer.
DR. CRABTREE: I understand this complicates things, but my trouble is our need now is to
protect spawning fish. It is a reasonable way to do it. You could do it without focusing on
specific areas but spawning season closures across more general geographic locations. I’m a
little with Charlie; I don’t know what the gear restrictions exactly mean.
It does seem to me given the way we laid out the purpose and need to be a reasonable alternative.
You know, you go in starting to close areas, it gets controversial, and I think we need to make
sure we consider all the reasonable alternatives.
Otherwise, if this isn’t in keeping with what we’re trying to accomplish, then we probably need
to rethink the purpose and need at the next meeting – I don’t think we want to open that back up
today – to explain why looking at this isn’t consistent with what we’re trying to accomplish, but
it seems to me at the moment that it is.
DR. DUVAL: I have Chester and then Bob, and then I’m going to make a suggestion regarding
the wording of that motion and then we’ll move forward.
MR. BREWER: I just wanted to speak in favor of the motion because I think region-wide or
statewide closures during specific spawning seasons make a lot of sense. The area closures and
when we’re talking about SMZs; that is going to be pretty difficult to enforce; whereas, if you’re
not allowed to have a fish during a specific month or possession of a fish, that’s fairly easy to
enforce. Certainly, I think that option ought to be left on the table and clearly left on the table.
MR. MAHOOD: I think everybody remembers this; but what we’re trying to do is get more sitespecific and get away from the big MPAs; and we’ve kind of gotten along pretty well; and now
again we’re looking at expanding. Certainly, the staff will do – and I understand if we can close
an area for a shorter period of time, it is going to have less impact as long as it gets the biological
consequences when you want out of it.
But, again, like Doug said, timing and if we need more time and you all would rather us work on
this and get back in March instead of December, let us know that. That would give us some
more time. We all get caught in these time crunches and we kind of zero in on what you give us
and then it kind of expands; so just consider that.
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DR. DUVAL: Mark, I was just going to make one suggestion before you speak that if you all
want to move forward with this motion – and, again, this is sort of draft motion perfection stage
– I would suggest removing the gear restrictions piece just because I think that sort of
complicates it as has been mentioned around the table. Go ahead.
MR. BROWN: Yes, Madam Chair, that is what I was going to request.
DR. DUVAL: Mark, would you look at the screen and see if that’s a motion you are satisfied to
make?
MR. BROWN: Yes, that’s fine.
DR. DUVAL: Could you please read the motion?
MR. BROWN: Madam Chair, I would like to make a motion to add alternatives to
Amendment 36 that would consider time/area spawning closures as appropriate.
DR. DUVAL: There is a motion by Mark; seconded by Mel. Do we need any further
discussion on this? Could I please see a show of hands of those in favor of the motion;
those opposed. Okay, motion passes with ten in favor, one opposed and a couple of folks
didn’t vote. We’re done with Amendment 36.
The next amendment is Amendment 35, which removes species from the Snapper Grouper
Fishery Management Unit. The first motion here was to approve the purpose and need for
Snapper Grouper Amendment 35; and on behalf of the committee I so move. Is there any
discussion? Any objection? Seeing none; that motion stands approved.
The next motion was to modify and approve the wording of Action 1 and the range of
alternatives; and on behalf of the committee I so move. Is there any discussion? Any
objection? Seeing none; that motion stands approved.
We had some discussion about the golden tilefish issues yesterday. If we want to address this, in
discussions with Monica and Myra and Monica speaking remotely to Jack, I think it might be
appropriate here if the committee wanted to consider it for a motion to add an action to
Amendment 35 to modify the eligibility to fish on the 500-pound gutted weight commercial
golden tilefish hook-and-line quota – and I’ll let Monica speak to that. Obviously, we would
need to then direct staff to modify the purpose and need as appropriate. Monica.
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO: In speaking to a couple of people about this, including Jack
McGovern, we think most of the analysis for this particular issue has already been done in 18B,
and it wouldn’t be that onerous to add it into this amendment, if that’s what you choose to do.
DR. DUVAL: Yes; I tend to think this is pretty important. Ben.
MR. HARTIG: Would you like a motion?
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DR. DUVAL: Absolutely.
MR. HARTIG: Okay, I would move that we add an action to Amendment 35 to address
golden tilefish endorsement issue.
DR. DUVAL: Motion by Ben; second by Charlie. Is there any other discussion? Any
objection? Seeing none; that motion stands approved. And perhaps just some direction to
staff to modify the purpose and need as appropriate. Then we come to our timing as task motion
and if we could get a motion to approve the timing and task. Doug.
MR. HAYMANS: I actually have a comment first. Number 8, the timing and task based on our
previous discussion, I’d like to ask Gregg whether he feels like that we should give more time
beyond December ’14 for their initial report?
MR. WAUGH: Yes; that would definitely have to fold over to March; and so we would be
looking at this again. Depending on the complexity of the season closure alternatives that come
back, we may or may not be ready at the March meeting to talk about approval for public
hearing. We may need additional guidance.
Because we have no alternatives at this stage, the IPT would be developing alternatives to bring
back to you in March with some level of analyses; and we may be able to approve for public
hearings in March. It may have to go over to June, but we will certainly shoot for March if that’s
your intent, but it can’t be ready for December.
DR. DUVAL: Is everybody clear on that? Any other comments on the timing and task list
before I ask for a motion from the committee? Mel.
MR. BELL: What we’ve added in that last action was time; so I guess in doing that, there is
value in that I think, so we’ve just got to make sure we’re comfortable with the additional benefit
that could be derived in the delay. If everybody is comfortable with that, then fine.
DR. DUVAL: Any other comments on that? Is someone willing to make a motion to approve
the task and timing as noted? Ben.
MR. HARTIG: Yes, I’ll move that we approve the timing and task as noted:
1. Send letter requesting an extension of the emergency rule for blueline tilefish.
2. Prepare for the October Visioning Workshop as directed.
3. Prepare Regulatory Amendment 16 for council review at the December 2014 meeting.
4. Request that staff from the North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries give the committee a
presentation at the December 2014 council meeting on the North Carolina Catch Card Program
for highly migratory species.
5. Submit Amendments 29 and 32 and Regulatory Amendment 20 for formal review.

43

Full Council Session
Charleston, SC
September 18-19, 2014

6. In Regulatory Amendment 20 (snowy grouper), include a table of landings used to establish
sector allocations and expand the explanation of the change in allocations that resulted from the
new assessment.
7. Prepare Regulatory Amendment 22 for public hearings.
8. Conduct analyses, include detailed charts, include a system management plan as an appendix,
and prepare Amendment 36 for the March 2015 council meeting.
9. Conduct analyses and prepare Amendment 35 for the December 2014 council meeting.
DR. DUVAL: Motion by Ben and second by Doug. Any other discussion on the timing and
task? Seeing none; that motion stands approved. Is there any other business to come before
the Snapper Grouper Committee at this time? Seeing none; Mr. Chairman, our business is
concluded; and I apologize that we went over our allotted timeframe, but I think we got some
good discussion and made up for being early earlier in the week.
MR. HARTIG: Thank you, Michelle, as always for your efficiency in your reports. I am going
to ask you all if you want to take a break. Okay, ten minutes, no longer. All right, were going to
go into the Joint Wahoo and Snapper Grouper Committee Report.
MS. BECKWITH: The Joint Dolphin Wahoo and Snapper Grouper Committee met September
18 and received updates on the status of commercial and recreational landings for dolphin and
wahoo and also received a presentation on the operator permit. We further discussed Wahoo
Amendment 7/Snapper Grouper Amendment 33 and Dolphin Wahoo Amendment 8/Snapper
Grouper Amendment 34.
The committee voted on the following motions as recommended to the council. The first
motion was to move the discussion to the Law Enforcement Committee to explore
modifications to the operator card requirement. On behalf of the committee I so move. Is
there any discussion on this motion? Is there any opposition? Seeing none; that motion
carries.
Now we’re going to move into Dolphin Wahoo Amendment 7/Snapper Grouper Amendment 33,
which are the fillet issues from The Bahamas. I do want to note that everyone received an e-mail
that was forwarded to you by Gregg Waugh that was from Michael Brainer, which is the
Director of the Department of Marine Resources in Nassau, Bahamas.
He just wanted to point that he stated he had appreciated the discussion on this important matter
and looked forward to the implementation of measures that would enhance the management of
these species. It does speak to the contact that our council has had with The Bahamas while we
have developed this amendment
First is discussion of the purpose and need. The motion was to accept the IPT
recommendation for wording changes. On behalf of the committee I so move. Is there any
discussion on this motion? Any opposition? Seeing none; this motion carries.
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Under Action 1 we moved to remove the language that “a rod and reel must be removed
from the rod holders and stored securely on or below deck.” On behalf of the committee I
so move. Is there any discussion? Charlie.
MR. PHILLIPS: Madam Chair – and this is probably as good a place as any unless you prefer it
somewhere else – I’d like Lieutenant Fowler to clarify how they would enforce the rules listed
under the preferred. I didn’t vote at the committee level because there is just so much to think
about.
I understand the Coast Guard and their partners; the Coast Guard only does a part of this and a
lot of it is because of their funding. FWC does probably most of it, but they’re still all using the
same page out of the book for the regulations. I would appreciate just a short explanation from
her as to how the Coast Guard can or cannot enforce these regulations, please.
LT. FOWLER: Were you talking about the passport issue that you mentioned before?
MR. PHILLIPS: While you’re talking, I would just give a whole summary, if you will. That
way maybe we’ll only have to do it once.
LT. FOWLER: The council has heard me talk repeatedly about our shrinking budget. We have
our Southeast Regional Fisheries Training Center here in Charleston that we send our boarding
officers and boarding team members to in order to receive training on species’ identification and
updates to the rules, which are constantly in flux regarding closures and other things.
Enforcement-wise when the rules are changing, fisheries especially in the more southern parts of
the district are not our primary mission. Up here in the Charleston and Jacksonville area, they
are the primary mission, but as you move farther south into Florida, we have drugs and migrants
also to contend with and that tends to eat up a lot of our resources.
Since the training quotas for the Southeast Regional Fisheries Training Center are decreasing
because we don’t have the budget to send people and refresh that training, a lot of our members
aren’t – well, to begin with, honestly, not good at telling a silk from a vermilion even with the
whole fish.
If you move down to fillet, it becomes harder for us to take them off ice and go, okay, well, what
kind of fish is this, what kind of fish is that, so we’re relying on the fishermen to tell us what
they have. We know that fishermen are obviously 100 percent honest at all times; so it is kind of
difficult for us. Anything that the council could do to make it easier for us would obviously aid
enforcement.
I mentioned when we were talking the other day about the passport stamp issue; I’m not sure
how we’re going to do that without some guidance from the council regarding maybe a passport
stamped within the last two weeks or whatever you think is a reasonable timeframe. Does that
address most of the issues that you had in mind?
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MS. McCAWLEY: Once again, I’m going to apologize for not having FWC’s Law Enforcement
at this particular meeting. If there are still outstanding concerns about how FWC Law
Enforcement is going to enforce these rules and FWC would be the primary law enforcement
agency stopping the bulk of the people that are coming back from The Bahamas, then I would
suggest not approving this amendment today and waiting until the next meeting so that we can
have an FWC Law Enforcement Officer here from Keys, from the affected area, that can talk
about what they see on the boat and why they think that this amendment is actually an
improvement on what is existing out there.
They can talk about what they’re looking for when they board the boat, like they look for lobster,
they look for queen conch. They look for a number of different issues when they board these
boats that they suspect are coming back from The Bahamas. I understand that folks are still a
little uneasy about this; and I have no problem bringing a law enforcement officer to the next
meeting to explain this a little bit further and get all your questions answered.
MR. HARTIG: Charlie, in South Florida I have never expected the Coast Guard to be able to
enforce fishery regulations, never. Can they tell me all the myriad of species that we manage in
the southeast are; they can’t do it. They have two-year duty stations and possibly three when
they’re on there.
Unless someone happened to be on the coast guard from South Florida on a vessel, they would
be able to probably tell the difference in some of these species. This is going to be enforced by
the FWC. It is not going to be enforced by the Coast Guard, period; it is just not going to
happen. They don’t have the capabilities in that specific area to enforce it; so if you’re asking
about enforceability, the FWC has already taken it to the level that they enforced the fillet rule on
dolphin and wahoo; and that’s where all this came from in the beginning. There is your primary
enforcement in that area.
MR. BELL: Regarding enforcement, once this goes on the books, the law is the law. It is the
federal law; and, yes, you can say that the total burden of this will be placed upon the state of
Florida in terms of enforcement, but it is still law. If their people encounter something, they
can’t just go, well, we don’t do that, that’s not our thing, and Florida will handle that.
Morgan is doing a grand job of trying to answer the question, but they will do the best they can
with what they’ve got. Their resources are limited and their resources may be more limited.
Every vessel hour, every man hour, every boarding party hour that they have to kind of figure
this stuff out is an hour taken away from something else they could be doing.
I understand the uniqueness of this thing for Florida and their willingness to deal with this; but
once it’s on the books, the law is the law. They have to enforce the law; they have to understand
the law; they have to train to enforce the law. They can’t just say, well, we don’t do that; the
state of Florida will handle it. My whole issue with this is, number one, in terms of the fisheries
we manage, the resources we’re responsible for stewardship of; this doesn’t have anything to do
with those resources.
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These are Bahamian resources and we’re allowing an exception in the law, so to speak, or
creating an exception to come in. I totally get the desire to do this. I get the interest in it; but
when it comes down to it, how are our fisheries, our resources better for this at the end of the
day? They’re not our fish. You’re investing time in this in trying to deal with something that
they’re not our fish.
It will move forward, that’s fine, but I’m just cautioning – and to be totally honest, we’re
discussing adding the dolphin and wahoo things; I don’t think the snapper grouper thing was a
good idea in the first place either. That’s what gets really complex particularly when we start
worrying about endangered species and other things. To be full disclosure, I don’t think that was
a good idea, but that is just my opinion.
MR. BROWN: Well, first of all, if there wasn’t already in place the Snapper Grouper Landings
Amendment from the past, I probably would maybe have a different idea about this. The fact of
the matter is the dolphin and wahoo that you consider as Bahamian fish, they’re probably in our
waters, too, and then they’re going to travel over there off of The Bahamas.
Who is claiming this species, okay? It doesn’t really matter; and when they come back to the
United States, they’ve got to abide by our regulations. They’re not abiding by regulations in The
Bahamas; so does it really matter where the fish is actually caught. Just to try to make things a
lot simpler, if you looked at a skin on a dolphin and wahoo, there is a lot difference. You’ll be
able to tell what it is. One is going to be green and one is going to be blue. There is not going to
be a misidentification of those two species. I don’t have a problem with this. I think if FWC
wants to take the responsibility to regulate this and manage it, then I have no problem with that.
MR. PHILLIPS: Back to the passport issue, the Coast Guard may not have people that can ID a
vermilion from a mango very easy; but they’re totally competent on reading a regulation and
saying the passport timing and things like that, this is your window or whatever it is. There
seems to be if not a hole at least confusion in how that would be enforced.
Even though FWC is going to do it, but if the Coast Guard can’t interpret it, there is going to be
confusion with the other agencies. If we go down this road, we need this thing as clean as we
can make it; and I don’t see where it is clean yet. Maybe Jessica’s idea of bringing them back so
everybody understands what the rule is, it would give us a little better comfort level if it goes
through. I don’t have that comfort level yet, because they still have questions on how they
would enforce it. Fish ID aside, there are still issues there.
MR. BOWEN: This is a disaster; an absolute disaster. I can’t support it; and I feel like we
should revisit the snapper grouper law that is in place as well.
MS. BECKWITH: Noted. Morgan.
LT. FOWLER: I forgot to mention when I was talking earlier that we’ve seen a huge increase in
Haitian migrant flow and a lot of those people are going from Haiti to The Bahamas and then
over to Florida.
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We are boarding a lot more vessels that coming on that vector from The Bahamas to Florida
maybe not for LMR purposes but to identify vessels that may be smuggling. While we’re on
there, we don’t want to look and see, oh, well, they have fish, too. I don’t know what to do;
we’ll call FWC and then the boat ends up getting boarded twice. It would be easier all around
there to be able to enforce the law easily.
MS. McCAWLEY: I’m going to make the request I made earlier. The people that are on the
fence or the people that are thinking of voting against this, I’m going to suggest again that you
wait and hear from FWC Law Enforcement at the next meeting. I don’t know if you want to
have more discussion; but if I need to I can move to table this amendment and a motion to table
is non-debatable. I would move to table until the next meeting.
MS. BECKWITH: We have a motion on the floor we need to dispense with. Let’s dispense
with the motion on the floor and then we will continue this discussion. The motion on the floor
is to remove the language that “a rod and reel must be removed from the rod holder and stowed
securely on or below or deck.” That was not that difficult; so behalf of the committee I so move.
Is there any discussion specific to that motion? Is there any opposition specific to that
motion? Seeing none; that motion carries. We are open for a new motion. Doug.
MR. HAYMANS: I would urge my fellow councilman from Florida not to table this motion.
We have talked about this ad nauseam. You’re either going to vote it up or vote it down and
let’s move on with it. I trust me what the agency lead from Florida tells me with regard to her
discussions with the Florida FWC; and if FWC is comfortable and thinks this is an improvement
of current existing law, let’s rock on.
DR. CRABTREE: Well, I hear what you’re saying, Doug, but the fact is there a lot of openended issues here and a lot of important issues and a lot of concerns raised by our enforcement
partners. I think Jessica raises an excellent. Let’s come back in December and hear from those
folks. If Jessica cares to make that motion, I’d probably support it.
MS. BECKWITH: Ben, did you have anything to add before I give the floor to Jessica?
MR. HARTIG: Yes, I had a comment, but I’m willing to drop it if we’re going to –
MS. McCAWLEY: Do you want to go to anybody else that wants to be part of this discussion
before I make a motion?
MS. BECKWITH: Anybody have a burning desire to continue this discussion? Go ahead.
MS. McCAWLEY: Okay, I move to table this amendment until the next council meeting in
December.
MS. BECKWITH: And also Roy is the second to that?
DR. CRABTREE: Second.
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MS. BECKWITH: Is there any discussion on this motion? Okay, any opposition? Two
opposed; how many in favor? Six in favor. Let’s count again. All opposed raise your
hands, four opposed; all those in favor raise your hand, seven in favor. The motion carries.
DR. CHEUVRONT: Madam Chair, you had a lot of edits and things that were made as part of
motions for this documents. Even though you can consider this; is it inappropriate at this time to
go ahead – I guess I don’t know what you’ve done; have you tabled the additional motions that
were made, the edits and everything else that has happened with this document?
DR. CRABTREE: Where is the motion that we just passed?
DR. CHEUVRONT: It’s right beneath the flashing cursor there. Okay, so we’re done with this
one until December, then. We’ll figure out what that means for what you’re going to see in
December.
DR. DUVAL: It would seem that with regard to all the motions that the committee regarding
proposed changes to wording, it seems like those motions are still valid. They were approved by
the committee; and it just seems that when we take this up again in December, that those same
motions would come forward for approval by the council at the next meeting.
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO: And I agree; I believe that is the way forward.
DR. CHEUVRONT: Okay.
MS. BECKWITH: Okay, so now we are down to the Generic Accountability Measures and
Dolphin Allocation Amendment.
DR. CHEUVRONT: Madam Chairman, all you have is a timing and task motion for that
amendment.
MS. BECKWITH: And that motion is to direct staff to prepare the Comprehensive
Amendment and Dolphin Allocation Amendment for final approval at the December 2014
council meeting. On behalf of the committee, I so move. Is there any discussion? Any
opposition? Seeing none; that motion carries. That appears to be the end of my report.
MR. HARTIG: Thank you, Anna. All right, the next committee report is mackerel. The
Mackerel Committee met and we had our presentations on the various landings for the minutes.
We had under Framework Amendment 2, Spanish Mackerel Trip Limits in Florida. The
committee approved the following motions:
The first motion was to approve modifications from the IPT for the purpose and need; and
on behalf of the committee I so move. Is there any discussion? Any objection? Seeing
none; that motion is approved.
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The next motion was to approve the IPT’s suggested language in Alternatives 2 through 4;
and on behalf of the committee I so move. Is there any discussion? Is there any objection?
Seeing none; that motion is approved.
The third motion was to select Alternative 4 as the preferred; and on behalf of the
committee I so move. Is there any discussion? Is there any objection? Seeing none; that
motion is approved.
The next motion was to approve Coastal Migratory Pelagics Framework Amendment 2 for
secretarial review and deem the codified text as necessary and appropriate; give staff
editorial license to make the necessary editorial changes to the document and codified text;
give the Council Chair authority to approve the revisions and redeem the codified text. On
behalf of the committee I so move. That’s a roll call vote. Bob.
MR. MAHOOD: Ms. Beckwith.
MS. BECKWITH: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Bell.
MR. BELL: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Bowen.
MR. BOWEN: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Brewer.
MR. BREWER: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Brown.
MR. BROWN: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Conklin.
MR. CONKLIN: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Cox.
MR. COX: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Dr. Crabtree.
DR. CRABTREE: Yes.
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MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Haymans.
MR. HAYMANS: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Ms. McCawley.
MS. McCAWLEY: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Mr. Phillips.
MR. PHILLIPS: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Dr. Duval.
DR. DUVAL: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: Chairman Hartig.
MR. HARTIG: Yes.
MR. MAHOOD: The motion passes unanimously.
MR. HARTIG: All right, the next item of business in the Mackerel Committee, we discussed
Amendment 26, separate permits, and future amendments. I won’t go into the details of that
discussion. It will be in the minutes from the committee meeting. We also had a presentation
from Chris McDonough of South Carolina DNR, who gave a presentation on cobia, highlighted
some of the concerns that South Carolina is seeing in the cobia fishery off of their area.
Doug Haymans mentioned his tournament sales, which was interesting that this is the first time
he has been able to accomplish his tournaments under that provision and it seems to be working
well with one possible exception. One of the additional things we talked about was king
mackerel bycatch and sales in the shark drift gillnet fishery in Amendment 20A that prohibited
the sale of king mackerel and Spanish mackerel in the South Atlantic. I think that was on hold
until we talked to Monica and found out where we stand. Thank you, Monica.
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO: I’ve reviewed the framework for the Coastal Migratory Pelagics FMP,
and I’ve been talking with my colleagues back in the office. We think this would take a plan
amendment to make those changes.
MR. HARTIG: Okay, so it will take a plan amendment to make the changes; and if we want to
continue to allow this to happen, we would probably need to do that in a fairly expeditious
manner. Plan amendments take a long time. Go ahead.
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO: We’ll keep talking about it. If there is any way we can – what did I
use the other day – moosh – if there is any way we can moosh it into a vehicle that would take
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less time; that would be great. That came up at this meeting and our quick look at everything
altogether makes us think that you probably have to have a plan amendment. If you plan for the
longest approach, that is what you should do; and if we could cut it back time-wise, that would
great, but I just can’t advise you that is what we can do now.
MR. HARTIG: So, Kari, there is nothing really in the near future that we could actually put this
into that I am aware of; and Kari is nodding her head as well. If the council wants to address this
issue, we would have to do it under a plan amendment. I’m certainly sensitive to the no new
amendments, but this is an issue where these fishermen can’t sell their fish and it is a problem.
MR. HAYMANS: I was just going to ask do we know if there is anything on the Gulf side that
we could use as a vehicle.
MR. ANSON: Could you repeat that?
MR. HAYMANS: Is there an amendment on mackerel moving through the Gulf or being
discussed on the Gulf side that could be used as a vehicle to move this permit issue?
MR. ANSON: I don’t think there is.
MS. MacLAUCHLIN: What we talked about yesterday where we have 24, which is the Spanish
allocations, and then 26, which is all the king mackerel stuff. Those are all the existing
amendments. We’re just now getting the actions and alternatives. There is that plan amendment
that’s coming through on either side that we can put it in.
DR. DUVAL: This is obviously important. I don’t know if we could provide direction to staff
to begin the process of developing whatever vehicle is appropriate is address this issue,
recognizing that we haven’t worked this into our priority scheme, but it’s still important and we
don’t want to forget about it.
I don’t think we would expect something that we could – I mean a plan amendment obviously
takes at least several meetings to get through. I guess it just depends on the scope of the analysis
that’s needed, but, Gregg, I’d love some input from you on – you know, not wanting to lose this
and provide some direction to staff to start exploring how to address it, but how best to fit it in in
terms of timeframe.
MR. WAUGH: And this would have to be a joint amendment with the Gulf. We’ve got 26
that’s coming that’s going to deal with all the king mackerel issues. You’re getting the king
mackerel stock assessment results and the SSC recommendations at the December meeting. It
would seem to me that’s going to be pretty quick. We can fold it into that. That’s joint with the
Gulf and the Gulf is going to have their recommendations. It seems to me that would be the
appropriate vehicle.
MR. HARTIG: And in thinking, Gregg, I wasn’t thinking about the timing of that. You’re right,
that is relatively quick. I think you’re right; I think the most expeditious thing is to fold it into
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that amendment as well and not go and develop another full amendment since we have one
directly on the horizon. Thank you. So that’s decided.
DR. MacLAUCHLIN: Do we need a motion?
MR. HARTIG: No; we don’t need a motion for that. We’ve had the discussion and we know
where it’s going to go, and I think that’s good enough. The last item I have here is the motion to
adopt the timing and task items as presented. Michelle.
DR. DUVAL:
presented:

Mr. Chairman, I move that we adopt the timing and task items as

1. Prepare Framework Amendment 2 for submission to the Secretary of Commerce.
2. Provide Framework Amendment 2 to the Gulf Council for their review in October 2014.
3. Pending Gulf Council approval, submit Framework Amendment 2 for formal review.
4. Staff to develop potential actions and alternatives for Amendment 24 for committee review in
December 2014.
MR. HARTIG: Motion by Michelle; second by Charlie. Discussion? Is there any objection?
Seeing none; that motion is approved. Unless there is any other business, that ends the
Mackerel Report. All right, Habitat.
DR. LANEY: The Habitat Committee met September 18, 2014. We received a report from
NOAA Fisheries in the Southeast Region regarding Coral Amendment 8, which was approved on
August 20. I won’t go into detail about the actual content of Amendment 8; just to say that we
did discuss those. Council staff provided an overview of NOAA Fisheries, Southeast Fisheries
Science Center to the council request for updated economic observer mapping and VMS
information associated with the northern extension of the Oculina C-HAPC.
We will have some follow-up actions in terms of direction to staff on that point. The committee
was provided briefings by Dr. Pace Wilber with NOAA Fisheries Habitat Conservation Division
on conservation issues associated with Miami Harbor dredging. We also received a briefing
from Council Member Chester Brewer on the potential impact of proposed dredging and
development of the Port of Palm Beach.
We’ll keep an eye on both of those projects; and depending on advice from NOAA and council
staff, the committee may at some future point recommend the council send letters of concern
regarding the impacts of both of those projects. The committee was also provided an overview
of anticipated activities during the upcoming fall advisory panel meeting.
Roger gave us an extensive briefing on those activities. I briefed the committee on the potential
removal of Milburnie Dam, which is the gateway dam on the Neuse River, and would benefit
council resources. No motions were made. We gave direction to staff that they further review
the VMS information from the Deepwater Shrimp Fishery and also recent 2013 catch by tow and
by trip associated with rock shrimp fishing and also acquire information from the University of
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Georgia Study done on bycatch in the rock shrimp fishery and bring that information back to us
at the December meeting.
Staff will also coordinate with NOAA Fisheries Habitat Conservation Division to monitor the
ongoing evaluation of ESA impacts associated Miami Harbor deepening and further evaluate the
need for any response on that; also coordinate with regard to the proposed Port of Palm Beach
Project. That constitutes my report, Mr. Chairman.
MR. HARTIG: Thank you very much, Wilson, I appreciate that.
Management; Doug.

Ecosystem-Based

MR. HAYMANS: The committee met on September 18, 2014, and there were no motions
made. Mr. Chairman; that concludes my report.
MR. HARTIG: Protected Resources.
DR. LANEY: That’s too fast, Doug. Okay, the Protected Resources Committee met on
September 15; and following Doug’s lead I’ll try and make it even shorter. We were given a
briefing on the ESA listing for coral species. The bottom line on that is that there are five
additional species that were listed as threatened, which occur in the council’s area of jurisdiction.
Jennifer Moore of the Protected Resources Division gave us an update on that. New regulations
for conservation and critical habitat may be specified at some point and a draft recovery plan is
available if folks are interested in that. We then discussed with Jennifer Lee of the PRD staff the
proposed threatened listing for Nassau grouper. There is one little loose end that we have here.
Recall that Kari had sent us a draft letter. The entire council had not seen it so that was
submitted to the entire council. Kari tells me she received no comments back on that. What I
discussed with the chairman, presuming that in the interest of efficiency everyone would like to
move along today, is that we will conduct that review and comment by e-mail. If anyone has any
comments on that draft letter, please get those back to Kari.
If no one has an objection, that is the way we will proceed on that. Hearing no objection, I
presume everybody is comfortable with the. I did a brief review of the ongoing American Eel
Status Review and noted that there will be a webinar on October 8 for interested states and tribes
to participate to get further information on that.
I briefed the committee on the Atlantic Sturgeon Stock Assessment; and then we had a
discussion on the future and direction for the Protected Resources Committee and gave direction
to staff with regard to that process. I guess we would be drafting some goals and objectives for
the committee to consider at their next meeting.
There was one other thing I needed to mention; and that was that Jennifer Lee had provided us
with an update from the PRD of NMFS. We sent that out to everyone; so if you have any
questions on that report, which was attached to the draft committee report that came around, you
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can shoot those questions to Jennifer or to other members of the PRD staff. That, Mr. Chairman,
constitutes my report.
MR. HARTIG: All right, the Advisory Panel Selection Committee; Doug. Sorry about that; I
skipped one of mine. Okay, the SEDAR Committee met on September 15 and received reports
on current SEDAR and steering committee activities and discussed future South Atlantic
priorities and SEDAR procedures.
We had one motion; and that was to move the South Atlantic Fishery Management
Council’s assessed priorities as established in June 2014 and add greater amberjack as
number seven. On behalf of the committee I so move. Is there any discussion? Is there
any objection? Seeing none; that motion is approved.
MR. CARMICHAEL: I was expecting some discussion – Bonnie had brought this up; and this
sentience in the report has raised some concerns that says work on all South Atlantic assessments
included in SEDAR 41 benchmarks, as well as updates and standards of red grouper, blueline
tilefish and golden tilefish is suspended. That’s potentially a bit harsh. I meant when I wrote
that I was thinking from the SEDAR perspective.
The discussions of the committee around the table when we accelerated red snapper and gray
triggerfish, you guys had raised the question of would that mean that updates coming in 2016
would possibly get moved to, say, come into the SSC in October of 2015, which would be
potentially blueline tilefish and golden tilefish.
You also have red grouper, which we expect to come to the SSC potentially in April or October
of 2015. My thought was if we don’t change the schedules of any of those from what was in the
overview document, then they are going to stand as they are; but any desires that had for
accelerating any of those would not happen. That is sort of what I was thinking of in terms of
work because of the timing of getting terms of reference done and all that, comments by the
science center and then to the SSC and then to you guys for approval. If any of those things
were going to get moved ahead a little bit so they got to the SSC a year from now, it would really
need to be going to the SSC at their meeting in October to talk about terms of reference for red
grouper and tilefish. If the schedules aren’t going to be accelerated because of this uncertainty,
then we won’t be doing that. I can modify this a little bit.
MR. HARTIG: Okay.
DR. CRABTREE: Yes, I think you should because I think that sentence – I don’t recall what the
exact timeline on the workshops is, but in fact that is work on our assessment so work hasn’t all
halted. It is continuing. It is just some assessments may come a little later. One other thing that
I think we ought to talk about with the red snapper assessment – and maybe we would be better
positioned in December – but it seems to me if that assessment’s delivery date is going to be
pushed; are you thinking fall, John, likely?
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MR. CARMICHAEL: Well, yes, I think when the schedule was accelerated, it was clear that
any sort of hiccup would probably prevent it being done and to the SSC for the next meeting
after October, which we were looking at the first week in May. I think undoubtedly it is going to
slip back until the fall of 2015 SSC meeting.
Whether or not it slips farther obviously depends on the outcome of this evaluation process and
when that gets restarted and where the process restarts. Are we able to go right into an
assessment workshop or would there be a need to have some sort of abbreviated data workshop
before we go into the assessment workshop? I am expecting in December to have more
discussion and maybe know more and set the schedule then.
DR. CRABTREE: And if we’re going to get the assessment in fall, it seems to me it would be
too late to use that in setting the season for next year; so I would like us to explore with Bonnie
what more would it take to bring another year’s worth of data into the assessment. I don’t really
get into 2016 with a brand new assessment, but it’s only data through ’13. I’d like to see data
from 2014. I did talk to Bonnie about trying to bring that into it; but I really think we ought to
do that if we’re going to be later on delivery.
MR. CARMICHAEL: Right; and I called up the schedule here so you can see what is
anticipated at this point. What you had asked at the last meeting and when we changed the
schedule here for red snapper and gray trigger fish was whether a couple of these could move up;
like these in April 2016, could those maybe move up and get done a little bit sooner.
We’re expecting a conversation about just what gets done when at this meeting and now we’ve
had this red snapper further delayed; so I think that has put that discussion off. Really, what we
need to know from the SEDAR perspective is other than red snapper getting delayed, is this
timing likely.
For example, if we’re going to get red grouper as an update in October 2015, it would be very
nice to have the SSC talk about terms of reference at their upcoming meeting. Otherwise, we’re
not talking about terms of reference until April and you’re not approving them until June. That
kind of puts us in a troublesome spot in terms of actually getting the assessment wrapped up in
time for October. In terms of directing the SEDAR staff and when they start rolling on these
projects, we’re working a good 18 months ahead.
DR. PONWITH: As you know, we’ve discussed the fact already that we lost a lead assessment
scientist. That was the person who was going to be focusing on red grouper. What that did,
then, is jeopardize our ability to include a red grouper update assessment this year. With the
issues that we’re having with the red snapper assessment, then there are twofold issues.
We’re going to be focusing on some decisions and analysis to support those decisions on what to
do with red snapper, and that influences, then, not just red snapper but how we proceed. The real
question in any stock assessment is how influential is the headboat data as an index in the
conduct of that assessment; and the answer to that is different for every stock.
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I would not discourage us from developing a terms of reference for an assessment. What that
would do is create sort of the foundation to launch from, depending upon what the outcome of
this evaluation into the headboat index is. The other thing that I think would be important for us
to discuss is we’re talking right now about a tentative plan for how to deal with that headboat
data. We don’t know what the outcome of that analysis is going to be.
My question to you is if that takes longer or even if it doesn’t take longer, my ballpark figure
when we talked during committee was that it would take in the best possible case three months,
which would be a big enough setback that it would preclude having a stock assessment
completed for this summer.
My question to you is in light of that; does it makes sense to intentionally time the restart of that
so that we can capitalize on having another year’s worth of data under our belt? What that cost
is; we can’t use the final result of the data workshop which just ended. We’d basically have to
have a data workshop again to be able to incorporate that next year’s data as the terminal year;
but the lift on the data workshop I would expect would be more manageable because a lot of the
work has already been done on this one. To me that’s probably the most important question to
answer today and probably the one that will influence what we should be gearing up for in terms
of the potential for other species.
DR. CRABTREE: Well, I certainly think the value is there to bring in another year of data. It
seems overly process heavy to me to – if it’s just one more year of the same data that we just
reviewed, it seems overly bureaucratic to have to go through another whole workshop and
everything. It seems to me the process ought to – unless there is something or different, it
doesn’t seem like we ought to go in in; but I do think it’s worth given this situation to bring in
that additional year of data.
MR. HARTIG: I think we all agree or at least most of us from the people I’ve talked to agree
that we should do that. I would agree that’s overly bureaucratic to try and do a whole new data
workshop based on one year’s data. Mike.
DR. ERRIGO: Just to add to this discussion, by that time there may be an MRIP calibration
developed that will calibrate the landing series backwards in time; and that might require more
significant discussion than simply adding another year on. I don’t know; no one has seen it, but
it will change the landings’ estimates all the way back in time.
DR. PONWITH: That is true; so what I see is adding in a year’s worth of data, a new terminal
year. I think Dr. Crabtree is right; that’s fairly simple and straightforward. To my knowledge
there are no new data streams that are going within the six months that weren’t contemplated in
the last. The two changes would be the results of the headboat analysis and how that data stream
influences; and, then, yes, of course, the calibration. The calibration workshop happened this
month. The results of that are being captured right now dissemination and use in the SEDARs.
Again, there is going to be some work to be done. It is going to be a much lighter lift than this
last workshop.
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DR. DUVAL: To me that just argues for being flexible with the length of whatever – we’ll call
it a data workshop for now; just based on the outcomes of those workshops. Then in the
meantime I guess I would ask John if it would be helpful to get a motion from the committee to
move forward with development of terms of reference for I guess red grouper and black grouper
updates. Would it be helpful to get a motion from the committee with regard to moving forward
directing the SSC to develop terms of reference for red grouper and black grouper updates that
are currently scheduled for October, just to get that ball rolling?
MR. CARMICHAEL: Well, since those are scheduled, I think if you’re happy with this
schedule as it is shown and understand we would approach them about red grouper and black
grouper terms of reference in October, then we wouldn’t need a further motion; only if you wish
to change any of this.
MR. BOWEN: To be clear, Dr. Crabtree and to Bonnie as well, the new information that we
would be waiting on, it would also include this past year’s eight-day mini-season; correct?
DR. CRABTREE: If we pull in the 2014 data, yes, it will include it.
MR. BOWEN: I think that’s a great idea.
MR. HARTIG: All right, are we good with the discussion we’ve had? Bonnie.
DR. PONWITH: Just for clarification again; I think it’s smart to work on the terms of reference
because it gives us the maximum flexibility, but just recall that was the assessment prior to the
problem with red snapper was the one that was going to drop off. Having that ready prepares us
for outcomes that we don’t have in our hands yet; and so technically we don’t know whether it is
executable or not, but having those terms of reference makes that at least possible.
MR. HARTIG: Thank you for that clarification. Monica.
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO: This is a question for John. John, so you have a good idea of how
you’re going to revise the report?
MR. CARMICHAEL: Yes. Do you want to see it? I changed that and it says here “work on the
SEDAR 41 benchmark will be delayed while this is resolved. At the December meeting the
council will receive an update and consider how to modify the scheduled SEDAR 41, including
whether to include 2014 data. The council will also determine how scheduling of other South
Atlantic assessments will be adjusted.” That doesn’t presuppose that in December you may still
have to wait until March to decide some.
MR. HARTIG: Okay, are we good on all that explanation. I think we’ve got a good path
forward. Seeing that, that concludes my SEDAR Committee Report. All right, Doug, advisory
panel selection.
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MR. HAYMANS: The Advisory Panel Selection Committee met on September 15 and made the
following motion: To establish state-by-state representation on the Snapper Advisory Panel
with North Carolina having seven seats, South Carolina having four seats, Georgia having
two seats, and Florida having seven seats; and to have one media, one consumer and one
NGO seat in addition. On behalf of the committee I so move. Is there any discussion? Any
opposition? Seeing none; that motion is approved.
The committee provided the following direction to staff to work with the committee chair to
develop a method to incorporate the structure as seats become available on the Snapper Grouper
AP, to advertise open seats on the advisory panel and to address at the December 2014 meeting.
Mr. Chairman, that concludes my report.
MR. HARTIG: Thank you, Doug. All right, that brings us to Executive/Finance. We met on
September 15. Bob gave us presentations on the budget expenditures. Gregg Waugh gave the
council follow-up on priorities. We discussed the South Florida Management Committee. We
also had a presentation on the bills and how those are proceeding through congress. Under other
business, we had a discussion on public scoping and public hearing protocol. There were no
committee motions.
MR. MAHOOD: Gregg, we have one clarification, right?
MR. WAUGH: Yes. This is the draft list of activities for next year. Again, we will bring this
back to you at December for you to give us your final guidance. Given that Snapper Grouper
Amendment 39; the work on that will take place in 2016, we had some discussion. We had CEBA 3, the bulk of that work taking place in 2016. There have been some discussions about how
to approach bycatch; and we may want to talk about moving that up to 2015.
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO: I’ve been thinking about this and I suggest you move the Bycatch
Amendment up to be worked on in 2015. My office will be working with both the region and the
center to bring you some options; and I will be able to give you an update on that process in
December. I think it would be good if you would move that up into the 2015 timeframe at least
to be worked on.
MR. WAUGH: And just question is should we continue to call it CE-BA or there was some
discussion about it eventually perhaps being a joint amendment; so maybe we’ll just say we’ll
work on bycatch.
MR. HARTIG: Okay.
MR. WAUGH: The other item we were looking just some general guidance at this stage was
public hearings for the January time period. We talked about some different ways of
approaching this; and the items that we would have that would be going out to public hearing
would be Amendment 35 that has the species’ removal and then also golden tilefish and Snapper
Grouper Regulatory Amendment 16 that has the black sea bass pots.
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There is a Joint South Florida’s Issues Meeting the 13th and the 14th; so our idea was to
piggyback on that one in Key West; do one in Cocoa Beach. That would cover the species’
removal and golden fish. We would continue to do webinar presentations. The presentations
would be available from our website. People can have input. We would also take public
comment at the council meeting as well.
That would be our proposal is to do in person two hearings covering those species; and the
Cocoa Beach will take care of the bulk of the golden tilefish fishery. Then for black sea bass
pots, to hit Jacksonville; and then if you look at where the endorsements are clustered,
Georgetown and then Snead’s Ferry would be places that we would propose and the dates that
we would be doing those. We will work with individuals to get chairmen for those, but we just
wanted to run those by everybody. That’s our sort of first attempt at modifying our process for
doing these hearings.
MR. HARTIG: Okay, are we clear on that and we’re going to move forward with that? All
right, with the help of staff, there were no motions and that concludes my Executive/Finance
Committee Report.
I’m going to go right into the Golden Crab Report. The Golden Crab Committee met on
September 15 and received an update on the status of commercial catches, reviewed the
preferred alternatives for Action 1 and discussed the Golden Crab AP Meeting to be held in
November 2014. The committee did not make any motions. That ends my committee report.
All right, we’re going to get Anna up to do the HMS.
MS. BECKWITH: The Highly Migratory Species Committee met on September 15 and received
presentations by Leann Hogan of NOAA, National Marine Fisheries HMS Section, on recent
amendments developed or being developed by National Marine Fisheries Service HMS.
Additionally, the committee had a discussion regarding strike interactions with the South
Atlantic Fisheries, particularly king mackerel, cobia, amberjack commercial fisheries and
recreational hook-and-line fisheries.
While we did not make any motions, I have had some potential comments sent around for
Amendment 7 and Amendment 9 that I would like to touch upon. With the approval of this
council, those comments would then be forwarded from our chairman through the appropriate
commenting methodology for National Marine Fisheries.
The first set of comments would be for Amendment 7 to the 2006 Consolidated Atlantic
Migratory Species Fisheries Management Plan. This one deals with bluefin tuna, if you guys can
think back and remember that presentation. We would like to send some comments in that
would support the current preferred allowing National Marine Fisheries to proactively transfer
quota from one or more of the sub-quotas through in-season actions in the Federal Registry
Notice.
What this would do would be add flexibility in the way that they currently manage bluefin tuna
being able to shift quota in season. Specifically, what we’re looking for is HMS is on a calendar
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year; so the National Marine Fisheries would be able to take the December quota from that
calendar and proactively shift it over to January where bluefin tuna have been more accessible to
the northern portion of the South Atlantic.
Another comment that we’re looking to send in is the January sub-quota right now has a hard
end date of March 31; and we would like National Marine Fisheries to change that hard end date
to read “until that sub-quota is reached or May 31, whichever comes first.” What that would do
is – you know, it’s kind of a two piece.
You transfer that quota from December over to January and then you want to have the ability to
harvest that quota instead of having that quota be closed down prior to having harvested that
portion of it that’s available. Those are the primary comments that we will be sending in with
everyone’s approval to National Marine Fisheries in reference to Amendment 7. Again, the
language is in your e-mails for any additional comments.
We also have some comments that we’d like to send in with reference to Amendment 9 to the
2006 Consolidated Atlantic Migratory Fisheries Management Plan. This was that discussion that
we had on the smooth dogs where the Shark Conservation Act of 2010 actually allowed for an
exemption and allowed for the removal of smooth dogfish fins at sea.
The Fisheries current preferred is one that would require 75 percent of the catch to have to be
smooth dog before this type of processing would be allowed at sea. Our requested preferred
would be to allow smooth dogfish to make up any portion of the retained catch and to consider
the needs of the fishermen because the smooth dogs are often caught in conjunction with other
small coastal sharks.
Right now their preferred alternative does not allow any processing to be done if there is any
shark species in addition to smooth dogs on the vessel. Then we’re also asking for National
Marine Fisheries to not proceed with Amendment 9 until the assessment is completed on that
species, which is about six months down the line.
If there are any concerns with some proposed language or any additions, certainly we can send
those into Brian. Ben will take those into consideration when he submits these comments on
behalf of the council. I would need either a motion or direction to staff if the council feels
comfortable sending in these comments. Doug.
MR. HAYMANS: Madam Chair, I’d make a motion that the council forward these
comments to HMS.
MS. BECKWITH: Seconded by Michelle. Is there any further discussion on this motion?
Seeing none, any opposition? Seeing none; that motion carries. That is the end of my report.
MR. HARTIG: All right, Mel is up next, Data Collection Committee.
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MR. BELL: The Data Collection Committee met on 16 September and covered a number of
topics. They’re covered in the report. There were no motions made. I do have a timing and task
draft motion. Michelle.
DR. DUVAL: Just one that did come up that I know also is of interest to the Gulf – although I
think Kevin had to leave. I’ve spoken to Monica about this and to Bonnie – and that is the
interpretation of the final rule for the Dealer Reporting Amendment. I have forwarded to both of
them the excerpt from our September 2012 Data Collection Committee Meeting where it clearly
states the council’s intent to only require reporting of federally managed species. I know that
Monica is going to be looking into this; and I was hoping that she could perhaps provide some
clarification at the next council meeting once she and her fellow attorneys have had the
opportunity to review that.
MR. BELL: Yes, and I appreciate you providing the documentation; and, Monica, would that be
reasonable?
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO: Certainly. I apologize; I haven’t had the opportunity at this meeting
to get into it, but we’ll look into it thoroughly and bring that information back to you. I know
there are other states in the Gulf that have the same concern; so we will look into it and get back
to you.
DR. PONWITH: Yes; we have discussed this in the Gulf and I did get a chance to talk with
Michelle about this. We’re treating this as a two-step process and two states in the Gulf have
raised a concern over this. I think the problem we ran into is we had non-attorneys making legal
judgments on a piece of regulations; and so we’ve stepped back from that now and have the
proper authorities, both state and federal attorneys, looking and getting an analysis of what the
regulation actually says.
The second step is what were the councils’ intent on this; and, of course, that’s your job to look
at this and see whether it maps your intent or not and make some decisions about what to do
about it if does not. From a science standpoint, the view on this is that if the regulation read that
if you are a federal permit holder, your responsibility is to report all fish from a science
standpoint is the cleanest read of that regulation for us.
The reason for that is exclusively that it avoids a situation where a dealer is having to make a
judgment call on whether a ticket belongs or a report belongs in the federal inbox or the state
inbox. Why that is important is that if a dealer makes a mistake or isn’t up on a change that
happened at a council meeting where a new species was added to an FMP or removed from an
FMP – they can be dynamic – or simply makes a mistake, it results in a situation where we have
a report which satisfies their responsibility.
They either submit a report to us or they submit a second a report that says no fishing. If they are
making judgment calls on whether species are included in their report to us, we would have no
way to know if a mistake were made and federal species were left off that ticket. Basically, we
would have a report; we would deem them to be in compliance.
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We would accumulate those data and when it came time to make projections, we would say,
“Cool, we have a hundred percent of the data so we don’t have to make any estimates for
missing data because everybody has submitted their report.” We would make those projections
based on that fact.
The concern would be if a mistake were made and a species were miscoded as a state species and
sent to you folks and didn’t get caught before those projections were made, we would have
missing data and the projections would be made from an incorrect-based platform and it would
then sort of misdiagnose when a fishery needed to be closed based on the projection of when that
ACL is going to be met. Our view is strictly from an ACL management standpoint that is the
most foolproof way to go. I understand that has implications for you that are going to have to be
considered, but I just hope that you would weigh that in your evaluations when you make
decisions going forward.
MR. BELL: Yes; and I fully understand that from the data standpoint and all and particularly
related to ACL-based fisheries. Kind of the example we brought is with the penaeid shrimp that
we deal with, we’re not operating on an ACL thing, and it tends to be predominantly a statedominated fishery.
These are things that we’re going to experience as we’re kind of evolving the system and there is
going to be these interfaces that we will have to deal with and bumps and things; but I fully get
the science-based – looking at the data. That makes perfect sense. We would call those sea
lawyers in my community. There may be such a thing as a fisheries’ lawyer that has not
necessarily stood before the bar. Michelle.
DR. DUVAL: I hate to disagree with Bonnie; but the council’s intent was very clear in the
minutes. I think if dealers want to report all purchases on a ticket, that’s fine. I just don’t think
they should be required to do so. If it’s for validation purposes, it seems to me there might be
other solutions to that.
It seems kind of weak to require everything be reported as a means of validation. It seems like
there could be some software solution to that. I’ll just leave it at that and wait for the
interpretation from attorneys. I suspect dealers who are reporting probably are reporting some of
those species, but it’s sort of getting half the picture kind of thing.
MR. BELL: Okay, any other comments on the report? Jack.
MR. COX: I just have something for Bonnie as far as data collection. Bonnie, I’m observing
thousands of pounds of fish that are being recreational catches coming off of commercial boats
and there is no data being collected on that. How do you think we should move forward with
that?
The commercial boats were allowed to have their recreational limits of, yes, the recreational bag
limits. They can’t sell them but we’re talking about quite a bit of fish. We’re talking about
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triggerfish, vermilions. There is just no data being collected on any of that stuff; so my question
to you is what do you think we should do about that?
DR. DUVAL: Bonnie, he is referring to when the commercial season closes, guys are still
allowed to keep their 20 triggerfish from a commercial boat so how to kind of address that data
gap.
DR. PONWITH: I want to make sure I understand. You’re saying a commercial vessel is going
out and fishing recreationally. Go ahead.
DR. DUVAL: When the commercial ACL has been met and the commercial harvest is closed, if
the recreational season is still open, then commercial vessels are still allowed to retain the bag
limit. It is not sold so they’re not fishing recreationally; they’re fishing commercially. They’re
only allowed to retain the recreational bag limit of that fish. They’re fishing for other species; so
the bag limit of that fish that is not allowed to be harvested commercially is retained as they’re
encountering it, but they can’t sell it because it’s closed on the commercial end.
MR. BELL: But they are still operating as a commercial vessel pursuing –
DR. DUVAL: Exactly; that’s what I said.
MR. BELL: – species that are open, yes, so it’s an actual commercial trip in which they’re
retaining species that are closed commercially. I guess the thing there is that you don’t capture
those because they’re not reported through the commercial system; and it’s not a recreational trip
so a creel clerk is not going to run into them; so that creates a bit of a gap.
DR. PONWITH: That is a very interesting question; and what I will do is carry that back to our
commercial dockside sampler people – carry it back to the recreational people and raise the
question. One thing that would be useful to know and probably the best way to get that sort of
qualitative view on this is to go to the state directors and ask how common is this? That would
help us to I guess frame up the best approach – is it a rare event or is it a common event – and
that would help us to be able to come up with the best strategy for being able to address it.
MR. BELL: Yes; so while they’re not participating in a recreational trip and a creel clerk
wouldn’t intercept them because they still have to have a recreational license to do this; then I
guess they would be subject to the phone-based part of MRIP. Ben.
MR. HARTIG: If they have to fill out a discard report, there is a category on the discard form
that allows you to place a number of fish, size of fish or fish kept and eaten. It could be covered
on the current discard reporting form. Granted, that’s only X percent and we don’t know what
the percentage is now because the way that we select people has been changed. It seems to me,
Bonnie, that you’re selecting the best fishermen. You’ve got all the best fishermen I know
reporting bycatch right now.
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MR. COX: Bonnie, it’s a common occurrence. You’re talking about quite a bit of fish. If
you’re allowed to have 20 triggerfish per person recreationally and you’ve got a crew of four
people and they’re averaging three pounds; you can see how the weights add up pretty quick. A
lot of fishermen are freezing these fish and then selling them when the season opens. I have
heartache about it and I’m just telling you what is going on. I think you should either leave the
dock and you’re a commercial boat or you’re a recreational boat. I just don’t think it’s right to
be engaged in both fishing at the same time.
DR. PONWITH: Yes; this is a challenging situation because from a sampling standpoint,
Chairman Hartig is correct that if presumably they have a recreational license and there is a
probability that they will be called for effort and if they report they recreationally fished, then
that is incorporated in the estimates of effort. Then it’s a matter of the intercept for the catch.
I can say the odds of a dockside sampler for MRIP doing a dockside intercept on a commercial
vessel is probably pretty low. Likewise, if the TIP Program samples, I can go back and ask what
our TIP Protocols are, if that’s part of the commercial sampling process, to ask did you retain a
recreational bag limit. I suspect not, but I can’t say that for sure and I can double-check on that.
Then the third element is the enforcement element; and that is if indeed that’s what is happening
is that those fish are being retained and then sold when the season is open; yes, that’s
challenging.
MR. BELL: I think your suggestion to kind of reach out to the states and see if the states can
kind of give a rough idea of how big a deal this is state by state maybe is a good idea. Okay, any
other discussion based on the Data Collection Committee? I need a motion to approve the task
and timing as presented. Michelle.
DR. DUVAL: Mr. Chairman, I move to approve the task and timing as presented:
1. Direct staff to assist in providing input on the draft Electronic Technology Implementation
Plan.
2. Direct staff to continue working with ACCSP (Mike Cahall) on developing a commercial
logbook electronic data entry form. Gregg Waugh will be the staff person; Andy Strelcheck will
represent the NMFS SERO and Dave Gloeckner/Steve Turner will represent the SEFSC; Monica
Smit-Brunello will represent NOAA GC. A status report will be presented to the Council in
December 2014 with the goal of implementation in January 2015.
MR. BELL: Seconded by Charlie. Any discussion of that? Any opposition? It is approved.
Mr. Chairman, that concludes my report.
MR. HARTIG: All right, that brings us to SSC Selection.
DR. DUVAL: We had a very short discussion. The SSC Selection Committee met on
September 15. We moved to fill a vacancy on the SSC formerly occupied by Chip Collier and
we had one motion. The motion was move to appoint Dr. Will Smith of the North Carolina
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Division of Marine Fisheries to fill the vacant SSC seat; and on behalf of the committee I so
move. Is there any discussion? Any objection? Seeing none; that motion stands approved.
The next motion was to direct staff to develop SSC SOPP alternatives that clarify the
appointment process; and on behalf of the committee I so move. Any discussion? Any
objection? Seeing none; that motion stands approved. Unless there is any more business to
come before the committee, that concludes my report.
MR. HARTIG: All right, that brings to I&E; Anna.
MS. BECKWITH: The Information and Education Committee met on September 15, 2014, in
Charleston, South Carolina. The committee received reports on the May 5-6, 2014, Information
and Education Advisory Panel Meeting and the Science Communications Workshop held in
conjunction with the AP meeting.
The committee discussed council outreach and
communications strategies and no motions were made by the committee. That concludes my
report.
MR. HARTIG: That concludes the committee reports. We have some items under other
business that we need to talk about. The first one is the Spiny Lobster Situation where we have
to do a review, but I’ll turn that over to Dr. Crabtree.
DR. CRABTREE: I sent a letter to the Chairman of the Gulf Council, then Doug Boyd. The
accountability measure that we set up in the ACL Amendment for spiny lobster specified an
annual catch target. The accountability was that if we exceeded that, the council would convene
a panel to review the data, determine if we went over the ACL or not, and determine what, if
any, action might be needed.
Based on the commercial landings for this year and the preliminary recreational landings, we
almost certainly exceeded the ACT and we may have exceeded the ACL. There was discussion
at the Gulf Council meeting about that. I believe Executive Director Gregory has been in contact
with Bob and is in the process of pulling together a review panel, which I think will consist of a
number of FWC folks and probably a couple of NOAA folks.
They will review this and then report back to us. That’s where we stand. Beyond that, whether
we need to take an action or not, I guess will hinge in part on what comes out of the results of
that review panel. I don’t know who exactly is on the review panel at this time – maybe Jessica
does – or when they plan to meet.
MS. McCAWLEY: I know at the Gulf Council meeting Martha suggested some names; and I
have some additional names from FWC. If you’d like those names at this time or if you want me
to e-mail them to somebody – okay, I’ll give them to Bob.
MR. HARTIG: Is there anything else on the spiny lobster? Okay, we’ve got a plan there and
we’re good. One of the other items was the Biscayne Bay National Park Issue we received in the
public hearing and I heard it in the Gulf as well at the Gulf meeting. We may benefit from a
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presentation on that; so is it the will of the will of the council that we ask staff to go ahead and
contact these people and go ahead and ask them to give us a presentation at the December
meeting? I see heads nodding; so with direction to staff, we will do that.
Okay, the only other item I had was just to discuss VTR numbers with Bonnie a little bit. That
has created quite a stir in the commercial fishery because it is difficult for fishermen to be able to
have those numbers and access them. It is a problem; and, really, the question that I really
needed to have asked is we already put the trip ticket number on our logbook.
Each number is already pre-identified by the trip ticket number in the logbook now. The VTR;
that is a number that a fisherman has to have now and put it on every fish ticket he submits. That
means he has to have the number somewhere on his vessel or on his person. It is an eight-digit
number. It is at the end of the trip.
I wrote a letter and some of you probably read it where we’re filling these out with slime and
water and everything else on our ticket. Just to reinforce why this is so important, Bonnie, would
be helpful to me so I can take that back to the fishermen why you’ve gone in this direction.
Also, if we go this route, can we lift putting the trip ticket on the logbook form?
DR. PONWITH: The whole reason for this is matching. One of the most important steps in the
ACL monitoring is to make sure that overt time we’re able to match what happens in those
dealer reports with what is coming off of the vessel reports and consistency in how those mesh
up is really important. What I’m going to do is go back on consult on this. Of course, one thing
is in the electronic vessel reports, all of that would be taken care of because you could have a
prefilled field that absolutely immediately matches the vessel report to the dealer report via a
look-up table.
You would have a prefilled field; so once you entered that once, you would never have to do that
again unless you were an owner of multiple vessels. Let me consult with them and specifically
ask them the issue of the dealer report number versus the vessel report and get back to you on
that. I know that is what it is; it is for being able to account and match the vessel data to the
dealer data.
MR. HARTIG: Yes; and why the change between us already reporting our trip limit number on
our logbook. We already have that cross-check now – we do that – and just the point that it is
harder for fishermen to do this. I appreciate you going back to your staff and talking. Mel.
MR. BELL: I read your e-mail letter or whatever it was and I asked my data folks about it. The
numbers are sequential, right, and you know where you left off; so you’re right where you left on
a piece of paper, stick it in your pocket or put it in grease pencil on the board that is where you
left off.
Another thing is when you submit the report; isn’t it sort of call it not quite set yet? Isn’t there a
period of time like within a week you can change or provide the number a week later or
something? We were just looking at was that a problem for our folks or did they see that as a
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problem; and my data people didn’t seem to think it was a problem and you could work around it
somehow.
MR. HARTIG. When we fill out the trip ticket, our fish house says you have to have the VTR
number when you fill out your trip ticket or we’re not going to accept your fish. That is what our
fish house – I mean, they’re pretty serious about the regulations and they want to make sure the
fishermen give them to them.
Even though I don’t get a trip ticket, per se, when I fill out – I fill out my catch on a ticket book,
but they want the VTR number on that ticket; so when they fill out the trip ticket, which is the
way most things in Florida are done, the dealers fill out the trip tickets, they can have that
number readily available to them at that time.
Like you said, while they are sequential, you still have to make sure that you have the logbooks –
which is another thing, you may run out of numbers before you figure out that you need another
logbook. For us on the day fishery, you fish 200 days a year, that’s a lot of numbers to keep
track of and a lot of logbooks. It does pile up and certain areas don’t have the same problems we
do, but we fish a lot of days so it does make a difference for us. That’s all I had on that issue. If
there is no other business to come before this council – go ahead, Jessica.
MS. McCAWLEY: I just wanted to say thanks to Mike Collins for our new screen that we have
on floor and the new room setup. I think it’s really helpful.
MR. HARTIG: And I agree. The Gulf does that and it has been very helpful. Thanks, Mike. If
there is no other business to come before this council, I will see most of you in October.
(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 11:45 o’clock a.m., September 19, 2014.)
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INDEX OF MOTIONS
FULL COUNCIL MOTIONS
Page 16: Motion to recommend to the Regional Administrator approval of the EFP application
from the Gulf and South Atlantic Fisheries Foundation. Motion approved Page 16.
SNAPPER GROUPER COMMITTEE MOTIONS
Page 19: Motion to request an extension of the blueline tilefish emergency rule. Motion
approved Page 20.
Amendment 29
Page 21: Motion to accept the IPT’s proposed wording for the purpose and need. Motion
approved Page 21.
Page 21: Motion to accept the IPT’s proposed wording for the alternatives under Action 3.
Motion approved Page 21.
Page 21: Motion to deselect Subalternative 5F as the preferred and select instead Subalternative
4F as the preferred. Motion approved Page 22.
Page 22: Motion to modify the IPT’s proposed wording for Alternative 1 under Action 4 as
specified below. Motion approved Page 22.
Page 22: Motion was to deem the codified text for Amendment 29 as necessary and appropriate.
Motion approved Page 23.
Page 23: Motion to approve Amendment 29 for formal review and give the Council Chair and
staff editorial license to make changes to the amendment prior to submission. Motion approved
Page 24.
Amendment 32
Page 24: Motion to accept the IPT’s suggested changes to the purpose and need statements.
Motion approved Page 24.
Page 24: Motion was to accept the IPT’s suggested changes to Alternatives 1 and 2 under Action
1. Motion approved Page 24.
Page 24: Motion was to accept inclusion of Alternatives 3 through 5 under Action 1. Motion
approved Page 24.
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Page 24: Motion to accept the IPT’s suggested changes to Alternative 1 under Action 3. Motion
approved Page 24.
Page 24: Motion to accept the IPT’s suggested changes to Alternatives 1 through 3 under Action
4. Motion approved Page 24.
Page 25: Motion to accept the IPT’s suggested wording for Action 5 to include “and the deepwater complex”. Motion approved Page 25.
Page 25: Motion to accept the IPT’s suggested changes to Alternatives 1 and 2 under Action 5.
Motion approved Page 25.
Page 25: Motion to accept the IPT’s suggested changes to alternatives under Action 6. Motion
approved Page 25.
Page 25: Motion to accept the IPT’s suggested Alternatives 2 through 4 under Action 7 and
specify gutted weight. Motion approved Page 25.
Page 25: Motion to select Alternative 2 as a preferred under this action. Motion approved Page
25.
Page 25: Motion to accept the IPT’s suggested edits to Alternatives 1 and 5 under Action 8.
Motion approved Page 25.
Page 27: Motion to deselect Alternative 4 and select Alternative 5 as preferred under Action 8.
Motion approved Page 28.
Page 28: Motion to deem the codified text for Amendment 32 as necessary and appropriate.
Motion approved Page 28.
Page 28: Motion to approve Amendment 32 for formal review and give the Council Chair and
staff editorial license to make changes to the amendment prior to submission. Motion approved
Page 29.
Page 29: Motion to give the council chair license to redeem the codified text for Amendments 29
and 32 as necessary and appropriate. Motion approved Page 29.
Amendment 22
Page 29: Motion to accept the IPT’s proposed wording for the purpose and need. Motion
approved Page 29.
Page 30: Motion to accept the IPT’s proposed changes to the wording of the alternatives under
Action 1. Motion approved Page 30.
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Page 30: Motion to modify Action 2 to only consider changes to the gag bag limit, 2 and 3 fish,
within the aggregate. Motion approved Page 30.
Page 30: Motion to move Alternative 2 and its subalternatives to the considered but rejected
appendix. Motion approved Page 30.
Page 30: Motion to approve the IPT’s suggested edits to alternatives under Action 3. Motion
approved Page 30.
Page 30: Motion to approve the IPT’s suggestion to move Alternative 6 to the considered but
rejected appendix. Motion approved Page 30.
Page 31: Motion to approve Regulator Amendment 22 for public hearings in the fall of 2014.
Motino approved Page 31.
Amendment 20
Page 31: Motion to accept the IPT’s proposed edits to the purpose and need. Motion approved
Page 31.
Page 31: Motion to accept the IPT’s proposed wording changes for Alternative 2 under Action 1.
Motion approved Page 31.
Page 31: Motion was to accept the IPT’s proposed wording for Alternatives 2 and 3 under Action
2. Motion approved Page 31.
Page 32: Motion to accept the IPT’s proposed wording for Action 3 and Alternative 1. Motion
approved Page 32.
Page 32: Motion to approve the IPT’s suggested edits to Alternative 5. Motion approved Page
33.
Page 33: Motion to change Alternative 5 to apply to Indian River/Brevard instead of
Volusia/Brevard. Motion approved Page 33.
Page 33: Motion to approve Alternative 4, Subalternative 4B under Action 3 as the preferred
alternative. Motion approved Page 33.
Page 33: Motion to deselect Alternative 1 as the preferred under Action 4. Motion approved
Page 33.
Page 33: Motion to select Alternative 2 under Action 4 as the preferred alternative. Motion
approved Page 33.
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Page 33: Motion to approve Regulatory Amendment 20 for formal review. Motion approved
Page 34.
Page 34: Motion to deem the codified text as necessary and appropriate and give the Council
Chair and council staff editorial license to make changes to the amendment document as needed
prior to submission. Motion approved Page 35.
Page 35: Motion to give the Council Chair license to redeem the codified text as necessary and
appropriate. Motion approved Page 35.
Amendment 36
Page 35: Motion to modify and approve the need for Snapper Grouper Amendment 36. Motion
approved Page 35.
Page 35: Motion that it is the council’s intent that spawning SMZs would only consider
prohibiting fishing for and/or possession of snapper grouper species; species in the Snapper
Grouper Fishery Management Unit. Motion approved Page 36.
Page 36: Motion to approve the wording of Action 1 and the range of alternatives. Motion
approved Page 36.
Page 36: Motion to approve the wording of Action 2 and the range of alternatives. Motion
approved Page 36.
Page 38: Motion to add a new action to move the South Carolina Deepwater MPA 1.4 miles to
the northwest to match the boundary of the permitted site. Motion approved Page 38.
Page 42: Motion to add alternatives to Amendment 36 that would consider time/area spawning
closures as appropriate. Motion approved Page 42.

Amendment 35
Page 42: Motion to approve the purpose and need for Snapper Grouper Amendment 35. Motion
approved Page 42.
Page 42: Motion to modify and approve the wording of Action 1 and the range of alternatives.
Motion approved Page 42.
Page 43: Motion to add an action to Amendment 35 to address golden tilefish endorsement issue.
Motion approved Page 43.
Page 43: Motion to approve the timing and task as noted:
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1. Send letter requesting an extension of the emergency rule for blueline tilefish.
2. Prepare for the October Visioning Workshop as directed.
3. Prepare Regulatory Amendment 16 for council review at the December 2014 meeting.
4. Request that staff from the North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries give the committee a
presentation at the December 2014 council meeting on the North Carolina Catch Card Program
for highly migratory species.
5. Submit Amendments 29 and 32 and Regulatory Amendment 20 for formal review.
6. In Regulatory Amendment 20 (snowy grouper), include a table of landings used to establish
sector allocations and expand the explanation of the change in allocations that resulted from the
new assessment.
7. Prepare Regulatory Amendment 22 for public hearings.
8. Conduct analyses, include detailed charts, include a system management plan as an appendix,
and prepare Amendment 36 for the March 2015 council meeting.
9. Conduct analyses and prepare Amendment 35 for the December 2014 council meeting.
Motion approved Page 44.
JOINT DOLPHIN WAHOO AND SNAPPER GROUPER COMMITTEES MOTIONS
Page 44: Motion to move the discussion to the Law Enforcement Committee to explore
modifications to the operator card requirement. Motion approved Page 44.
Dolphin Wahoo Amendment 7/Snapper Grouper Amendment 33
Page 44: Motion to accept the IPT recommendation for wording changes. Motion approved
Page 44.
Page 45: Motion under Action 1 to remove the language that “a rod and reel must be removed
from the rod holders and stored securely on or below deck.” Motion approved Page 48.
Page 48: Motion to table amendment until the next council meeting in December. Motion
approved Page 49.
Generic Accountability Measures and Dolphin Allocation Amendment
Page 49: Motion to direct staff to prepare the Comprehensive Amendment and Dolphin
Allocation Amendment for final approval at the December 2014 council meeting. Motion
approved Page 49.
MACKEREL COMMITTEE MOTIONS
Framework Amendment 2
Page 49: Motion to approve modifications from the IPT for the purpose and need. Motion
approved Page 49.
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Page 50: Motion to approve the IPT’s suggested language in Alternatives 2 through 4. Motion
approved Page 50.
Page 50: Motion to select Alternative 4 as the preferred. Motion approved Page 50.
Page 50: Motion to approve Coastal Migratory Pelagics Framework Amendment 2 for secretarial
review and deem the codified text as necessary and appropriate; give staff editorial license to
make the necessary editorial changes to the document and codified text; give the Council Chair
authority to approve the revisions and redeem the codified text. Motion approved Page 51.
Page 53: Motion to adopt the timing and task items as presented:
1. Prepare Framework Amendment 2 for submission to the Secretary of Commerce.
2. Provide Framework Amendment 2 to the Gulf Council for their review in October 2014.
3. Pending Gulf Council approval, submit Framework Amendment 2 for formal review.
4. Staff to develop potential actions and alternatives for Amendment 24 for committee review in
December 2014.
Motion approved Page 53.
SEDAR COMMITTEE
Page 55: Motion to move the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council’s assessed priorities
as established in June 2014 and add greater amberjack as number seven. Motion approved Page
55.
ADVISORY PANEL SELECTION COMMITTEE
Page 59: Motion to establish state-by-state representation on the Snapper Advisory Panel with
North Carolina having seven seats, South Carolina having four seats, Georgia having two seats,
and Florida having seven seats; and to have one media, one consumer and one NGO seat in
addition. Motion approved Page 59.
HIGHLY MIGRATORY SPECIES COMMITTEE
Page 61: Motion that the council forward these comments to HMS. Motion approved Page 61.
DATA COLLECTION COMMITTEE
Page 65: Motion to approve the task and timing as presented:
1. Direct staff to assist in providing input on the draft Electronic Technology Implementation
Plan.
2. Direct staff to continue working with ACCSP (Mike Cahall) on developing a commercial
logbook electronic data entry form. Gregg Waugh will be the staff person; Andy Strelcheck will
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represent the NMFS SERO and Dave Gloeckner/Steve Turner will represent the SEFSC; Monica
Smit-Brunello will represent NOAA GC. A status report will be presented to the Council in
December 2014 with the goal of implementation in January 2015.
Motion approved Page 65.

SSC SELECTION COMMITTEE
Page 65: Motion to appoint Dr. Will Smith of the North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries to
fill the vacant SSC seat. Motion approved Page 66.
Page 66: Motion to direct staff to develop SSC SOPP alternatives that clarify the appointment
process. Motion approved Page 66.
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