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The Allocation Committee of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council convened in the 
Vienna Ballroom of the Renaissance Orlando Airport Hotel, Orlando, Florida, Tuesday 
afternoon, June 10, 2008, and was called to order at 4:20 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Brian 
Cheuvront. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I would like to call the Allocation Committee to order.  I think we’ve got 
everybody here at the table now.  The first order of business is Approval of the Agenda.  Do we 
have any changes to the agenda?  Seeing none, the agenda is approved.  The second order of 
business is Approval of the Minutes from the committee meeting that was held on April 8 and 9 
in Charleston.  Do we have any changes to the minutes?  Seeing none, the minutes will stand 
approved. 
 
Item Number 3 that we have, we had requested that someone come from the Atlantic Coast 
Cooperative Statistics Program to explain to us the program overview, because one of our 
alternatives that we had at this point was to look at making allocations based on landings data.  
What we needed to do was to figure out whether or not that was feasible and so we have with us 
today Julie Defilippi, who is the data coordinator of the ACCSP.  Welcome, Julie, and it’s all 
yours. 
 
Ms. Defilippi:  Thank you.  Well, I don’t have to do my name again.  I did want to start out by 
saying that I know that originally you had Mike Cahall on the agenda and he is very sorry that he 
couldn’t be here today.  He did have a previous engagement prior to being asked to come here, 
but he wanted me to express that he is very interested in coming down here and doing sort of a 
southern tour and getting a change to talk to everyone and I don’t take care of his calendar, but 
he is going to be in touch and scheduling meetings, so that he can get a chance to talk to 
everyone.  Hopefully now that I’ve answered that question -- 
 
What I’m going to do today is start out with a sort of ACCSP status overview and give you a 
little bit of what ACCSP is doing, what we have done, and what we’re hoping to do and then 
give you four examples of how certain partners have used the ACCSP systems and programs to 
further enhance either data compliance or to enhance data collection. 
 
Just to start out, I’m sure -- Well, probably none of you have actually read the big long paragraph 
that is the ACCSP mission.  It’s kind of convoluted, with some big words in it, and I don’t really 
entirely get it all, but I know that there are three main points to it and so I figured I would break 
it down that way.  The three main components of that are to create common standards, improve 
data collection, and then disseminate the data that’s been collected. 
 
Starting with the common standards, as you can probably imagine, forming common standards 
for an entire coast is actually a pretty big undertaking and it was a fairly long process.  The 
original standards were approved in 1998 and that was revised in 2004.  For the recreational 
standards, it’s pretty much an adoption of MRFSS, which is mostly because they’re accepted 
methods and they’re already coastwide and so we now have coastwide collection in place as 
well. 
 
For the commercial standards, the catch and effort standards are in place and they are up and 
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running.  The biological sampling, those common standards have also been established and a few 
of the recent pilot studies that we’ve run seem to work and that those are going to actually fly 
pretty well.  The social and economic and bycatch standards, we do have standards for those, but 
we believe that they will probably be reviewed as those modules are put into place. 
 
The second component of the mission is to improve data collection and there are two main parts 
to that.  The first main part is to fund partner implementation of standards and we do have a 
process for funding.  We have proposals that are sent in and then there’s a collaborative funding 
decision as to how those will be funded and those usually are aligned with the priorities that the 
coordinating council has set up for ACCSP.  The second component to data collection is direct 
staff support of partners, through helping with data management or direct hiring. 
 
The two main ACCSP systems for data collection and storage and then, of course, for retrieval 
are -- The first one is SAFIS and that is the web-based data entry system for commercial 
landings on the Atlantic Coast.  There are two components to SAFIS.  The first is the electronic 
dealer reporting, which has been in place since 2000, and the second component is the eVTR, 
which is the electronic vessel trip reporting component.  This is actually currently being rolled 
out.  It went live in New Jersey on May 28 and they will have until June 10 to get in all of their 
May landings and so we’re seeing how that is working as we speak. 
 
The second component is the data warehouse and this is an online database that we’ve populated 
with some fisheries dependent data that’s been supplied by our partners.  This is a unique 
warehouse, because it harmonizes the data that’s been collected from various partners into a 
single dataset and so it’s able to be retrieved in one form. 
 
Just a little bit more details about SAFIS, it’s a single ACCSP-compliant dealer and fisher 
reporting system.  It’s been implemented primarily in the Northeast Region and it gives you here 
a breakdown by partner of whether each partner is either full or partially implemented.   
 
This graphic here shows partner implementation over the last twelve years.  As you can see, in 
1995 it was primarily southern states.  In 2000, it’s still pretty primarily southern states and then 
in 2007, we now have pretty much the entire coast.  For those of you with really good glasses, 
you’ll see that Delaware is not filled in, but they do have a proposal to be implemented this year.  
The light blue, just in case you can’t read the tiny printing, the light blue is ACCSP compliance 
via SAFIS implementation and the dark blue states are simply ACCSP compliance. 
 
Recreationally, we’ve increased sampling levels, with significant increases in the Northeast 
states.  The for-hire has been expanded to coastal and there’s also been a new charter/headboat 
sampling method deployed, where there’s now a new list, so that they know when they’re going 
to be sampling who. 
 
Commercially, we’ve improved data collection and fishermen and dealer reporting, biological 
sampling, and registration tracking.  Specifically, in registration tracking, the ACCSP has what 
we believe to be the only full participant list for the Atlantic coast.  That means we have an entire 
participant list and under that participant, we would know that Mr. Smith has a dealer permit in 
this state and he has fishing permits in these states and so we now have what we believe to be the 
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only complete list.  If someone else knows of another one, let us know.  We’ve improved data 
coordination by reducing duplicity and also the overall reporting burden.  We’ve also improved 
partner data management.   
 
Now I just want to quickly go through not every state on the coast, just the southern states, 
because those are more important today, and talk about a few of the things that we’ve been doing 
in each specific state. 
 
In Florida, we’ve provided direct technical support.  ACCSP and GulfFIN have provided staff 
onsite and we’ve installed MFIS onto local systems and I believe that was previously called 
MRIS.  This has greatly improved flexibility and allowed for more local management and the 
ACCSP staff has also programmed licensing integration, for better fishermen and vessel 
validation. 
 
In Georgia, we’ve supported a complete rebuild of the commercial trip ticket system, piloted 
social and economic studies, specifically for the blue crab fishery, rebuilt the vessel registration 
and vessel licensing programs and systems and provided staff support and specifically on the trip 
ticket system, this has allowed the state to go from monthly summary level reporting to specific 
trip level reporting, which has also happened in South Carolina in 2004, with the complete 
rebuild of their trip ticket system.  That implemented ACCSP standards for the state.  We’ve also 
provided staff support in South Carolina and funded a snapper grouper biosampling.   
 
In North Carolina, we funded a long list, created regulatory and metadata database, surveyed 
recreational use of commercial gear, performed Wave 1 sampling, which is the MRFSS 
January/February, conducted snapper grouper and pelagic biosampling, implemented electronic 
data collection, performed socioeconomic analysis of core sound fisheries and assessed estuarine 
bycatch.  For the NMFS Southeast, we’ve funded three things.  We’ve funded the at-sea 
observers for sharks, biosampling of the snapper grouper complex, and trip TIP system upgrade. 
 
The third component of the mission was data dissemination and ACCSP has done that through a 
flexible query interface, which was deployed in 1999 and rebuilt in 2006.  We also cover 
commercial and recreational through the unique capabilities of our systems and their ability to 
query.  We also have the recreational has directed trips and bag limit analysis and we have a 
unique query set up for various partners at their discretion and based upon their particular needs.  
We also field many custom requests through individuals and partners. 
 
This is just sort of a summary of the first half of the presentation and the achievements that we 
believe we’ve reached so far: a good buy-in from our local users, new collaborative spirit among 
the partners, very good progress in our catch effort data collection, significant improvements in 
recreational data collection in for-hire, and the lobster stock assessment system improved 
concept. 
 
The second part of the presentation, as I said earlier, is basically four examples of how specific 
ACCSP programs have helped partners to improve the ways that they manage their fisheries.  
The fluke quota in Maine, for those of you who may not know, is actually a very small quota.  
It’s only 7,000 pounds. 
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What’s important about this is that even though it’s a small quota -- Sometimes it’s hard to 
manage small quotas, because there’s so many big things to manage out there that we forget 
about the 7,000 pounds of fluke.  However, because it is such a small quota, it’s very easy to 
exceed quota if people are catching fluke.  Fluke, by the way, is also summer flounder.  It’s the 
same thing, just called a different name. 
 
They were having a great deal of trouble managing this quota and they once actually exceeded 
the quota by approximately seven years worth of catch and so they weren’t allowed to fish for a 
while.  Since they’ve implemented SAFIS, they now get a daily email in Maine that has -- 
They’re entered their quota information into our system and each night, our system goes in and 
says they’ve caught this much fluke and you have this much left in your quota and this is the rate 
at which your quota, et cetera, and each day they get an email to that effect. 
 
It’s allowed the state to manage their fishery much more efficiently and it also allows them to 
manage it in a much more timely fashion, so that they can close it before exceeding it by seven 
years worth of catch. 
 
This is also beneficial to the fishermen, because for the one guy who went out and caught too 
much fluke and didn’t bother to report until the end of the season, because he knew he was doing 
something wrong, he wasn’t able to hurt other people, because the SAFIS reporting comes in real 
time. 
 
The second example that we have comes from Massachusetts and this is about filling data gaps.  
Massachusetts is now currently 100 percent SAFIS compliant.  However, prior to that, the state 
didn’t actually have a complete dataset for their fisheries.  NMFS was collecting some data and 
they were collecting some data and there were little bits and pieces everywhere.  This meant that 
they couldn’t provide a complete dataset to NMFS for the fisheries of the United States and they 
also weren’t able to provide the legislators with fishery evaluations and we all know how 
important that is. 
 
This example here shows that now that they’re 100 percent compliant -- These three lines here, 
this one here, here, and here, are in bold and I wasn’t sure if you would be able to tell that, but 
they show the difference between the shellfish landings in 2006 and 2007.  An example for 
oyster counts, they had 143,468 in 2006 and approximately eight-and-a-half million in 2007. 
 
This isn’t a reflection in the change in the fishery.  This is a reflection in the change of data 
collection.  The eight million is the number that they thought that they were always collecting, 
but nobody was collecting the data on what they were catching.  It’s also similar for the Northern 
quahog.  It’s about 476,000 in 2006 and around twenty-one million in 2007 and so clearly they 
have filled some data gaps by switching to SAFIS. 
 
eVTR, as I said again, is very new.  It’s just being rolled out in New Jersey.  They expect that 
this is going to drastically reduce staff time, because this is an electronic reporting system for 
their fishermen.  Prior to right now, New Jersey fishermen were sending in their paper reports to 
New Jersey and someone in New Jersey was having to sit down and enter them all into the 
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computer. 
 
Now, the fishermen are going to be doing it on their own.  They also expect that they’re going to 
increase the amount of commercial landings data and they don’t have to worry about any 
duplicate reporting, because most of this reporting was coming in through paper before and it’s 
not coming in through paper now and this data is data that’s not being collected anywhere else. 
 
This is a benefit to the fishermen as well, because what the system does for them -- eVTR, the 
fishermen enter their own data and they receive a receipt of what they’ve entered and they can 
also go in and view previously entered reports.  If you’re a fisherman, you don’t have to worry 
about I sent in this and they say I sent in that.  Everybody is looking at exactly the same thing, so 
we can both get onto the computer and know exactly what we’ve sent. 
 
The final example I have has to do with compliance in Virginia.  Virginia doesn’t have a staff 
member specifically dedicated to compliance.  However, they do use the SAFIS system for their 
dealers and their fishermen turn in reports, where they actually report the dealer that they sold 
their fish to.  
 
What this allows the folks in Virginia to do is to run a query on the SAFIS data and compare it to 
the list of fishermen reports that they’ve got sent in.  They should match.  If they don’t match, 
they’re able to very quickly identify which fishermen haven’t sent in their reports and then 
they’re able to contact them as non-compliant fishermen.   
 
The alternative to the ten-minute SAFIS query that they’re currently running is to actually go to 
the dealers and get this information.  They estimate that going to the dealers would take 
approximately two days of staff time per dealer and they have approximately fourteen dealers 
and so they figure that this ten-minute SAFIS query is saving them approximately a month of 
staff time.   
 
Pretty much, I think I already outlined the benefits.  A month of staff time versus ten minutes of 
staff time to generate the amount of information is clearly timely and it also allows them to save 
their resources and to contact non-compliant fishermen in a timely fashion, so that you’re not 
contacting fishermen five or six weeks after they’ve fished and asking them what they fished for.  
You can contact them a few days after they’ve fished and ask them what they fished for. 
 
The conclusions that we came to from this is that each component of the ACCSP system 
provides unique and varied opportunities for the partners to improve overall data quality and 
reporting compliance.  The broad systems of ACCSP can be implemented to whatever degree a 
partner wishes and in any manner that a partner wishes and the ACCSP strives to work with a 
partner, so that the program is implemented in such a way that it benefits the partner to the best 
available manner and that allows the partner to have good data and that way, they can make good 
decisions on fisheries management that will benefit both the partner and the fishermen in the 
system. 
 
I just want to acknowledge the four people who sat down and gave me these stories when we 
were chatting: Heidi Bray from the Maine Department of Marine Resources; Peter Clark from 
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the New Jersey Division of Fish and Wildlife; Tom Hoops from the Massachusetts Division of 
Marine Fisheries; and Stephanie Iverson from the Virginia Marine Resources Commission. 
 
While I take questions, I’m just going to pop this last slide up here.  It’s really far too 
complicated to actually sit and go through, but this is a current status of the data that’s in the 
ACCSP warehouse and so it’s the commercial, recreational, and biological data that we currently 
have available for query.  Now I’ll take questions. 
 
Mr. Iarocci:  Thank you for that.  It was very informative.  Could you go back to that slide with 
the comparison on the voids in the data, from hundreds of thousands to millions of pounds?  
Could you tell me how within one year -- I know it looks like something is wrong.  I would like 
to hear how it went from -- Just, for example, soft went from 828,000 up to over five million and 
was it you guys were missing the dealers or the data or how did that happen? 
 
Ms. Defilippi:  In 2006, Massachusetts did not have SAFIS and so the SAFIS is the dealer 
reporting, the mandatory dealer reporting.  What Massachusetts did was they didn’t just 
implement a voluntary.  Some states, some partners, have partial dealer reporting.  Massachusetts 
went to 100 percent requirement for their dealers to report and so what this was is this was 
randomly what was being reported on a voluntary basis in 2006, compared to what was 
mandatorily being reported in 2007.  That’s when you ask someone versus tell them to tell you. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Somewhat to that point and then another question as well.  Just a comment, but I 
would love to see the dogfish estimates and how they changed between 2006 and 2007.  My 
other question is -- Maybe I misunderstood you, Julie, but what I understood you to say earlier 
was that the SAFIS system, I guess in toto, is primarily operational now in the Northeast Region 
and is that correct? 
 
I know you’re gathering data, types of data, from many of the South Atlantic states, but the entire 
SAFIS program, which seems to be more comprehensive, is currently operational only in the 
Northeast and is that correct? 
 
Ms. Defilippi:  Yes, the SAFIS is actually implemented right now in the states of 
Maryland/Virginia and north.  It’s north of Virginia, basically, and the four southern states 
remaining have different systems that they’re currently using.  If any partner here is from one of 
those states and is interested in using the SAFIS system, then we would be more than willing -- 
It’s there and it’s very easy to get you rolled in.  It’s just a matter of getting the folks in your 
state to use it, but I don’t think it would be -- From our standpoint, it would be very easy to get 
you into the system. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I’m from North Carolina and perhaps you guys have talked about it and I don’t 
know what the benefits or how it would change the amount of information and types of 
information that would be available, but -- 
 
Ms. Defilippi:  We can definitely chat about it, if you want to. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  I was just going to remind Tony that in terms of those landings jumps, remember 
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what happened with rock shrimp for us back when we started the limited entry program and we 
went from six million pounds to twenty-one million? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  One of the reasons we asked to have this presentation here is to see that there is 
technology available that can be used as we move into having multiple quotas.  In Amendment 
17, we’re going to put in quotas for all our overfishing species and then after that, we’ll have 
quotas for all the remaining species.  My question, Julie, is what is the cost for a dealer to have 
the software to be able to enter their own data or for a fisherman to be able to enter their own 
data? 
 
Ms. Defilippi:  There would be costs if you wanted a copy on a local PC, if a fisherman or a 
dealer would not have access to the internet, but if they have access to the internet, then that’s all 
the cost that they’re paying for.  It’s a web-based system and so they’re actually just going to a 
website and logging in.  They’re logging in with their account, but we pass those out for free.   
 
There’s no cost unless you need a PC version and I’m not sure what the exact cost of the PC 
version is, but that’s something that could possibly go through the funding proposal.  They’re 
developing one for eVTR as well.  The eVTR one isn’t actually currently developed.  There’s 
only a web version available, but a PC version will be available as well and the PC version is just 
for someone who has no internet access on a regular basis.  If you have internet access, then you 
don’t need a PC-based version and it’s free. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  How do you ensure that a person’s data remain confidential?  How do you deal 
with confidentiality as these data are submitted and then reported out? 
 
Ms. Defilippi:  We have a confidentiality policy that anyone -- Whether there’s a known dealer 
or a known fisherman, there has to be at least three records for the data to be released.  All of the 
data -- Anything that’s being queried by a user who doesn’t have confidential access, the data is 
being rolled up into a summary, so that no three people who are identified or no group of three 
people, even if two people are unknown and one person is identified, it’s still considered 
confidential, unless all of the people are unknown.   
 
Then you can actually see it at a trip-level basis, but everything is rolled up for non-confidential 
users.  If you’re a confidential user, that’s the only way to get access to that actual trip level data 
and you can’t get a confidential account without -- We have a contact within each of our partners 
who can approve confidential access for someone else and they have to fill out a form and get 
that confidential access and then we’ll give them that level of access, but other than that, you get 
summary data.  You can’t get trip level data. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I do know that in North Carolina one of the issues that we faced was lack of 
computer literacy on the part of many of our dealers and that was a major stumbling block for us 
to join in on this.  For whatever reason, we’re not prepared to sort of force dealers to become 
computer literate, not yet, according to the chair of my commission. 
 
Ms. Defilippi:  We have tried to make the interface as user friendly and I don’t want to say easy, 
but for the not computer literate -- You can set up favorites in the beginning, so that if you pull a 
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certain fisherman and he only has two types of gear, then you don’t have to scroll through the 
whole list, only those two types of gear will show up. 
 
We’re also hiring a new programmer on our end and improving those interfaces is always on our 
plate.  Making it more and more easy for users to use as far as entering data and also retrieving 
data is one of our goals.  If you look at either an entry or a retrieval interface and have 
suggestions on how it could be easier, we’re always open to hearing those. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Bringing it back to this committee specifically, I think maybe on your very last 
slide that we might be able to find the answer to this question that I’m about to ask, but how far 
back can we go and have complete data for the states in the South Atlantic, and so we’re talking 
from North Carolina, and can we separate out east coast of Florida from west coast of Florida? 
 
Ms. Defilippi:  The states from Virginia up through Maine have 1994 through 2006 and North 
Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida all have 1980 through 2007.  The 1980 through 
some of the earlier years are data that we have that ALS also has and so that’s why it’s split up 
like that and that’s summary data and then the trip level data is the later years. 
 
For separating Florida, you would need to look at that data at a trip level and probably choose 
county or port to determine which side of Florida you’re in or splitting up your Florida.  The 
recreational data is 1981 through 2007 and the lobster data is 1981 through 2006. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I think that we would probably need to rely on trip level data and it looks like 
from South Carolina that it started from 2004 and so we really only have a couple of years of trip 
level data that are warehoused at this point. 
 
Ms. Defilippi:  Right.  For South Carolina, it starts in 2004.  North Carolina is 1994 and Georgia 
is 1989 and Florida is 1986.  It’s better for some of the other states outside of South Carolina, but 
we don’t have trip level data submitted to us. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Within the ACCSP, has there been any discussion of how these data could be 
used for management purposes, other than just looking at the accuracy of the data that you’ve 
collected? 
 
Ms. Defilippi:  We are branching out into the world of stock assessments and that’s partly my 
job.  I just started in November and part of my role is to start attending stock assessments and 
working with stock assessment folks in bringing our data.  I’ve been to the king mackerel stock 
assessment and I was recently in Charleston for the vermilion snapper.   
 
We are participating in weakfish, which is happening in July, and Jeff was at a few last year, 
where we brought a little bit of data, but not so much.  That’s part of what we want to do, is we 
want to start working more and more -- Probably the most involved with a stock assessment 
we’ve been has been with the lobster stock assessment, because we created an entire database for 
them and it’s designed specifically for their needs.  There’s a lot of work that we’ve done with 
the lobster stock assessment, in trying to create usable data sources that are readily available for 
the new models that they’re developing in the lobster stock assessments. 
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Dr. Cheuvront:  Does anybody else have any questions for Julie?  I’m not seeing any others.  
Julie, thank you very much for coming and doing this presentation for us.  We really appreciate 
it. 
 
Ms. Defilippi:  Thank you and I just want to say thanks for having me and like I said, if you are 
interested in talking with Mike, I know he’s interested in coming down here and so I’m sure that 
you’ll be coordinating soon to get him into meetings, but I’m here all night and so if you’re 
interested in chatting, then come find me.  Thanks. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  The next item on our agenda is the committee report from our April 2008 
meeting and I’m going to ask Gregg to give us an overview of that report. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  What we’ll be using is the overview, because I just want to run through and hit the 
high points of that report.  The major recommendations from the committee are shown and you 
all have this and I’ll make this a little larger as well.  You all have this in your overview 
document. 
 
In terms of alternatives, the committee combined the old Alternative 3, which was using just the 
council’s judgment, and Alternative 4, which was the detailed economic and social models, and 
moved immediate consideration of old Alternative 4, which was the detailed economic and social 
models, to Appendix A.  We had a detailed presentation from Jim Waters, who is here, and we 
can go through some of this. 
 
There are models available.  Unfortunately, we don’t have sufficient data in our area to do those 
types of analyses and so within the timeframe that we’re looking at for our Comprehensive 
Allocation Amendment, detailed economic and social models will not be available for us to use.  
The committee has indicated that’s something they want to look at in the future, as those models 
become available. 
 
The alternatives that we would be looking at are Alternative 1, no action, and Alternative 2, 
landings data from NMFS or ACCSP databases, catch data from assessments that would include 
discard mortality.  What the committee is recommending as its preferred right now is the 
council’s judgment, based on fairness and equity.  This approach would consider any number of 
factors, including, but not limited to, social and economic values, including demographic shifts.  
It will also include any models that do become available in the future.  It would include looking 
at landings data and the council’s view of what fisheries should look like into the future. 
 
We’re looking for some additional discussion, if any, at the committee level and then guidance 
from the council on this range of alternatives.  These are the motions that implement that change 
in alternatives. 
 
As far as these detailed economic models for the South Atlantic, we did -- The committee report 
does include a list of those data items and what we should discuss at some point here is whether 
we recommend -- Option 1 would be to recommend that data be collected for use in future 
analyses, for documents after the Comprehensive Allocation Amendment, whether we modify 
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that list and recommend approval or some other alternative at this stage. 
 
The third item is to allocate by four sectors.  The committee discussed how we do our 
allocations.  Right now, the committee’s recommendation is to allocate amongst four sectors: 
commercial, recreational, for-hire, and a conservation alternative. 
 
Then something we’ll address later is the committee made a number of data requests.  The 
committee is also scheduled to have another committee meeting in July and we are working to 
prepare analyses for that.  We’ve done some and some remain to be done.  That’s the main items 
from the committee report. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Gregg, let’s back up to the four alternatives as they now stand and I would like 
to have some discussion on that.  Monica, did you have something? 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  I guess I have a couple of general questions, if you wouldn’t mind me 
asking them now.  This is called a Comprehensive Allocation Amendment and when we’ve used 
the word “comprehensive” in the past, it’s meant, I believe, that the council intends an 
amendment to amend many different fishery management plans and so I’m assuming that’s what 
this is supposed to do, but is this supposed to then set up a process under each fishery 
management plan that you would use these procedures or this is the kind of data you would use 
to form your allocations in each fishery? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Yes, it’s a methodology, a comprehensive approach that we would use and the 
methodology that we would use as we allocated all fisheries, in every amendment, under every 
fishery management plan as we move forward.  Along with ACLs, one of the things that has to 
be done is you’ve got to allocate and we don’t have a firm methodology for doing that.  What I 
envisioned us doing is determining a methodology, a standard methodology that the council 
would use in determining allocations as we addressed each allocation as ACLs came forward. 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  You would address the actual allocation though separately in each fishery 
management plan? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Yes. 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  This would be the guiding principles, the guidelines, the position of the 
council, whatever, but it would amend each fishery management plan so that it would have to 
follow whatever actions you set up in this allocation amendment? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  In regard to determining the allocations, yes. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Monica, if I could just clarify one thing.  We have to remember the parallel track 
here.  The Comprehensive Allocation Amendment is on the same track as Amendment 17 and 
we need that -- We need the allocations to apply to the annual catch limit that the council sets.  
The Comprehensive Allocation Amendment will have the methodology and it will apply that 
methodology and set the allocation formulas for each of our fisheries. 
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We need it for the species in Amendment 17, which is why it’s tracking Amendment 17, and 
then we’ll have it for the remainder of our managed species, for use with the Comprehensive 
ACL Amendment. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I guess if it’s tracking Amendment 17, I don’t know how approval of an allocation 
process will provide the guidance we need to help with Amendment 17, if it’s on the same 
approval track.  Then if we’re looking at a preferred alternative that requires the council to assess 
a number of different parameters, that could be a pretty time consuming component just by itself, 
if we’re going to go back and try to dig up all of the appropriate economic information and then 
have a debate and discussion about what we want the fishery to look like in the future.  I guess 
I’m not sure how the timing is going to work for all of the ACL work we’ve got to do. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  I misspoke.  The Comprehensive Allocation Amendment is on the same track as the 
Comprehensive ACL Amendment.  
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Can you remind us of that timeline, Gregg? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  We’ve got approving the Comprehensive ACL Amendment for scoping in 
December of 2008, doing a scoping in early 2009, and then looking at options in March and June 
and then approving in September for public hearings.  That’s the Comprehensive ACL 
Amendment.   
 
The Comprehensive Allocation Amendment, we’ve got scheduled for approval -- Prior to this, 
we had it for approval in September and I’ve got to re-correct myself and I apologize.  The 
Comprehensive Allocation Amendment and Snapper Grouper Amendment 17 are on the same 
track.  They are on the same track.  We had initially those scheduled for approval in September 
and we anticipate that sliding to December of this year. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Amendment 17 is not going to be dependent at all on the allocation amendment 
then? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  It is.  It will be. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  It is? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  It is, according to the schedule that you all have approved, yes. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I guess I heard different things.  When George was asked about is the allocation 
amendment going to set the allocations, I thought you said it was going to set the methodology, 
but then Gregg just, I thought, said that it was going to set the allocations and so I guess I’m not 
understanding or at least we don’t seem to be all on the same page. 
 
Aside from the fact that it’s not clear to me how we’re going to take final action on this 
amendment in December, because I don’t think we even have a -- Is there even a scoping 
document?  I guess there is a scoping document on this, but there’s not much beyond that at this 
point, is there? 
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Dr. Cheuvront:  I think you’re correct. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I think the first thing we need to get on the same page about is is this amendment 
just a methodology or is it going to actually set the allocations? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  My understanding, from what Gregg has said, is we’ve got to have those 
allocations, the actual hard numbers, if it’s going to track along with Amendment 17, because of 
the ACL requirement.  I don’t know how we can get around it. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  There are different ways to skin the cat.  You could set the allocations required for 
Amendment 17 in Amendment 17, but we’re getting to a point where we need to make decisions 
about where are we going to do what, so that people know what’s going to be in what 
amendment. 
 
I frankly -- It’s difficult for me to see us ready to take final action on an allocation amendment in 
December.  That gives us two meetings now to develop the whole document and do public 
hearings and that’s going to be difficult, I think. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  The timing for both Snapper Grouper Amendment 17 and the Comprehensive 
Allocation Amendment, we’re to approve it for public hearing in September.  For both of those, 
approval for public hearing will slide to December, because we’ve made some suggestions for 
changes.  That would slide approval to March and June of next year for both of those. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  That’s a big difference. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I just think we need to have more discussion about what we’re looking to get out of 
the allocation amendment, if it is strictly a roadmap for us to use to look at and then determine an 
allocation, species or species, or however we’re doing them, or if we use this as a way to actually 
-- I don’t see how we can’t -- That seems to be the way we would have to do it.   
 
Even if you look at a suite of things for each species, that suite of parameters is going to be 
potentially different, depending on what kind of information is available.  This is just, to me, a 
guideline or a methodology, but the actual allocations still have to be set species by species some 
other way or not some other way, but in a different amendment or as part of Amendment 17 or 
the Comprehensive ACL Amendment.  I’m kind of rambling, but I’m just trying to understand 
what this particular amendment is actually going to do, other than set out the methodology that 
we look at when we determine allocations. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  That’s the danger in asking me.  When I originally proposed this amendment, that 
was my intent, was to develop a methodology and a process for this council moving forward 
without dithering and developing a process for every fishery we undertake in developing an 
allocation. 
 
If we have a process, it would seem to me that it would be easier as we approached each fishery 
and if we had this plan approved by the council, we would all move forward together, utilizing 
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this plan to do our allocations.  If it comes to pass, and I know it’s been discussed that we can 
use this, potentially, in setting allocations.  We even talked about it in the committee at one time, 
looking at allocations and if it was okay and -- We talked about that, but I don’t know exactly 
where that’s going.  When you asked me and you looked at me, I told you what my intent was 
from the beginning. 
 
Mr. Robson:  That helps me a little bit, because my concept of this is assuming we settle -- Let’s 
say we settle on the current preferred alternative and we’ll be developing more or less a checklist 
that we go through and we follow that standardized checklist every time we look at an allocation 
issue, species by species, and it says that we’ve got to go out and gather all the economic data we 
can and look at it and then we have to go through, as a council, and make a determination about 
the subjective view of the fishery in the future.  We have this series of things that we go through 
for every single allocation discussion and this would guide us in that. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Just to that point, briefly, the reason this came up was because it appeared that the 
methodology that was kind of broadly out there as being the panacea for setting allocations was 
the catch history, which we had some discussion about as to the appropriateness of using just 
catch history to set allocations. 
 
I think, based on that discussion, we came to the conclusion that it wasn’t and we needed to have 
some other methodology.  In the past, allocations have been established on some fisheries in this 
council just based on best judgment of the council and they’ve set allocations and they’ve 
readjusted allocations, just based on best judgment.  Not everybody felt that was the best 
methodology and so what we’re trying to do is determine what methods are out there and what 
methods are best used to determine how to allocate. 
 
Of course, in the meantime, the Gulf did a cost/benefits analysis on red grouper and they actually 
got results and a model was developed by Dr. Waters, who presented that model, and we talked 
about the parameters that we would need to use that model in our process.  As Gregg said, we 
don’t have the data to fill in all the data needs for Dr. Waters’ model for most of our fisheries, 
but we would like to do it in the future and so we’ve identified as a research requirement the 
collection of a suite of datasets to satisfy the cost/benefits analysis, but in the meantime, we’re 
going to have to do something else. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  I’m afraid I may have bought a bridge in Brooklyn.  I was going under the 
impression that it was a comprehensive, all inclusive allocation amendment and that at the end of 
the day we were going to have allocations for the fisheries for which we needed to set ACLs and 
the process of developing this was going to be the big forum that several of us have been talking 
about for several years, about how do we get our hands around the very, very difficult and thorny 
question of allocation. 
 
I’ve been under the impression at the end of the day -- I was looking forward to getting there.  I 
wasn’t looking forward to the journey, quite frankly, but to the outcome that we were going to 
have a say, that the council was going to speak with an affirmative voice, that this is how we are 
going to allocate these various fisheries. 
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Mr. Geiger:  Again, that’s very well where the committee may go and if that’s the way we go, 
that’s the way we go.  I was asked what my intentions were when I started this process and I just 
conveyed that and that’s all.  If we’re going to set allocations on species going through this 
process, as we march through the Allocation Committee process, that’s fine with me, too.  My 
comments were just what were my intentions when I brought it up and I thought that was the 
question. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  One of the things though that -- If we go back to what George’s original intent 
was and take into account what Roy had said, wouldn’t it be possible that as opposed to 
developing a separate amendment for allocation that we can develop a guidance document that 
includes the things that George was originally suggesting and then put the allocations in each one 
of the amendments as we go?  I just wanted to throw that out there. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  I agree with where you’re coming from.  To me, it’s a policy statement that is 
going to guide every amendment and future plan that we do for the things that you take into 
consideration in how you’re going to do allocations.  If this is supposed to be the amendment 
where we decide the allocation for every fishery, we certainly will not get it done in time for the 
ACLs.  It’s not going to be a one-size-fits-all. 
 
I don’t see how we can take a golden crab fishery and use the same allocation formula, so to 
speak, that we would be using for a mackerel fishery that’s got -- Our fisheries are just so 
diverse, but in terms of the guidance; I think we can do that.  Now, how the council does a policy 
statement, what we have to go through for public input and all of that, I have no idea, but it 
seems like it would be more expeditious to do it as a policy statement than as an amendment or a 
plan or whatever. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  Again, maybe this -- I was tripped up by words.  I guess I was thinking in terms of 
like we’ve done with the Fishery Ecosystem Plan and the Comprehensive Amendment.  It’s 
taken me a while to get my hands around all of this stuff as well, but the way I see it is the plan 
itself is the policy statement, like Susan references, and the amendment is where we really get 
down to rolling up sleeves and working on outcomes. 
 
I’ve been using that nomenclature and expecting that we would have some kind of outcome and 
decision about this is how we’re going to allocate red snapper and this is how we’re going to 
allocate gag. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I just want to point out that I’m looking in the options paper for Amendment 17 
and it says: Note, that allocation decisions for the overfishing species that do not have the 
allocations specified in an FMP, which is everything but black sea bass and snowy grouper, will 
be included in the Comprehensive Allocation Amendment. 
 
It seems that where 17 is now is this allocation amendment is going to actually set the 
allocations, but I agree with Susan.  I think you’re going to run into some real timing problems 
and so I think this is something we need to get resolved at this meeting, so that if we’re going to 
specify those allocations in Amendment 17, we need to go ahead and have staff start coming up 
with some alternatives to do that there. 

 16



Allocation Committee 
Orlando, FL 

June 10-11, 2008 
 
 
As for the process for a policy statement, I think that’s -- You have aquaculture policy statements 
and any number of policy statements and so if you want this to be a policy statement, I think you 
have processes and have done that in the past. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  The way we’ve approached this is for Amendment 17, we need the allocations to 
apply to your ACL and our understanding was that it was going to come from this amendment.  
If all we’re doing here is describing a methodology, then the committee’s work is done.  You’ve 
got the methodology here.  Alternative 4 describes how you’re going to calculate it and what 
data are going to be used and then the other motion has your four sectors that you’re going to 
allocate to. 
 
If that’s all we’re doing, then there’s no need for a July Allocation Committee meeting.  That 
committee’s work is done.  What you then want is to come up with allocations for Amendment 
17 and at the staff level, we thought that’s what was going to be done in July.  If you’re asking 
staff to do the allocations for Amendment 17, that’s what the Allocation Committee was going to 
do in July. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  I’m not asking staff to do the allocations.  I think that’s clearly a council 
responsibility and we’re the people who have to do that.  Now, if we want to do that in response 
to the requirement in Amendment 17 within the Snapper Grouper Committee, I guess we could 
do that, but if we have this smaller group that could do it and move forward and bring a 
recommendation back, it might be easier to do that, rather than taking up committee time within 
Snapper Grouper to do it.  We can attack each of those fisheries in turn as an Allocation 
Committee.  In truth, I thought we were going to start working on those allocations as well in 
July, that that’s where the committee had gone to. 
 
Mr. Currin:  To that point, Brian, I’m not on the Allocation Committee, but I am on the Snapper 
Grouper Committee and somebody needs to do it and somebody needs to do it quickly and if it’s 
not going to be done here, then we’ll -- Assuming we have time, we’re going to need to start 
talking about it at this meeting, with regards to the species in Amendment 17.  That needs to be 
clear in the direction that we’re heading and a plan to get there at the appropriate time.  That 
needs to be very clear. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  I think that’s why we had these meetings and we come to the council and give you a 
briefing on what’s been done and seek guidance as to how we proceed and how we keep going 
down this path.  I think there’s a decision to be made as to whether we proceed and work on 
those allocations in July, at our July committee meeting, or as Gregg says, our business is done 
and we attack it at the Snapper Grouper Committee level at this meeting and subsequent 
meetings, because we won’t get them all done here, I don’t think. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I’m not on the Allocation Committee and so I apologize for jumping into this late.  
We have -- Maybe I just need to understand where we’re at in the process.  We have a proposed 
amendment that we’re looking at with alternatives in it and if we move forward with this, that 
needs to go through the process and then be approved and that tells us, once that’s done, what 
our allocation methodology will be. 
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We can’t do anything -- If we go this route, we can’t really do anything to set allocations 
specifically until all that is done and we can’t do it in this amendment, because this amendment 
is where we actually decide what methodology we use.  Have I got that wrong?  In other words, 
this would hold us up, if we go an amendment route, to actually setting specific allocations 
quickly, unless I’ve got it wrong. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I think you’re right.  We would have to work out the methodology issues really, 
really quickly to get on to then the allocations and if it was separated out, then we wouldn’t have 
that potential bottleneck.   
 
Ms. Merritt:  I’m a little confused by Mark’s input, too.  I’ll have to think that one over.  When 
we had the Allocation Committee meeting, when we had started on this, I think we realized that 
we can’t do any of this until we start setting the guidelines or the methodology and we couldn’t 
begin until we at least identified the sectors.   
 
Am I wrong that we aren’t going to be doing that today?  I think we need to be identifying the 
sectors, to begin with, and just follow Magnuson-Stevens as they lay it out.  They have three 
sectors that they’ve identified and then from there, then we go into what it is that we’re going to 
do as far as being fair and equitable and following the intent of Magnuson-Stevens to lay out 
these guidelines for us to go forward.  Am I wrong?  Are we not going to go forward with that 
today? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Rita, we haven’t even gotten to the sectors at this point yet, but I had fully 
intended that we were going to have that discussion, but we need to get through this one, I think, 
first, to the points that have been made before. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  I apologize, but we need to go back to square one here and remember that when we 
embarked on this path, we said that all existing allocations would remain and would be classified 
interim allocations until such time as we came up with a new process to determine what the 
allocations were going to be. 
 
In effect, we have allocations for fisheries that already have allocations and they’re interim 
allocations until we develop a process that tells us they need to be changed.  In fact, we may 
come up, if this turns out to be our preferred and in our analysis it turns out that the allocations 
that were predetermined to be interim allocations, if they prove to be correct, then we leave them 
in place.  If our new procedure that we develop via this committee indicates that a process 
identifies a better methodology for allocating, then we would employ that and change the 
allocation at some subsequent date. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Amen. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  I for one find this discussion helpful, for the following reason.  I look at the 
discussions we’ve had to date and what we’ve brought to the table today is the -- A couple of 
things, on the basis of the last meeting, the Allocation’s desire that we make allocations based on 
our judgment of what’s fair and equitable.  I think that’s a fairly significant policy statement. 
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Secondly, and you’ll note, those of you who weren’t there, the discussion at the last meeting 
about allocating among four sectors.  I think that’s a fairly significant potential policy statement, 
should the council decide to go there.  I’m not sure that all is lost here yet and maybe I’ve made 
the mistake of thinking at the end of the day that someone, the group of us collectively, are going 
to wave a magic wand and apply a formula or a series of formulas, to data and come up with the 
recommendations for allocations. 
 
At the end of the day, however, I think it is significant that if this is -- To put in the FEP process, 
in that parallel process, if our policy statement at the end of the day from the Allocation 
Committee to the council, and the council adopts it, is we’re going to base all further allocations 
on the basis of fairness and equity and not on historical landings, necessarily, or not solely on 
other, perhaps traditional data points, I think it’s a significant policy statement. 
 
I think the same thing, should the council let to allocate among the four sectors, as recommended 
by the committee, then that’s a fairly significant policy statement as well.  I think this is good 
discussion and it’s very helpful to me at least. 
 
Mr. Robson:  Based on both George and Robert, what I think I heard them say, we could move 
forward either with an amendment that sets policy about how we want to allocate and what 
sectors we look at or we do it as a policy statement, whatever form we take it, but in the 
meantime, we continue down the path of setting allocations for Amendment 17, for all the other 
ACL species, and we already know that we’ve got interim allocations being proposed for gag 
and vermilion and then once this process of setting the methodology in place is done, then we 
can, at our leisure almost, go back and reevaluate those allocations that have already been set or 
will be set, because we have a time crunch with all the ACL stuff. 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  Just so you remember, the Magnuson Act requires you to set these 
allocations in a fair and equitable manner.  That’s National Standard 4 and that carries through 
really when they talk about setting allocations.  It’s got to be fair and equitable and so I’m certain 
that you all would have been fair and equitable, regardless of whatever criteria you use. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  If I could, so it’s really not a policy statement.  You have to be fair and equitable 
and I think if you went through the guidelines, you would find that you have to look at all those 
things.  Now, I’ll grant you that if you get to the number of sectors kind of thing that probably is 
a policy statement.  I’m also hearing people use the word “methodology”, but I haven’t seen a 
methodology anywhere and I’m not sure what that’s really referring to at this stage. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  We’re not going to have a quantitative methodology like you can for a 
mathematical model, you plug in the numbers and it spits out who gets what.  I think we pretty 
much agree that that is not going to be so easy to make it happen.  I’m not quite sure where that 
leaves us. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  Monica, I appreciate you reminding us of the standards and you’re right.  I wasn’t 
so focused on fair and equitable as I was the “judgment” word.  We’ve talked about in there the 
preference is to discuss what we, in our judgment, would like the fisheries to look like in the 
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future.  I wasn’t focusing so much on fair and equitable as I was on what the council believes, in 
our judgment, is how we would like the fisheries to be. 
 
If you recall, the discussion, I believe, started in Coconut Grove two years ago, about is Congress 
ever going to get around to the idea of allocating these fisheries among sectors and I think we all 
agreed at the time that we would not wait for Congress to do that. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  You lost me there.   Could you say that again? 
 
Mr. Boyles:  I seem to recall a discussion, Roy, asking the question during an early part of the 
meeting at Coconut Grove that led to the establishment of the Economics Committee, I believe, 
the question is Congress ever going to get around to making specific allocations of fisheries 
among sectors and I think the outcome of that decision was no, they’ve left that to the councils. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I would be astounded if Congress ever got into the weeds into an argument like 
that.  That’s why you’re here. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I use the term “methodology”, but I’m talking about basically guidance to the 
council as to how they will evaluate education.  The way this preferred alternative is set up now 
is instead of -- Let’s look at how we’ve been doing it.  We basically looked at landings histories, 
in some form or fashion, and we picked some years and that’s how we did it.   
 
All this is doing is laying out a guideline or a policy or an amendment that tells us how we 
evaluate allocation, based on gathering and looking at whatever socioeconomic data is available 
and looking at the landings data and then the third item is using council judgment, in their view, 
as to what the fishery should look like in the future.  That’s what we’re saying. 
 
We’re saying we’re going to set up a process to evaluate every allocation, based on those three 
fundamental pieces of information.  Now, the level of information for each species will vary, 
obviously, and we may wind up, in some cases, reverting back to just landings history, if we 
can’t come to decisions on those other two factors, but I think that’s where we’re headed with 
setting something up. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  It’s not germane to this conversation, but Congress has done allocation. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  If we back up a second and look at if we want to meet the congressional mandated 
timelines, what do we have to do?  In Amendment 17, the proposal that we’re going to discuss at 
the Snapper Grouper Committee is to move greater amberjack and mutton snapper out of 17, 
because they’re not overfishing, and move red snapper back into Amendment 17, because it is 
overfishing. 
 
The deadline for us having that in place is January 1, 2010.  We need to approve that for public 
hearing.  We had planned on September and that’s not going to happen and it will be December 
and we had built into our timeline that you all approved a one council meeting window there to 
slide and so that can’t slide anymore. 
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We have got to have, for the species that are overfishing, allocations.  We have interim 
allocations for some of them, but not for all.  There are several other species.  Whether you set 
those allocations in 17 or some other amendment doesn’t matter, but we have to have those for 
17. 
 
Then our Comprehensive ACL Amendment that will put in ACLs for all our other species, we’re 
looking at scoping that early next year and approving for public hearing in September of next 
year.  My understanding was we were taking the allocation issue -- Setting those ACLs, if 
anybody passed by the SSC for a while, that’s complex.  That’s going to be tough. 
 
My understanding was what we did was we said that allocations are going to be very 
controversial and so what we’re going to do is take that and deal with it systemically across all 
our FMPs, in one document, and that would lay out the actual methods and it would give us the 
allocations that would then apply to Amendment 17 and the Comprehensive ACL Amendment. 
 
Now, we can certainly change that, because we’re not pushing that.  That’s our understanding of 
where we were, to take that very controversial item and fold it up into one document and deal 
with it there, because the species committees have got a lot to do with setting the ACLs and the 
management regulations and accountability measures.  Our understanding was it was a division 
of labor and if you all want to smush that back together, that’s fine, but we do need to get some 
clear guidance here, because we’ve got a committee meeting planned that if we don’t need to 
have, we don’t need to have. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thinking back when we first put this committee together, my hope -- I can’t say 
expectation, but my hope was that the committee would derive some sort of more or less 
quantitative approach, some way to quantitatively adjust or alter, the rationale behind it, what’s 
always been used for allocations and that’s landings history. 
 
I struggled in thinking about this with what might be used and how that might be done and I 
didn’t come up with much, one or two suggestions that I had made to the committee of things to 
look at.   
 
Otherwise, I think if you don’t come up with some quantitative either total approach or way to 
quantitatively adjust the numbers that we have, I think what you end up with is basically some 
guidelines, some guidance, or a policy approach or statement about how to set allocations.  I 
think you all have done a great job with that, but it’s still going to boil down to people hashing 
out around the table what’s the best way to deal with it and here we’ve got one stock and here’s 
mutton snapper and here’s amberjack and how are we going to do this. 
 
Then you can argue about what you want to draw in and if there’s economic data, then yes, we 
can use it.  As we know, there’s very little for us to rely on.  I don’t know where we are exactly 
with that, but I am very sensitive to the pressing issue of the species in Amendment 17 and I 
don’t think we need to delay with respect to those particular species. 
 
I don’t care whether the Snapper Grouper Committee does those allocations and we call them 
interim and this committee wants to continue to meet and develop, perhaps, different approaches 
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or some sort of step-by-step approach to setting allocations in the future that will assist the 
council and that’s great.  I wish the council well with that and I hope we can come up with some 
step-by-step approach to allocations. 
 
With the species in 17, we need to get moving on that and again, I don’t care.  If you guys want 
to set the interim allocations on that and take the heat off of Snapper Grouper -- As Gregg said, 
we’ve got plenty to do and we’re happy to let you guys meet in July and bring those to us in 
September, or at least by December, so that we can plug them in and see what’s happening with 
our ACLs, but we can’t dilly-dally.  We’ve got to get it done. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Mac, that’s right and one of the things that we were -- As we went through this 
process, we talked about looking at allocations, but we wanted to have the ACLs to know what 
we were even going to look at, because part of this whole process is looking out to what the 
fishery is going to look like in the future and unless you know what the projections are, in terms 
of what the catch limits are going to be, it’s difficult to try and forecast what the fishery should 
look like. 
 
That was the schedule of events.  We were going to get input from our SSC at this meeting and 
that was going to help us define the fishery and then we were going to take that information to 
the meeting and begin to thresh out what we could, recognizing that if we didn’t get some place 
that we would have interim allocations there to back up to move out with and keep the process 
moving.  Is that -- 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  That was sort of what my intention was, that we thought we were going to be 
doing at the July meeting. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  I’m not on your committee, but I would think you could still proceed along that 
course if you want to institutionalize this Preferred Alternative 4 as your guiding principles.  It 
just seems to me there’s a more streamlined, expeditious way to embrace that as the guiding 
principles that this committee is going to apply as you undertake your work to set the longer term 
allocations for the various fisheries. 
 
The first one I’m hearing you all say you’ll be tackling is the snapper grouper species that you 
need to get done most expeditiously, but I think as long as we can get some public input on this, 
however we need to do that that establishes the guiding principles -- I just don’t know that you 
need an amendment.  I think that’s a more cumbersome process than what you might need. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Susan, if I understand what you’re saying, it’s that the Allocation Committee could 
go through and come up with the specific allocations and then just funnel the snapper grouper 
ones into 17 and let that become a part of 17 and then funnel the other allocations into the 
Comprehensive ACL Amendment and let that implement it and that would certainly work. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  It sounds like to me what I’m hearing is that the Comprehensive Allocation 
Amendment isn’t an amendment anymore and that maybe what we’re really talking about is 
coming up with some guidelines and at this perhaps July meeting, what we’re going to do is to 
come up with allocations, particularly for Amendment 17 -- Assuming that our ACLs and 
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everything work out, they may need to be adjusted later on, but I guess I’m looking for -- I 
would like for somebody on the committee to make a motion about the amendment and making 
it now guidelines or something and not a full-blown amendment.  I would entertain such a 
motion, if somebody would like to make it. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  I apologize.  At two o’clock this morning, I’m going to start calling everybody in 
here to tell you the reason that I originally wanted this to be an amendment.  I’ll be darned if I 
can grasp it right now, with the importance of why it was going to be an amendment, but I’m not 
going to speak against it, because I think we get to the end destination either way, unless my 
brain reacts and tells me there’s something different.  I would make a motion to develop 
guiding principles for allocating FMP species in lieu of the existing FMP process. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Are you happy now with the way that’s worded, George? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Develop guiding principles for allocating our FMP species, in lieu of the 
existing FMP process (Comprehensive Allocation Amendment).  It doesn’t sound very 
smooth, but does it get to the point and does everybody understand it? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Just one question.  You’re just going to develop the guiding principles or are you 
then going to apply them and provide the allocations? 
 
Mr. Harris:  I’ll second it. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Seconded by Mr. Harris.  Any discussion? 
 
Mr. Boyles:  Let me just make sure.  The idea then at this July meeting is that we are going to 
come up with recommended allocations to submit to the Snapper Grouper Committee for their 
consideration?  Presumably at future meetings we would do that for other species, to be 
considered by other committees, appropriate committees, and is that -- What’s the outcome of 
the July meeting?  Are we looking at numbers, percents? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I think for the July meeting that we’ve got to come up with numbers for 
Amendment 17.  That’s got to be the minimum amount that we come up with, because that’s the 
thing that’s on the front burner.  If we can do more than that, great, but I think that’s the bare 
minimum of what we’ve got to have. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  To that point, these will be recommendations then to the Snapper Grouper 
Committee for their work in September?  Is that -- 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Yes. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Just so that I better understand it -- So by going to this description of what we’re 
doing, versus the amendment process, it takes out the public input at this point, but then that 
comes into play after allocations have been recommended to the committees and then it goes into 
those amendments and then it goes to public hearing?  Am I understanding that correctly?  That’s 
what helps get it on a faster track? 
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Mr. Waugh:  The public input would come for those species in Amendment 17 when that 
amendment went out for public comment. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  That’s why I wanted to go through the FMP process in the beginning, was to get the 
public input in developing some of the guiding principles and get public input when we started.  
Gregg is entirely right that as we move forward in this process that the public input, in terms of 
the allocations, will come during the public hearings on the specific FMPs, like 17. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Mark, are your comments related to this motion that we’ve got now?  At some 
point, we’re going to need to vote on this.  Susan, to this motion? 
 
Ms. Shipman:  Again, not a committee member, but my question of the maker of the motion or 
whatever is when you’re saying the guiding principles, are you referring to the preferred 
alternative that’s above it, which is Number 4?  If you are, is it your intent to say that you’re 
developing and adopting the guiding principle that is that, because that has the three parts and 
pieces that Mark was talking about earlier?  If that’s your overarching guiding principle, I think 
you can say you’re going to be adopting it. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  I was anticipating a second motion to do that, Susan, to recommend to the council 
that. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  That’s right, Robert, because we can’t adopt any of this until it’s approved by full 
council.  We’re bringing these alternatives to the council for approval. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Are we ready to call the vote?  George, would you mind reading it into the 
record, just to make sure that we’ve got it the way we have it? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  The motion is to develop guiding principles for allocating our FMP species in 
lieu of the existing FMP process (Comprehensive Allocation Amendment). 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Let’s go ahead and take the vote.  All those in favor raise your hand, please; 
all those opposed; any abstentions.  The motion carries four to one.  We now have to 
consider some other things that are related to this.  One is do we need a motion to talk -- I guess 
its just direction that at our July meeting that we’ll come up with the allocations for Amendment 
17.  I don’t know that we have to vote on that. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  If you desire, if you want to go this way, but I was going to go through some of the 
preferred alternatives and suggest that the committee submit that to the council for their 
consideration. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Which preferred alternatives are you referring to? 
 
Mr. Boyles:  Alternative 4 and the issue of allocation among sectors, among the four sectors. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Yes, I was intending that we were going to go through those.  I’m not skipping 
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over that at all.  If we’re okay with that at this point, I would like to go through the motions that 
we have in our summary document and have some discussion about those and then make our 
decisions, so that we can carry these motions forward to the full council, if we have any second 
thoughts about how we want to deal with things. 
 
The first motion that we had was that we recommend to the council, in their deliberations, to 
allocate among four sectors: commercial, recreational, for-hire, and a conservation sector.  Just 
so that people will know, when we had this discussion, the most controversial part was this 
discussion about what we’re calling a conservation sector.  I would like to tell how I remember 
that went and then ask for other people who were there to chime in to help clarify. 
 
What we talked about, as I remembered it, is that what we were getting from the SSC was an 
ACL, which is based on statistics.  This is the catch level that was going to keep us from going 
overfishing.  However, what we had discussed though was at some point that while 
mathematically we might be able to come up with an allowable catch level, regardless of how we 
divided it up among the user groups, that level might be so small that it could potentially be 
unmanageable. 
 
Sitting in with the SSC meeting the other day and talking about snowy grouper, for example, 
their recommendation was 523 fish could be caught by the recreational sector in a year.  That’s 
pretty unmanageable.  It could be done, but it would take a lot of effort and so what we had 
thought we could do -- If we ended up in this kind of a situation, we could take all of the 
allowable catch and just say nobody is going to catch it, because the management of it was going 
to be difficult and therefore, what we could do is if we don’t allow anybody to catch it, it might 
help that species to recover more quickly.  That’s the way I remember a discussion about the 
conservation sector. 
 
Also, and it’s not reflected here in the motion, but I do remember in our discussions is that just 
because we had these four sectors, it did not mean that we needed to allocate every sector a 
portion of the total allowable catch that we were going to have.  We could choose not to allocate 
to some sector, whether its conservation, recreational, commercial or for-hire, it didn’t matter. 
 
We just wanted to somehow codify the fact that we would be willing to consider not letting 
anybody fish on a stock, based on whatever parameters we chose at that time and the one that we 
had discussed was the fact that the allowable catch level was so low that it probably would be 
worthwhile not to let anybody fish on it.  At this point, I would be glad to entertain some more 
comment on that. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  I think that was an excellent recap of the conversation.  Those of you that weren’t 
there, you noticed the note and I think it was appropriate in the overview -- It was a very split 
vote.  My particular interest in the discussion was introducing or affirming the concept that 
maybe we don’t allocate to the very last fish, necessarily, which, again, I think is a very 
significant policy statement.   
 
I’m going to look to Monica at some point whether there’s anything in Magnuson that compels 
us to require among the use sectors, as it were, and I would like to reaffirm the discussion that 
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just because we specified or codified four different sectors, it did not necessarily mean that all 
four sectors would receive an allocation on any given species.  I think it is a significant point of 
discussion and something that I think we should move forward on. 
 
Mr. Swatzel:  I thought our discussions in Charleston were very productive about the sectors.  
One of the rationales about breaking out the for-hire sector was that because the recreational data 
was so poor and there was a lot more certainty in the for-hire data and we were being penalized 
because of the uncertainty with the recreational catch that it might be useful to have the for-hire 
sector out on its own, because it’s more known in terms of the catch, more certain. 
 
I would say I am a little concerned about having an allocation to conservation, because my view 
is that -- You’re factoring in a lot of conservative catches when you start dealing with these 
ACLs and you start factoring in the uncertainty.  I’m not sure that if you start allocating to the 
four sectors -- I believe that might be too conservative an approach.  That was the reason that I 
was one of those that dissented on that vote. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I guess it doesn’t really matter to me whether we’re going to call that a separate 
sector or not.  It’s the concept.  That was what was important to me and in our discussions, do we 
want to allocate, as Robert eloquently said, to the very last fish?  I can see a scenario where 
perhaps we may not want to do that, for whatever the reasons might be. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  To that, that was my point there, was that we, by allocating zero to any of the other 
three sectors, it becomes a conservation, but why give it its own classification?  Just allocate it to 
zero.  If you’ve got commercial, recreational, or for-hire and they get zero allocation, then you’re 
taking care of that. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  That certainly does achieve the same goal and I believe the Magnuson Act just 
says that we can’t allocate above the ACL and so we can choose to allocate zero, if that’s our 
choice. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  We all have different recollections of how conversations went, but the conservation 
element, from my perspective, was one of winners and losers in this whole allocation process.  I 
can tell you that there’s a sector out there, a group out there, that believes that if they win a 
portion of the allocation, they’re going to get a bag limit increase or a season increase or a trip 
limit increase or whatever and pitting groups against each other is counterproductive, end all be 
all, for the resource. 
 
We don’t know what the fishery is going to look like until we get the ACLs, if we even have any 
fisheries to allocate to anybody, but if we did -- In our due deliberations, we’re not just -- One of 
the things is not just allocating, but we need to figure out, and I’ve been a proponent of looking 
to try and determine what our fisheries should look like in the future for sustainability, so there’s 
going to be something in twenty years for people to continue to fish for or be able to fish for. 
 
The concept was that if you went through the reallocation process and in looking at our fisheries 
and we decided that one sector would get possibly, based on the size of the fish, of the biomass 
that remained, that it should be allocated to all one sector or another fishery should be allocated 
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or a portion came out and was transferred from one sector to another, that the portion that was 
transferred out of one sector would go into a conservation bank and not be able to be perceived 
as a reward to another sector. 
 
If you change the allocation, whatever you took out of one sector would not be awarded to the 
other sector, but would be put into a conservation bank, in an effort to help recover the stock 
quicker, so that you might be able to in recovery reallocate then again and you wouldn’t have 
this immediate knee-jerk reaction when you say we’re going to take 20 percent from the 
commercial sector and give it to the recreational sector or vice versa, just to get away from that. 
 
If you took 20 percent from one sector, it wouldn’t be automatically awarded to the other sector.  
It would be put in conservation, in an effort to try and recover the stocks quicker.  The allocation 
would be set based on the future of the fishery and what it looked like and we would move 
forward. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Taking from what you said, George, I don’t think that’s all that terribly different 
from what John just said, because you don’t have to allocate 100 percent.  To take your example, 
if you had -- You decided that you were going to take 10 percent from let’s just say the 
recreational sector and instead of giving it to the commercial sector, what you could do is you 
could then end up with 30 percent commercial or 30 percent recreational or 30 percent for-hire 
and you have 10 percent that is not allocated and you still achieve the same goal, whether you 
call it a conservation sector or not. 
 
You don’t have to make those numbers add up to 100 and getting back to that concept that 
Robert had talked about and do you have to allocate down to the last fish and I maintain that you 
don’t. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  Just to that point and just briefly -- I do respect the alternative points of view here.  
I think it was a very good discussion and I think this will continue to be a very good discussion.  
I don’t want us to lose the value of stating explicitly the idea of allocating a resource to a non-
extractive group and I look at it as really kind of an investment, if you will, in the future.  I don’t 
mean that to be viewed as deleterious by the other three sectors that are in this particular idea, 
but I think it’s very, very powerful to come out with this council saying that we explicitly 
acknowledge the value of -- Call it what you will, but we call it conservation. 
 
Dr. Laney:  I’ll give you the perspective from the new guy on the block who represents the Fish 
and Wildlife Service.  The first thing I thought about when I looked at that was they’re moving 
even further into ecosystem-based management here, because they’re going to do an allocation 
for conservation purposes. 
 
From what Robert is saying and from what George said, it seems to me that was at least partially 
behind the concept and I have more of a question, in addition to that comment, and the question 
was -- Again, the other thing I thought about when I looked at that was are you talking about 
forage allocations here, because I know there are some management planning entities in other 
countries and other parts of this country that have begun making allocations specifically for 
forage purposes, when they know a given species is an important prey item for some other 
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fishery. 
 
Now, from the standpoint of trying to relate that back to ACLs and how the SSC is going to help 
you all derive those though, I think -- See if you all agree with me here.  To a certain extent, you 
are making a de facto conservation allocation, aren’t you, when you look at a fisheries 
population dynamics or a fish’s population dynamics?  Whatever part of that production of that 
population that winds up in the M component is conservation, from my perspective. 
 
That is sort of a de facto conservation allocation as well, in addition to whatever part of the OY 
or FMSY or whatever we’re supposed to use that you want to set aside and not allocate to some 
extractive sector, like Robert pointed out.  I guess the last thing I’ll say is whatever you decide 
that is, it needs to be very clearly defined when you flesh your principles out here, so that 
everybody understands that.  I think otherwise that people are going to read that and think very 
radically different things here, but I like what I’m hearing Robert and George say about it and I 
think it’s a good thing to have it in there as a concept. 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  It seems to me that much of your discussion and the concerns everybody has 
can be taken care of by where you set your optimum yield for the fishery and really, the way I 
read the Magnuson Act, it says that if it becomes necessary to allocate or assign fishing 
privileges among the United States fishermen that such allocations shall be fair and equitable to 
the fishermen, reasonably calculated to promote conservation, and carried out in such a manner 
that no particular individual, corporation, or entity requires an excessive share. 
 
Then when you go over to the required contents of fishery management plans, Section 303.14 
states to the extent that you need conservation and management measures which reduce the 
overall harvest in a fishery, to the extent those are necessary, you allocate, taking into 
consideration the economic impact of the harvest restrictions or recovery benefits on the fishery 
participants in each sector, any harvest restrictions or recovery benefits fairly and equitably 
among the commercial, recreational, and charter fishing sectors in the fishery.  I think that if you 
would add a conservation sector, that’s really outside of what Congress told you that you should 
do. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Monica, wouldn’t we be achieving the same objective just by not allocating all 
of the fish?  Don’t we have that right, too? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Look, you’ve set up an optimum yield and then you catch it.  That’s your goal, is 
to achieve optimum yield.  When you set up a total allowable catch, the goal is to catch it and so 
you allocate it.  If you want to set fish aside, that’s fine.  Set the total allowable catch lower.   
 
If you’re going to reduce one sector and don’t want to give it to the other sector, fine.  Reduce 
the total allowable catch and you’re reallocated the total allowable catch.  There are ways to do 
what you want to do that are very straightforward, but I think what you’re going down now is not 
consistent with the Act and it’s certainly not consistent with our guidelines.  You can get to it 
and I encourage you to be conservative, but I don’t think this is really the way to get to it. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  I appreciate the input from both of you all.  That’s why we bring this to the full 

 28



Allocation Committee 
Orlando, FL 

June 10-11, 2008 
 
council, to help us understand if we’re going on the right path or not.  I’m not opposed to what 
you say.  I understand it completely.  My intent was to try and alleviate this fair and equitable 
ripsaw of taking from one and the other perceiving they’re going to get some benefit from it, 
which is not the intent of doing any of this stuff, but I appreciate both of your comments. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  We’ve actually done similar things to this years ago in mackerel, when we would 
set the catch limits well below the ABC.  On the record, we said we are conserving fish into a 
bank, if you will, that will be a reproductive stock.  I fully agree with what John and everybody 
else is saying.  You just set whatever your ACT or ACL or whatever it’s going to be below that 
ABC sufficiently and you set your OY.  If you don’t want to harvest, like in the case of jewfish, 
you set it at zero.  Excuse me, goliath grouper. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Mr. Chairman, are you ready for a motion? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  You bet I am. 
 
Mr. Harris:  I would move that we delete from the Motion 1 above the Item 4, Conservation, 
and simply allocate to the commercial, recreational, and for-hire sectors. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Do we have a second?  John Wallace seconds.  I have one question about this, as 
we’re starting a little bit of discussion.  As Monica read, the Act -- Instead of for-hire, it 
specifically said “charter” and now does the federal definition for charter include for-hire?  It 
does?  Okay.  Monica is nodding her head yes.  I just wanted to make sure that was clear.  Do we 
have any other discussion on this motion? 
 
Mr. Currin:  Again, I’m not on your committee, but it would seem to me the motion would 
be more clear if we modified the term “in their deliberations allocate among four sectors” 
to “consider allocating among three sectors” or whatever it is.  I think I heard the statement 
that the intention was not to require allocation to all three, but just to make that a consideration. 
 
Mr. Harris:  I accept that as a perfection of the motion. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I think that’s a very good point and I want to go back to something Tom said a 
minute ago, which kind of alluded to uncertainty in the catch estimates and that by separating the 
recreational sector into two sectors, that would somehow improve that.  In fact, if you split 
sectors, it will increase the uncertainty.  If you go into the recreational catch estimates and you 
look at the overall recreational estimate and then look at the coefficient of variation and then you 
split it into the private boat sector and the charter sector and look at the CVs, they go up. 
 
If you go down the paths of regional management, the CVs will go up dramatically and so the 
more you take a sector and split it geographically or in any form or fashion, the error around all 
the catch estimates will go up.  Now, that would not apply, probably, to the headboats, where it’s 
done more as a census type survey and it’s separate, but I think you need to bear that in mind, 
because that’s going to be a real difficulty we face. 
 
Mr. Harris:  To that point, Roy, then if this motion is approved and for-hire is left in there as a 

 29



Allocation Committee 
Orlando, FL 

June 10-11, 2008 
 
sector that would receive an allocation, could we then do a sub-allocation to the headboat sector 
at some time in the future, if we chose to do so? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Yes, I think you certainly can. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Let’s remember too that our data collection programs don’t have to be static.  If you 
want to allocate to the for-hire, there’s nothing wrong with putting in a requirement that the for-
hire sector report electronically. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Also, I think it depends on the characteristics of individual fisheries.  I know that 
there was one discussion about, when we were looking at vermilion snapper, that one of the 
recreational bag limits was basically one fish per vessel.  If you did that on a headboat, that 
would be devastating and so that’s why we had wanted to consider, for example, allocating 
separately to headboats, compared to individual privately owned boats. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Just to go to Gregg’s point, you could require that charterboats report 
electronically, but remember that your catch estimates for the charterboats come from the 
charterboat methodology and the charterboat survey and so they wouldn’t be changed by 
requiring a logbook, just like we have logbooks in the commercial fishery, but we don’t use 
those for the catch estimates.  They come from the trip tickets.  You have to look at all these 
kinds of things.  If you wanted to say we’re going to require logbooks, whether they’re electronic 
or paper, in the charterboat sector, that’s fine.  That may be a very good idea. 
 
If you say we’re going to use those as the catch estimates, now you’re getting into a whole other 
issue, because we’re going to have to evaluate their reliability and whether those are the most 
defensible catch estimates or the charterboat survey is and that’s something MRIP and the 
relooking at all this is. 
 
All these things are much more complicated and I don’t think just requiring a logbook in the 
charterboat, necessarily, means that those are going to give you catch estimates that are going to 
be even as good as what you already have.  I was a fishing guide and I can tell you that in the 
Florida Keys for some years we filled out logbooks to Everglades National Park and I can tell 
you that I wouldn’t have wanted to use those logbooks to estimate the catches.  There’s a lot of 
problems with logbooks and there always have been. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Certainly what I was referring to was the council could set up a different way to 
track these quotas.  That’s what they’re turning into be.  We know the variation and the precision 
with the estimates that we have now.  Yes, there are other mechanisms that are being looked at, 
but there’s nothing to stop you from specifying how these allocations will be tracked.  Certainly 
it carries, as Roy has pointed out, certain changes to existing programs. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I believe we still need to vote on this motion.  Does anybody else have any 
comments before I call the vote?  Duane, could I get you to read your motion up here as it stands 
now? 
 
Mr. Harris:  I move to delete Item 4, Conservation, from Motion Number 1 that was 
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projected above and to consider allocating among three sectors: commercial, recreational, 
and for-hire. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  That motion was made by Duane Harris and I believe it was seconded by John 
Wallace.  All those in favor of the motion raise your hand; any opposed.  The motion 
carried unanimously. 
 
Now that we’ve made some of these decisions, I’ve got to go back and regroup here for a minute, 
because I think some of the decisions we’ve now made have sort of voided some of the other 
motions that we made at our April meeting and I kind of need some help to figure out what we 
need to do here.  Do we need to make a motion to void the motions that we passed in April?  Can 
somebody help me out here? 
 
I’m looking at, for example, Motion Number 4.  That no longer seems relevant to what we had 
done.  This becomes our preferred methodology and so that’s our new motion that we just made 
at this meeting and so does that motion that we passed earlier invalidate Motion Number 4?  
What does that do?  I need some procedural help here, I guess. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  To me, you would still approve it, because that now is reflected in this preferred 
alternative that you have. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  It still has to be approved by the council. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  We’ve already approved it and so does anybody in this Motion Number 4, which 
I’ll read right now and then we’ll have discussion and then maybe move on -- Motion Number 4 
that we made at our committee meeting read: Amend Alternative 3 to read: Council’s judgment 
based on fairness and equity.  This approach would consider any number of factors, including, 
but not limited to: social and economic values, including demographic shifts and models, when 
available; landings data; and the council’s view of what fisheries should look like into the future.  
Also, move Alternative 4 to Appendix A and the old Alternative 4, I believe, was the one to 
make allocation decisions based on social and economic data only.  That motion was approved 
by the committee at our April meeting.  Does anybody have any discussion or want to change the 
motion or whatever we need to do? 
 
Mr. Wallace:  Based on what Monica said, that all this has got to be based on fishermen’s data or 
the participants in the fishery, we can’t use demographic shifts, can we?  The demographic shifts 
in the context that we did in the meeting was for the public moving into the coast and not so 
much of the fishermen getting out of the industry. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  Somewhat to John’s point, but it strikes me that where we are with this motion was 
the committee’s sense that we don’t allocate solely on the basis of historical landings data.  I 
think that’s what the intent of the motion was.  That was my interpretation and I would like to 
see where everybody else is.  At the end of the day, I should have read Magnuson a lot more 
carefully than I did.  I would have saved myself a lot of difficulty, I think, but my sense of things 
-- I would like to hear from other members of the committee, but maybe the outcome I would 
like to suggest is that one of the things for the council to consider is this statement -- What it 
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does say is that we don’t look at historical landings data exclusively in determining allocations. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Are you saying you would like to modify this motion? 
 
Mr. Boyles:  For the purposes of moving this forward, yes. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Have at it. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  I would like to make a motion that the committee recommend to council that 
future allocations not be made solely on the basis of historical landings data among the 
sectors. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Do you want to go any further and make some suggestions on some of the other 
things that they might want to include, like we had in our original motion, or do you like it the 
way it is?  I’m just asking. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  No. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  We have a motion and do we have a second for that motion? 
 
Mr. Harris:  A question for the maker of that motion.  That’s not a substitute for the motion that’s 
up there now, is it? 
 
Mr. Boyles:  No.  The way I see that, that is a -- 
 
Mr. Harris:  Separate guidance? 
 
Mr. Boyles:  Separate guidance, yes.  Thank you, Duane. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Then I’ll second it. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Seconded by Mr. Harris.  Any more discussion? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  You seem to be telling them what they should not do here, rather than I think the 
guidance to the council would be more useful if you told them what they should use.  If they’re 
not going to just use landings, then what specific pieces of data is it that you’re telling them to 
use and that are available and exist right now?  Because you’re going to have to make these 
decisions. 
 
Mr. Harris:  That’s in the other motion. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  It is in the other motion. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  No, I saw “judgment” and I saw “fairness and equitable”, but those are rather 
vague concepts and they also are not data.  Judgment is not data.  I don’t see any specific pieces 
of data in that preferred alternative, in fact.  Specifically, if they’re not going to just use landings, 
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what specific piece of data is it that you’re telling them they need to consider?  We all 
understand these broad things. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Social and economic values and demographic shifts and models, when available, 
and landings data, but not just landings data.   
 
Dr. Crabtree:  What if they don’t have any of those other things? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Then you have to use just landings data and judgment as to what you want the 
fisheries to look like in the future. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Then I’m not sure where this second motion goes beyond -- You’ve already told 
them they should use those and so I’m not sure where you’re going with it. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  George or Robert or Duane, do you want to jump in on that? 
 
Mr. Harris:  I’m happy with the motion that Robert made and the motion that follows it.  I have 
no problem with having both of those up there. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  I agree with Roy.  I don’t like making a motion that talks about what we shouldn’t 
consider.  It’s probably due to my fatigue and my lack of -- 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Are you saying you want to withdraw your motion? 
 
Mr. Boyles:  No, I wanted to move us along and I’ve done nothing but bog us down and so I’m 
casting about. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  Stepping back a few tens of minutes ago, maybe half-an-hour or so ago, I think 
what you all said is you all passed a motion that you were going to develop the principles and 
then, I asked the question of don’t you need to adopt what’s embodied in 4 as those principles 
and you all said we’re going to pass a motion to do that, but you never did that and that’s what I 
thought Robert was doing. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  That motion already exists and was passed.  Isn’t that what Number 4 did?  
We’ve already sort of done that. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  That’s your principles and you’ve done it then? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Those are our principles as it stands now and Roy is concerned because he 
thinks it’s probably not quantitative enough or directive enough. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I’m just not sure where you’re going with this.  You couldn’t just come in and say 
here’s some years of landings and that’s the allocation and we’re not going to base it on anything 
else.  The guidelines clearly require that you go through all sorts of things.  You have to make 
the determination that it’s fair and equitable and you have to make a determination that it’s 
reasonably calculated to promote conservation and you have to make a determination that it 
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avoids excessive shares. 
 
You have all kinds of things in the guidelines here that you already have to do and so I’m just not 
sure where we’re going here.  One thing I would suggest to you is that you read the guidelines to 
National Standard 4 on allocations, because they go through all sorts of things that you’re 
required to do.  It is late and I’m not sure we’re getting anywhere right now, Brian, to be honest 
with you. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  I withdraw my motion. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Is that okay with the seconder? 
 
Mr. Harris:  That’s okay with me. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  The motion is withdrawn.  We still have to deal then with Motion 4, based on 
what Roy has just said.  How do we feel about that?  He’s basically saying what we have stated 
is what we already have to do and so to pass a motion on it is, in my mind then, is redundant, 
because Magnuson already tells us we need to do these things. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  At the risk of really flummoxing parliamentarily, may I make a motion that we 
rescind Motion 4 or reconsider Motion 4 as approved by the committee at the April 
meeting? 
 
Mr. Harris:  I’ll second it. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Seconded by Mr. Harris.  Any more discussion on it? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  In lieu of this motion, we’re going to revert back to National Standard 4 and use it 
as the guiding principle? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  That’s the way I understand it. 
 
Mr. Harris:  If we can come up with anything to enhance it, we are welcome to do that, I’m sure, 
but we’re not going to do that at this late hour. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Any more comment?  Let’s call the vote.  The motion, as it was made by 
Robert, is to rescind Motion 4 that we approved by committee at our April meeting.  All 
those in favor raise your hand -- We’re going to hold off a second on the vote.  Robert wants 
some parliamentary guidance. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  The motion is to reconsider the motion. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Robert, would you please read your motion as you originally stated it, the way 
you want it to be done now? 
 
Mr. Boyles:  Mr. Chairman, I make the motion that we reconsider Motion 4 as we approved 
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at the committee meeting in April. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Let’s go ahead and call the vote.  All those in favor.  It’s a unanimous vote. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  Mr. Chairman, I would make a motion that we rescind the motion as it was 
passed. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Second. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Robert has made a motion and seconded again by Mr. Harris.  Any discussion to 
rescind Motion 4 from April?  All those in favor raise your hand; anybody opposed.  The 
motion passes unanimously.  I’ve got to look at my agenda again.  We sure spent a whole lot of 
time undoing a lot of stuff that we just did. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  Mr. Chairman, may I make a motion that we adjourn for the evening? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Are we going to adjourn or go into recess? 
 
Mr. Boyles:  Recess for the evening. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Chairman Geiger, how do you feel about that? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  We can go ahead and recess.  We’ve got a closed session in the morning that starts 
with SSC Selection and so if we could -- It’s scheduled from eight to ten, understanding that it 
may not take a full two hours to do SSC selection.  I would presume it would take at least an 
hour and then what we’ll do is we can pick this up, if the committee so desires, tomorrow 
morning, first thing, the first order of business after SSC Selection, which will be a closed 
session when we begin.  There’s no point in opening and then closing and then opening again.  
We’ll continue this committee’s dithering and then we’ll pick up with SEDAR. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  There’s one thing I do need to check with.  We were going to have Dr. Jim 
Waters talking with us some about the appropriateness of the economic models and I need to 
make sure he’s still going to be here tomorrow.  Jim, are you going to be here tomorrow?  He’s 
still going to be here.  He indicated yes. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Before we recess for this afternoon, I’m going to request staff get with Monica to 
ensure that she’s going to be available for our July meeting.  If she’s not available for the 
scheduled dates, we need to adjust the dates of the meeting to correspond with her.  She was 
supposed to be at the last meeting and she had things that interfered with that meeting.   
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  I have it written down already. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  It’s obvious that we need legal guidance, which we understood at the time. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Okay.  We now stand in recess until tomorrow.  Thank you, everybody. 
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The Allocation Committee of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council reconvened in the 
Vienna Ballroom of the Renaissance Orlando Airport Hotel, Orlando, Florida, Wednesday 
morning, June 11, 2008, and was called to order at 9:02 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Brian 
Cheuvront. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I would like to call the Allocation Committee back to order.  Yesterday, we 
ended with a lot of things on the table, but right now, I have been requested that a committee 
member would like to make a motion. 
 
Mr. Harris:  At this time, based on the discussion we had yesterday and the fact that I think 
we will be a lot more productive in this arena when we’ve had some time to sit back and 
think about it and reconvene in July, I move to adjourn. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  Second. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Seconded by Robert Boyles.  I would like to have a little bit of discussion before 
we take the vote on this.  The first thing is that we did go through a whole bunch of motions, 
both in April and yesterday.  I’ve gotten the report from Gregg and I will be going through those 
motions at full council and then we’ll just begin to take up things again when we get to our 
meeting in July. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Could I ask a member of staff to go out and find Monica and ask her to please come 
to the room?  I’m very sensitive to even having any discussions about anything anymore without 
legal people here and I reiterate the fact that before we schedule this meeting firmly in July, I 
want to make certain that her schedule is clear and she’s going to be at this meeting. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I got the impression yesterday that she said that she would be there, but let’s get 
that confirmed. 
 
Mr. Harris:  I talked to Monica as well and she did say that she intended to attend our meeting in 
July and I said our plan is to not have the meeting unless you are there and so she knows very 
clearly that we don’t intend to have an Allocation Committee meeting unless she’s sitting at the 
table. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  The one other thing that I wanted to bring up before we actually go to a vote is 
we have Dr. Jim Waters here with us and since our meeting in April, he did a presentation on the 
economic model of red grouper in the Gulf of Mexico and as a result of that, we had a discussion 
in which we decided that we really weren’t capable of reproducing that kind of a model yet for 
the South Atlantic. 
 
We moved into a discussion of what would it take for us to be able to do some kind of extensive 
economic modeling in the South Atlantic Council and we spent a fair amount of time going over 
the kinds of data and things that we thought that we would need to be able to do this modeling.  
Since then, Dr. Waters has taken what we’ve said and he’s regrouped it a little bit, but I was 
going to ask the committee’s permission that between now and the July meeting that I would be 
allowed to work with Dr. Waters to go over some of this and then I would present it at the July 
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meeting to the rest of the committee, just to show this is what we’re thinking about with the data. 
 
That doesn’t mean that we couldn’t modify it further at that point.  What I am just suggesting is 
that Dr. Waters and I would do some of the legwork ahead of time, before we get to that meeting, 
much of which he has already done.  I don’t think it’s going to be an extensive amount of 
additional work between now and then.  I just wanted to make sure that the committee gave me 
the blessing to go ahead and do that. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  That’s fine with me, as long as we understand that this is going to be a relatively 
brief discussion and presentation.  We spent over half-a-day developing all the parameters for 
Dr. Waters to move off with.  I’m just concerned that we have an awful lot of work that we’ve 
got to do at that committee and only two days to get it done in.  If we dither and dally with 
another half-a-day, worrying about what’s right and what’s wrong or how this economic data 
goes, it’s going to impact how much we’re going to be able to get done.  I just -- 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I have no problem with that.  We can limit it.  We can decide right upfront how 
long we’re going to allow to discuss that.  I can’t really see it even going more than an hour, at 
most, at that point, because we’ve already gone over these things.  It’s really more of a 
regrouping and trying to make logical sense out of that laundry list that we came up with. 
 
We are planning on having our next meeting July 8 and 9 in Charleston.  The actual meeting’s 
occurrence is going to be contingent on ensuring that Monica is going to be able to be there.  If 
she cannot be there, we probably will not have that meeting.  I want to make sure everybody 
understands that. 
 
We do have a motion on the table now to adjourn the Allocation Committee.  It’s been seconded.  
Is there any further discussion?  Is there any opposition to the motion?  The motion carries.  
The Allocation Committee is adjourned. 
 
(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 9:08 o’clock a.m., June 11, 2008.) 
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