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The Data Collection Committee of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council convened in 
the Sidney Lanier Ballroom of the King and Prince Hotel, St. Simons Island, Georgia, March 5, 
2015, and was called to order at 3:55 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Mel Bell. 
 
MR. BELL:  We’ll go ahead and call the Data Collection Committee to order.  We had a slight 
change in membership, so it is myself, Jessica McCawley, Jack Cox, Michelle Duval, Roy 
Crabtree, Wilson Laney and we will be adding Mark Brown to the committee.  .   
 
The first item will be approval of the agenda.  Are there any changes to the agenda?  Seeing 
none; the agenda stands approved.  The next item would be approval of the December 2014 
minutes.  Are there any changes needed to the minutes, any edits?  Seeing none; then the minutes 
from the December 2014 meeting stand approved.  The first item on the agenda is the status of 
bycatch reporting in the Southeast for CE-BA 3, and that will be Jack and then Bonnie; I guess a 
two-part presentation or something like that. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  The background information for Jack’s presentation is Attachment 1 in the Data 
Collection Committee; and then there is a folder in there that is called presentations and that has 
a short presentation that Bonnie will be going through. 
 
DR. McGOVERN:  You probably remember that last fall Dr. Ponwith and Dr. Crabtree 
assembled a workgroup to look at the current SBRMs and to recommend changes that could be 
made through the fishery management council process.  I am the lead on this workgroup for the 
Southeast Region and Dr. Jim Nance is the lead for the Science Center. 
 
We also have regional representation.  Steve Branstetter is on there for the Gulf of Mexico; Bill 
Arnold, the Caribbean; Jennie Lee represents Protective Resources; we have Nick Farmer on 
there to do data analysis; and Shepherd Grimes is on there from General Counsel.  I gave an 
update in December; and since December we’ve continued to collect information on the 
standardized bycatch reporting methodology that is in place for 16 FMPs. 
 
That is what we’re dealing with, 16 FMPs from the Gulf of Mexico, the Caribbean and the South 
Atlantic.  We are also gathering information on what is being done to collect bycatch in those 
different areas.  There are things in place like things that require biological opinions and things 
like that.   
 
Thus far we’ve met a number of times, and we’ve assembled these very large spreadsheets and 
populated them with all this information.  We’ve continued to collect information on bycatch.  
Nick Farmer has looked at logbooks for commercial fisheries and for recreational as well and 
provided discards for the different fisheries.   
 
He is going to work on that more and try to get discards by fishery and gear type.  Jim Nance and 
the Science Center are looking at observer coverage; the need for observer coverage in different 
fisheries, and desired observer coverage where it is needed.  We’ve also recently begun 
developing recommendations for improvements to SBRMs, and we are getting started on this.  
All this is being incorporated into a draft document that we’re putting together that summarizes 
the SBRMs. 
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The bycatch collecting programs that are currently in place, level of bycatch associated with 
these fisheries, studies that have been conducted to measure bycatch, current levels of observer 
coverage; we’re working on that and we’ll be continuing to make progress on those as time goes 
on. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  If we could just jump right away to the next slide, this is a slide that should 
look familiar to you.  It is the shrimp fishery coverage in the commercial South Atlantic shrimp 
fishery over the last several years.  You will see in both terms of trips and sea days that the 
number of trips in sea days in 2014 is considerably lower than what is normal. 
 
Of course, that raises a lot of questions.  What I learned in that answer is we’ve got a little bit of 
work to do to be able to better understand what those shrimp vessels are doing.  This is basically 
kind of a compliance problem.  In 2014 a large number of selected vessels either didn’t respond 
to the selection letter or they replied that they were not fishing, which in some cases can be true 
and some cases maybe isn’t true. 
 
The way the data collection is right now, it takes a fair bit of time to figure out whether they did 
have landings or not, which would be an indicator that they said they weren’t fishing but they 
really were.  It takes a long time for those factors to be resolved.  Out of the 99 vessels that were 
selected to carry an observer, 16 trips were made – well, it looks like 17.  Twenty-one of the 
vessels indicated they had either been sold or were not fishing. 
 
Twenty-three of the vessels said they would take an observer but then didn’t contact the program 
to schedule the trip.  Thirty-five vessels did not reply to the certified letters and five vessels were 
officially cleared and excused from carrying an observer for some of the qualified reasons.  What 
I think I need to do is with this kind of a situation, which is unusual in the patterns, is to work 
with the enforcement officers and probably the data collectors to come up with some protocols of 
how to best handle those; because often by the time you have the information you need to solidly 
confirm that something is afoul, it is a long period of time to get to that point. 
 
Of course, if we were getting shrimp dealer reports on a weekly basis like we are the other 
species, we would have a mechanism to sort of cross-reference these cases.  We don’t have that 
in the South Atlantic or in the Gulf, so we are going to have to come up with a better solution if 
this becomes the pattern.  It is something that we’ll be talking about and keeping an eye on.   
 
MR. BELL:  I’ve got a couple questions, Bonnie.  The vessels are selected from the list of 
federally permitted vessels.  It is basically just those that fish federal waters and you don’t ride 
the ones in state waters?  Okay, so I guess December 2015 there will be a mandatory inspection 
required by Coast Guard that goes into effect, right, December?  I’ve heard some discussion 
about whether you have to have that inspection in order to carry a NMFS observer; is that 
correct? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  Yes; it is my understanding that for an observer to be carried, you have to have 
the inspection, and not having the inspection is not an excuse for not carrying.  If you are called 
and you get a selection letter, basically the next step is that if you don’t have it, you are required 
to get that inspection. 
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MR. BELL:  More pressure to get the inspection.  One other quick question; the voluntary, how 
does the voluntary piece work? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  We’ve had some cooperative research projects that are set up to characterize 
vessel behavior and bycatch in landings.  In those CRP programs, because they are carried out by 
a grantee – in this case I believe it is the Gulf and South Atlantic Fisheries Foundation – they 
don’t have the authority to require them to carry an observer and so they find vessels that will 
voluntarily carry them.  We use those data, but we tend to use those data differently.  
 
MR. BELL:  That is with other projects or things that are going on; they don’t approach you and 
say; hey, I want to carry you out, how about going next week? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  Oh, yes, they stand in line.   
 
MR. BELL:  Are there any questions for Bonnie or Jack?  All right, seeing none; we’ll move to 
the next agenda item, which would be electronic technology data collection and monitoring 
implementation plan.  Are you going to run through that, Gregg? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  I’ll give a little bit and then Jack will give us an update.  We’ve got some 
background, if you are interested in seeing how we got here, in the overview beginning on the 
bottom of Page 2.  In addition, our original letter is included as Attachment 2A; that is a 
December 18 letter commenting. 
 
In reviewing the revisions, a lot of our changes were made.  You will see that the February 9, 
2014, letter included as Attachment 2C acknowledges and thanks to NMFS for making those 
changes.  We had several items that we highlighted that we would still like to see modified.  The 
final plan has just been released.  We e-mailed it to everybody.   
 
I haven’t had a chance to go through it to see where we ended up; but again this is a living 
document so we have the opportunity to make additional changes to it.  I think Jack was going to 
give us an update on where that is now and what the next steps are sort of. 
 
DR. McGOVERN:  The final draft went on our website, I guess, on the 26th of February.  Andy 
Strelcheck was the lead on it.  Just some background; the goal of the plan is to provide an 
operational strategy for implementing and expanding the use of electronic technology for 
federally managed fisheries in the southeast.   
 
The primary focus was expanding the use of electronic reporting.  You guys are really familiar 
with it, so I won’t go into all the contents of it.  The plan incorporates input received from all 
three councils last summer; and the three councils in the southeast were briefed on the plan at 
their meetings in December and in January.  It was made available for public comment from 
January 9th to February 9th.   
 
Then the South Atlantic Council provided their comments, which is in the briefing book, on 
February 9th.  There were a total of 43 comments that were received.  Opposition to the plan; 
and there were 15 comments in opposition was primarily from the South Atlantic commercial 
and recreational fishermen who were opposed to the use of VMS and electronic monitoring 
systems.   
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Andy revised the plan based on public comment received, including the letter that was sent by 
the South Atlantic Council.  A summary of the comments as well as the response to those 
comments is in Appendix 1 of the document that Mike just sent out.  That is a brief summary of 
where we are. 
 
MR. BELL:  There were a couple different times that we provided comments, and I really 
appreciate the job Andy did.  I went through the final version quickly, but I noticed some of the 
comments we made in the last suggested comments were picked up.  I really appreciate Andy’s 
hard work in this.  I know it was a lot of work in moving on a fairly quick time table.  He did a 
good job with that, so let him know.  Are there any questions?   
 
You have this document; it has been forwarded to you at least probably twice actually.  If you 
have any questions about the document or anything in it that you want to comment now.  If no 
comments on the document at this point, let’s go to the next item, which would be status of 
implementation plan for a commercial logbook electronic reporting.  Gregg, are you going to 
start that out? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Again, our overview beginning on Page 4 lays out the history behind this.  As of 
January 2015, the plan is to have that tablet-based system operational in the northeast by late 
spring or summer.  Once that is operational in the northeast, it should be easily transferrable to 
the southeast.  In talking with ACCSP, they have access to permits data through the copy of the 
permits data file that is provided to the Southeast Fisheries Science Center by the Region.   
 
In discussions with Mike Cahall, he says based on the excellent cooperation on the part of the 
Southeast Regional Office, the Southeast Fisheries Science Center, and ACCSP; all systems are 
on schedule for implementation of the voluntary use of the ACCSP electronic system to submit 
commercial logbook data sometime in the late summer of 2015. 
 
It is looking good; things are moving along.  I know the commercial fishermen are anxious to 
begin using that system.  We should be ready sometime in late summer.  Thanks to the Center 
and Region for all their work on that; that is progressing very well. 
 
MR. BELL:  I noticed, looking at the history here, Phil had brought up something about 
connectivity with the data, but we’ve got that worked out.  We are all good there? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Yes. 
 
MR. BELL:  So summer; stay tuned. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Stay tuned for summer. 
 
MR. BELL:  Good deal, thanks.  Thanks for your work on that.  Are there any questions for 
Gregg about the status of that?  Let’s go to the next item then; update on commercial logbook 
pilot study.  Bonnie, are you going to do that? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  This is something you’ve heard about before, and again it is an electronic 
logbook that goes kind of the next step; and that is to enable real-time documentation of the 
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fishing practices almost on a tow-by-tow or set-by-set basis depending upon the gear.  A lot of 
this is going to look familiar, but the list of checkmarks gets longer each time we talk about it.   
 
We’ve got vendors who have finalized software.  This is based on input that we provided them 
on what the data requirements are and then let them develop the software.  We finalized the 
infrastructure so that we have a way to ingest that information when it comes.  We’ve got the 
actual equipment that we’re going to be using based on secure a FTP server set up with ACCSP.   
 
Again, we’re grateful for those collaborations.  We’ve recruited volunteer fishers for a pilot fleet.  
Again, we’ve got 11 vessels ranging from Galveston through North Carolina and 15 vessels 
testing a variety of gears, so vessels that have different gear types that we will be able to test this 
on.  The behaviors of each of those are going to be different.   
 
In 2015 our focus is working on hardware and software installation.  Pilot data collection will 
begin as soon as the software is delivered, which we expect to happen right around now.  Once 
we get the data collections begun, it gives us an opportunity to then start the feedback loop 
hearing back from the people who are carrying these systems to say this is working this is not or 
I’ve got a better idea and be able to make those modifications. 
 
We anticipate those changes to be complete by August of 2015.  If we go to the next slide, you 
can see some of the vendors.  The notion of this is we create all of the data requirements.  This is 
what has to happen on this system; but then we hand those specifications to a third party vendor.  
They take those specifications and develop the software, so that people who are interested in 
carrying this can go to the different vendors and see what the costs are, see what the additional 
bells and whistles are; but all of them meet the minimum requirements that we have for the way 
the system operates.   
 
You will see that included in those vendors is ACCSP.  We’ve got more vendors who are 
interested in participating, but, of course, we wanted to be able to get the pilot collection on, so 
we’ve held it at that.  If you go to the last slide, you will see that of the vessels that are 
participating, they are kind of a geographic and fishery-diverse group.   
 
We’ve got five from the South Atlantic, we’ve got some HMS vessels from around the region, 
and, of course, we’ve got six vessels in the Gulf of Mexico as well.   Just to reiterate, different 
permits, different gears so we can actually look under the hood and see how those vessels 
interact with this software and hardware systems to get these data to us.  That is my report.  I 
think everything is going along smoothly.  I haven’t heard of any hiccups, so we’re pretty much 
carrying this out as planned.  Thank you. 
 
DR. DUVAL:  Just looking back at the vendor page; Seal Us, America is a vendor that has VMS 
hardware.  Do you know is that the vendor that provides the hardware for the HMS fishery; do 
you know? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  I don’t know the answer to that but I could probably find out. 
 
MR. BELL:  That brings up a good point about vendors and things.  You notice we just talked 
about two different efforts going on, both dealing with commercial logbooks and both dealing 
with different vendors; ACCSP being common to both of them, which is good.  Ultimately I 
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think the most important thing is particularly let’s say from the science side is to identify the key 
features you need in the data, what the data elements are that need to be collected. 
 
Then the vendor thing will at some point work out, but we’ve seen presentations from other 
vendors that have good products.  It is not so much the product that ends up being available or 
multiple products available to use.  It is making sure that you get what you need in terms of the 
data.  As long as we are all coordinating and making sure once we’re through all of this, the R& 
D is worked out, it all comes together. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  That is the beauty of it is working closely with ACCSP on their project.  The 
notion is taking that same form that you fill out on paper, and skip the paper; being able to do it 
electronically.  By working with them, we are positioned to be able to ingest those data as easily 
as if the paper went to someone to keypunch and the keypunch data came to us. 
 
That is working out well.  What this will be able to do is alleviate – how many times have we 
read criticisms of you want to know where I’m fishing; well, I don’t stay put.  I fish all over the 
place and there is one square on my piece of paper; what do I do about that?  We’ve heard that 
for a really long time. 
 
We also have had many times where the council is struggling with a decision that was spatially 
oriented of should we close this area or close that area or is the bycatch higher here or bycatch 
higher there?  The rigidity of these paper logs makes that kind of analysis extremely difficult.  
Well, the system that we’re talking about now will give us the granularity of those data to be able 
to answer those more sophisticated questions. 
 
It is going to help the council, we believe it is going to help the industry in terms of having a 
much more refined feel for what is happening out there.  I think right now we need to watch 
really closely.  Again, I appreciate the opportunity to talk about this at each meeting with the 
council and keep you in the loop, because right now this is a pilot and it is being funded by a 
proposal that we wrote and got funded. 
 
What we need to do is watch this pilot, talk to the industry folks that are involved and see what 
they think about it; do they like it; do they see the utility of it; talk to the data people and the 
councils about the type of data that we’re able to get.  If this is something that we want to do, the 
time actually to start looking for some funding to be able to shift to this type of a data collection 
is pretty much right now. 
 
If we watch this and we say this is more than we think we need or more than we think we can 
afford; we can run the pilot study, put it in the wish list for later, and put the brakes on it.  But if 
we like what we’re seeing and we can see that this is going to be the direction the council needs 
to go, wants to go and the data collections and analysts are going to need this; it is a really good 
time to start talking about how would we finance this if we decided we wanted to go operational 
on this?  That is an excellent opportunity then to turn back to that electronic reporting, electronic 
monitoring policy and plan that we’re talking about.   
 
There are some considerations in that for things like cost-sharing and how do you manage those 
costs.  It is a good time to start talking about it, because it is not only the financing of it; it is do 
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we want this to be voluntary or do we want it to be mandatory?  Those are other important 
discussions once we see what is under the hood of this. 
 
MR. BELL:  Thanks for that.  Remember at the end of the day the whole purpose of all this is to 
enable us to get the science to make the decisions we need to make, but make life better for the 
fishermen as well.  That is why I think they are so on board with working with this, because they 
realize the benefits from it.  Related to the spatial thing, if you go back to the electronic 
monitoring reporting document, I think golden crab was actually used as an example in there of a 
fishery that might benefit from the use of electronic technologies and things. 
 
DR. DUVAL:  Bonnie, I also heard that there is a similar pilot that is being conducted in the 
northeast; are you aware of that?  I just know this from talking to one of our fishermen who is 
participating in the pilot here; and he is one of those multiply permitted fishermen, HMS 
northeast permits, southeast permits.  I was just curious what you know about that and what you 
could tell us about that. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  I know some about it.  My data colleagues know quite a bit about it, and it is 
because they went to school on that project, what you like about it; what is going right, what is 
going wrong; help us avoid any box canyons here.  They are in really close communication on 
this one. 
 
DR. DUVAL:  Just a follow-up, so it sounds like they are further along up there than we are 
down here in the pilot? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  That is correct; my understanding is I think it is at least a year jump on us. 
 
MR. BELL:  Yes; that is what happens with these; you have emerging technologies and things 
and use of stuff, and there are multiple things going on.  It would be nice if all that could be kind 
of coordinated. 
 
MR. COX:  I was just going to say I am working with Brett Pierce, and I am one of the boats that 
signed up to do the program.  I tell you the way we do business now is very cumbersome.  I 
almost compare it to be if you did away with your e-mail and just used snail mail every day; that 
is how we’re working with the Science Center.  We are very excited about getting up and 
running with them. 
 
MR. BROWN:  Yes, Gregg, and I were having a discussion about this the other day.  We were 
talking with Ken Brennan about the update with the headboat logbook, the electronic, and how it 
was modified I think last year.  We were wondering what the size is of the area.  When you 
report now and if the captain is reporting in degrees and minutes, it brings it down to within a 
square mile.   
 
MR. BELL:  Speaking of money; I noticed recently where a couple congressmen in Florida and 
Alabama, I guess, are looking for money to try to deal with electronic reporting and stuff to 
improve snapper grouper data.  You are right; the time to look for money is now.  There are 
probably multiple sources out there that we need to make ourselves aware of and to be looking 
for, because it is kind of on the front burner. 
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DR. DUVAL:  Yes, Mel, I am glad you mentioned that.  There was some press on that particular 
chunk of money, sort of urging that it all be dedicated to the Gulf, it sounded like.  I would just 
put a huge plug forward for our region as well.  It is not that we don’t – you know, we could use 
a little bit of that money, also.  I am just wondering, Gregg, I don’t know what kind of recourse 
the council has to send a letter that the chairman signs to somebody sort of pleading our case 
down here for maybe pushing a little bit of money towards the Science Center. 
 
MR. BELL:  My understanding is while that was sort of presented in the article or whatever as 
kind of Gulf; I don’t think that is necessarily the case.  I think we can; I think we probably could 
ask to be considered for that.  Yes, I think that is a good idea.  We can explore options for doing 
that.  That is the first thing I thought of is, hey, what about us, what about us?   
 
It is not like we’re rolling in the dough, and we have some things that we would like to 
accomplish that fit exactly what they’re talking about; maybe not necessarily focused on red 
snapper, but I don’t think it was all necessarily about red snapper.  I think that was just the article 
I read was kind of focused on that. 
 
Are there any other questions for Bonnie or anything about this particular topic right now?  
Okay, let’s go to the last item on the agenda, which would be the Joint South Atlantic and Gulf 
Council Generic Charterboat Reporting Amendment.  I guess, Gregg, you’re going to walk us 
through the document? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Yes.  The first thing we want to touch on is what the Gulf Council did.  They are 
administrative lead on this amendment.  At their last meeting they approved a motion that the 
Data Collection Committee – and this passed at full council – directed staff to begin developing a 
plan amendment that would require electronic logbooks for the charter for-hire vessels in the 
Gulf and South Atlantic that considers the use of VMS and other recommendations from the 
Joint Council Technical Subcommittee. 
 
We’re going to talk about that.  We have a draft decision document that deals with this issue of 
VMS.  It also deals with the other recommendations from the Joint Council Technical 
Subcommittee.  If you remember, Mike gave us a presentation at our last meeting on the final 
report.  We’ve got that final report; that is included as Attachment 5B. 
 
We’re actually going to walk through Attachment 5A, which is a draft decision document.  It 
addresses basically all of the items from the Technical Subcommittee.  We’ve got a little 
background there just presenting the history of how we got here.  This is pulled from our 
overview so that would be familiar to you.   
 
I don’t know to what extent you have had a chance to look at this.  If you are ready to move on 
some of this, I put together a draft purpose and need.  I got together with John Froeschke, who is 
the Gulf staff lead on this.  We discussed this.  There are several spots where he had some input 
that I will mention.  But in terms of a purpose – and again this is patterned directly after the 
headboat reporting amendment that the two councils just completed.  We figure between that and 
the Technical Subcommittee recommendations, we can jump this and get it moving pretty fast. 
   
The purpose of the Joint South Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico Generic Charter Reporting 
Amendment is to improve charter data collection methods to help ensure recreational annual 
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catch limit overages do not occur in the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic fisheries.  The need 
is to improve data collection methods and timeliness of reporting to limit overages of annual 
catch limits, to improve stock assessments, and to improve compliance in the Gulf of Mexico 
and South Atlantic fisheries.   
 
MR. BELL:  If you will take a look at the purpose and need; in my opinion the purpose doesn’t 
necessarily match the need exactly in that the main thing you will see in the purpose is all about 
monitoring catch for ACL compliance and all.  If you look at the need, it talks about improving 
data collection for data that feeds into stock assessments and things.   
 
In my opinion perhaps the purpose could be tweaked a little bit to be a little broader than just all 
about ACL coverage.  Are there any thoughts on that?  One thing that really stuck – and the 
reason I thought of that is we’ve had a logbook system in place for charterboats in South 
Carolina since 1993.   
 
I’m looking at our form, and I’m thinking, well, there are things on here, if we structured it 
similarly to this that is useful other than just for ACL compliance.  For instance, we ask about 
discards and all.  If you have discard data, discard data is always good; disposition of discard, 
dead, alive, and those sorts of things.  There is some utility to the data other than just quota 
monitoring, so to speak. 
 
DR. DUVAL:  I’m wondering if perhaps something like improve charter data collection methods 
to increase the accuracy of recreational catch data in the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic 
fisheries.  It is broad enough.  Accurate data is important for stock assessments, and accurate 
catch data is important for monitoring of ACLs; so something along those lines, maybe.  Yes, 
accuracy and timeliness. 
 
MR. BELL:  Maybe we add timeliness to that.  Would you like to put that in the form of a 
motion? 
 
DR. DUVAL:  Yes, what if I simply move to approve the purpose and need as modified? 
 
MR. BOWEN:  I am not on your committee, so I appreciate the opportunity to speak.  Before we 
all vote on that, can we tweak on that a little more?  I have an idea if it is okay if I express it. 
 
MR. BELL:  Sure, the collective wisdom here is always good. 
 
MR. BOWEN:  Well, I think we need to have in there for the charter for-hire part, right before 
Michelle’s addendum, it says “increase the accuracy and timeliness of recreational data”, maybe 
“in the charter for-hire sector”? 
 
MR. BELL:  I thought about some of that, too, because I wasn’t really sure how we put this 
together and all for consistency sake in wording; but I agree it would be clearer the way you are 
perhaps describing it, or charter sector. 
 
MR. BOWEN:  If you will, not only to help increase accuracy and timeliness – I’m having 
trouble reading it – but timeliness of catch, but also – and Anna and I had discussed the term 
difference, the definition meaning difference of either discards or – what was your term, Anna? 
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MS. BECKWITH:  Well, in North Carolina we refer to the discards from the for-hire industry as 
releases; but semantics. 
 
MR. BOWEN:  Well, the purpose of this would need to in my opinion include not only catch, – 
but discard/releases. 
 
MR. BELL:  To that point, Michelle. 
 
DR. DUVAL:  Yes, to that point; technically catch is all the stuff you keep and all the stuff that 
you release/discard do not keep.  That is why I said data, because I think it encompasses that. 
 
MR. BOWEN:  Fair enough. 
 
DR. DUVAL:  Is that okay? 
 
MR. BOWEN:  It sounds good to me. 
 
MR. BELL:  My suggestion would be not to get too wordy in there, but I think we can cover it, 
and then we pick up a little bit more in the need.  But we’re thinking the same thing, I think, 
without the words. 
 
MR. BOWEN:  I appreciate that.  I’m not on your committee, but this is near and dear to me. 
 
MR. BELL:  It is, and I appreciate your input. 
 
MR. HAYMANS:  I’m also not on your committee, but a question about accuracy.  Are we 
improving in accuracy only through improving recall because of this one week that may wind up 
in here or is there something else that is going to improve their accuracy? 
 
DR. DUVAL:  I think we’re modeling this after what was done for the headboat reporting 
amendment.  I would think that the one-week recall would increase the accuracy of the 
information.  The use of electronic technology would potentially increase the accuracy of the 
information.  Then also if there is a catch location component to this, that could help increase the 
utility of the information, certainly. 
 
MR. BELL:  GA has some geo-reference stuff, and I think Roy wanted to say something. 
 
MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes, I was just going to say that in the Gulf charter fishery they are looking 
to be part of a census rather than part of an estimate.  That is the ultimate goal here, I believe. 
 
MR. HAYMANS:  I completely understand that and am for this; but we’ve had a lot of 
discussions at home about whether this simply speeds up the inaccurate reporting or whether it 
actually does improve the accurate reporting.  I just wanted to have a little something on the 
record as to why it would improve the accuracy. 
 
MR. BELL:  I think some of the things that Michelle just covered and an additional one that we 
kind of left off with is that there is interest in geo-reference data.  If you go with electronic, it 
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could be really timely; like mash the button timely, it goes in that fast.  That would hopefully 
improve your accuracy.   
 
But, yes, that is a good point; what are the practical ways that your data would be more accurate?  
I think Michelle covered a number of those.  Is there anything else on that?  Is there any more 
tweaking?  Do we need to read that then or read the motion?  Yes, we need to read it and then 
have a second and then move from there I guess, right? 
 
Right now the purpose reads, “The purpose of the Joint South Atlantic Gulf of Mexico Generic 
Charter Reporting Amendment is to improve charter data collection methods to increase the 
accuracy and timeliness of recreational charter data in the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic 
fisheries.”  That is the current wording. 
 
MR. BOWEN:  Again, thank you, I’m not on your committee.  Wouldn’t it be better if the word 
“catch” was between “charter” and “data” since that encompasses what we catch, release, and 
discard?  Thank you for your time. 
 
MR. BELL:  I’m fine with that if you want it? 
 
DR. DUVAL:  Do you really want to limit it to just catch data?  What if there is other data? 
 
MR. BOWEN:  No, you’re right, if we can get some kind of GPS system on there, it wouldn’t be 
just catch data.  You’re exactly right; thank you. 
 
MR. BELL:  Okay, the motion then was to adopt the wording for the purpose as modified.  That 
is the motion.  Do I have a second?  Does anything need to be tweaked in the need?  That looks 
good.  Okay, holding that wording; then the motion would be to approve the purpose and 
need as modified.  Michelle made the motion; seconded by Jack Cox?  Okay, that is the 
motion.  Is there any objection to the motion?  The motion stands.  What else do we want? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  The next item is Action 1, which begins on Page 5.  This would amend the Gulf 
Reef Fish, South Atlantic Snapper Grouper, Coastal Migratory Pelagics and Atlantic Dolphin 
Wahoo Fishery Management Plans to modify data reporting for charter vessels.  Alternative 1 is 
just stating what is in place now. 
 
We will double check that no action wording to make sure that is correct.  Alternative 2 – and 
again this is patterned after what was in the headboat amendment – would require that charter 
vessels submit fishing records to the Science and Research Director weekly via electronic 
reporting, via computer or internet.  Weekly means seven days after the end of each week, 
ending on Sunday.   
 
Alternative 3 would require that the reporting be done daily.  Alternative 4 would require – and  
this is what we implemented for our headboats – require that charter vessels submit fishing 
records to the Science and Research Director weekly or at intervals shorter than a week if 
notified by the Science and Research Director via electronic reporting, via computer or internet.  
Weekly equals seven days after the end of each week.  
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That also tracks the commercial reporting.  The Technical Subcommittee recommended that we 
change that timing, and this is something that John Froeschke pointed out to me.  They would 
like to see the timing changed for all of the data to come in weekly on the Tuesday following 
each fishing week.   
 
I put in a new Alternative 5 that would require that charter vessels submit fishing records to the 
Science and Research Director weekly or at intervals shorter than a week if notified by the 
Science and Research Director via electronic reporting, via computer or internet.  Weekly equals 
the Tuesday following each fishing week.   
 
Just before we start discussing, I just want to call your attention to the compliance measure that  
begins on Page 6, such that a vessel is only authorized to fish if they are current in their 
reporting.  We’ve got the no-fishing forms.  The issue of catastrophic measure is shown on Page 
7.  All of those items that we have in place for the headboat sector would be copied over to here. 
 
Some of the Federal Register Regulations that we have here are outdated.  Those need to be 
updated and make sure they track what is in place now.  Actually we just want them to show 
what is in place now for charter vessels.  We will fix that.  Again, that new alternative would 
track the recommendation from the Technical Subcommittee. 
 
MR. BELL:  Okay; can we have some discussion of the alternatives under Action 1? 
 
DR. DUVAL:  I guess maybe a question for Bonnie.  Right now the headboats report 
electronically, weekly, seven days after the end of each week; correct?  I am just wondering what 
this new Alternative 5; to sort of bring things into the same reporting schedule as the commercial 
dealers, if that is the intent for the headboats as well. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  I am not sure if the intent was to make it like the commercial or whether there 
was some other motivation for going to the Tuesday.  I know with the commercial the notion of 
Tuesday is to give that time to be able to get the records together, to have it go Tuesday to 
Tuesday.  I am uncertain what the motivation for that as an alternative was.   
 
DR. DUVAL:  Gregg, you said John Froeschke requested that added.  I was just curious if it was 
a Science Center thing, a Gulf thing; where it came from, that’s all.  
 
MR. WAUGH:  This is shown on Page 9 of the decision document.  It is a recommendation of 
the Technical Subcommittee.  They recommend a trip level reporting with weekly submission 
due the Tuesday following the week.   
 
MR. BELL:  Mike might know something. 
 
DR. ERRIGO:  You are asking why Tuesday rather than just seven days.  There was a lot of 
discussion about that.  Part of the discussion had to do with recall bias and things like that.  Of 
course, we wanted to give people time to get their stuff in order, in order to send it, but didn’t 
want to leave too much time for the recall bias to get larger. 
 
I can’t remember who it was, but they were talking to me about after a week recall bias tends to 
go up by quite a bit.  We felt that Tuesday was probably more than enough time, if it is 
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electronic, for them to get their reports in.  It had to do with that and also to have it all synched 
up so that reports weren’t coming in, well, my week finished here, this is the seven days.  We 
wanted to make sure by Tuesday everyone sends in their report.  If it is after Tuesday, you are 
late, and then that gives time for letters to go out and then; oh, I forgot to send in my report.  
Hopefully, by the actual end of the week you could get almost all of the reports. 
 
MR. BELL:  It is really about trying to standardize everything and get them on a schedule. 
 
DR. ERRIGO:  Right; and then, like I said, if people haven’t turned in their reports, then that 
gives you time to send out e-mails or letters.  They get those; gee, I didn’t send in my reports, 
and hopefully be able to get those in by the actual end of the seven-day time period.  This way in 
a timely fashion you would be able to actually have real records in hand. 
 
MR. BELL:  I don’t know enough about the details of the different alternatives to say one is 
better than the other at this point, myself personally, but it sounds like that is a valid one to have 
included, certainly, Alternative 5. 
 
DR. DUVAL:  I assume that we would just need a motion to add that alternative to this action? 
 
MR. BELL:  I would think so. 
 
DR. DUVAL:  Okay, well, Mr. Chairman, I am happy to make a motion to approve the 
range of Action 1 alternatives shown above for detailed analyses. 
 
MR. BELL:  Okay, Zack, and this isn’t a second, because you are not on the committee.  I tell 
you what; let’s do the motion and second.  Motion from Michelle as written and Wilson second.  
Now, Zack. 
 
MR. BOWEN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman; again I am not on your committee.  The alternatives; 
I have a little amendment I would like to make to all of those except for the first one. 
 
MR. BELL:  You want to propose some word changing for four out of the five? 
 
MR. BOWEN:  Yes, sir, but it is all the same word. 
 
MR. BELL:  Well, tell us. 
 
MR. BOWEN:  I would like to in two, three, and four, after the words “require the charter 
vessels submit fishing records”, I would like to add “of landed and released catch” to all three of 
those Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.   It would read “submit fishing records of landed and released 
catch to the science and research”, blah, blah, blah, after that; but those four words. 
 
MR. BELL:  Yes; I follow what you’re saying; but if you think about it, they will design the 
form, the record and I would assume it would include that data.  You don’t really have to – it is 
just some additional detail there; but that would already be included in what the fishing record 
would be, perhaps, I am assuming how this is designed.  Is that right? 
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MR. WAUGH:  Yes.  One other thing, Zack, if you are specific to just the landed-and-release 
catch, then you are saying that is all that we can collect.  You wouldn’t be able to collect 
information on fishing depths, information on fishing area.  If that is the intent in leaving it broad 
to say fishing records, then we will lay out all the specific data elements. 
 
MR. BOWEN:  How about wording it something; “but not limited to”; put that kind of wording 
in it. 
 
MR. BELL:  I don’t really think you need that level of detail at this point.  It is just like the way 
our system works right now – this is the record; this is the report.  You send in your completed 
report, and we populate that with the data fields that we’re looking for.  You don’t really have to 
go into that.  The other thing I would think is if you establish it that rigidly, then you’ve got no 
flexibility down the line for additional data, perhaps. 
 
MR. BOWEN:  Well, I appreciate the opportunity.  The discards are a driving force and it is – 
 
MR. BELL:  I understand what you are saying.  That will be in there; that is what I am saying.  I 
think you can get that in there; that becomes your catch. 
 
DR. DUVAL:  I appreciate exactly what Zack is trying to do.  He just wants to make sure that 
detail is in there, and that those are data elements that would absolutely be collected.  I think it is 
probably tough to tell only because we just don’t have a list of those data elements right now.  It 
is hard for folks to I guess see exactly the range of data elements that might be collected. 
 
MR. BELL:  I will say your desires are my desires in terms of what I think needs to be in there.  
If I were designing the data fields, that is my understanding, because that discard information is 
essential.  When we talk about improving stock assessments and the benefits from this, that is 
some of that data.  That is captured.  If you start trying to list every little data element now, you 
would really have to list them all kind of if you follow what I’m saying.  We’re in total 
agreement on what needs to be in there. 
  
MR. BOWEN:  I’m not on your committee; I appreciate the opportunity. 
 
MR. BELL:  Well, this is what you do for a living.  I understand that. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  We will have a draft list of the data elements in the next version that you see in 
June.  You will be able to see everything that is there and make sure we’ve got discards and 
anything else adequately covered. 
 
MR. BELL:  I’ve got a motion; I’ve got a second.  Is there any further discussion of the motion?  
Any objection to the motion?  Motion carries. 
 
MS. BECKWITH:  Is the committee going to consider establishing the preferred so the general 
public can start to see where we’re moving towards? 
 
MR. BELL:  Yes, I was going to ask about that.   
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DR. DUVAL:  I guess I was thinking that we would not select preferreds at this time, because 
there is no analysis to inform what your preferred would be.  It is really sort of continuing with 
making sure that there are all the alternatives that we want in there first for analysis.  Our 
attorney usually advises us not to. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  We were just conferring over here.  If the ultimate desire is to have better data, 
having this electronic data is going to do that.  If the idea is to be able to recognize very quickly 
where you are in season relative to an ACL, then the most accurate way of getting those data, 
which is sort of the gold standard electronic reporting system, is for that electronic reporting to 
happen on the vessel and for that report to be sent before that vessel hits the dock, before they 
have knowledge of whether they are going to be intercepted by either an enforcement officer or a 
dockside sampler.   
 
Because, right now if you report weekly and we intercept a subset of all the people that went 
fishing; the way we would validate those self-reported logs would be to look at the average 
landings of people who reported that weren’t sampled and average landings of people who were 
sampled and see if there is a statistical difference in the numbers or the species’ composition. 
 
That would give you an indication that there was some reporting error in those electronically 
reported data.  It is comparing an average to an average.  It is technically possible; it is just not as 
precise.  The more precise way to do that would be if a charter vessel, before they hit the dock, 
pushed the send button on that report. 
 
Then a person would encounter them as part of their random sampling and they would say I see 
what is in your fish box.  Then electronically we would take this sampler’s report and match it to 
what was reported electronically.  We would get a one-to-one relationship between that report 
and what was in the fish box and was actually seen as opposed to looking at an average 
compared to an average. 
 
It would be a much more precise way with a much higher level of accountability.  The real 
question that we were consulting on here is the way this reads right now is the requirement is 
weekly unless the Science and Research Director says that it needs to happen more often.  The 
question is if that word comes, if the council is ready to go to that sort of day-to-day reporting 
before you hit the dock; is that enforceable?  Is that daily reporting enforceable or is only the 
weekly reporting enforceable? 
 
MR. BELL:  I assume that is a Monica question. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I’m sorry; my head was in the NEPA World.  Would you summarize 
your question?  I didn’t know you were going to ask. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  The thumbnail sketch of that question is right now the alternatives are 
reporting weekly unless a more frequent reporting is requested from the Science and Research 
Director.  If the Science and Research Director says I want daily reporting because we have 
created that flexibility for us; is that daily reporting enforceable? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  You’re talking about this draft document that is before everybody.  I 
think you would have to build that into the document ahead of time, right?  If the Science and 
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Research Director says that we need daily reporting and that is required; there is some notice that 
has to be given to the individuals as to what you’re requiring. 
 
If you are requiring normally weekly and you want to switch to daily, and you have built your 
document such that that could happen, I think that would be fine; but we’ve got to make sure that 
the reporting public had adequate notice that they needed to start reporting daily.  One, you want 
it; but, two, you want to be able to enforce it, so they need notice. 
 
MR. BELL:  To that point, Roy? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, sort of.  We have talked about this in the Gulf a lot.  When I hear the 
expectations from people in the Gulf about what we are going to be able to do with this data, 
which is to track the quotas on a daily basis, It does seem to me that the best program and the 
best data would come from a system where you had to hail-in and hail-out.   
 
You had to submit your electronic logbook before you hit the dock.  You have to come to the 
dock to a pre-identified landing location that is in a law enforcement database, so that an 
enforcement officer could meet you at the dock with your logbook in his hands and see if it 
matches up with what is in the box.   
 
That is very similar to the way the IFQ program works; and they have VMS and all these things.  
They are met at the dock by law enforcement officers who check out what they’ve got.  A lot of 
this has come – in the Gulf at least – has come from duly permitted charterboats that are also in 
the IFQ program and all that.  At the end, it becomes a balance of how much burden you want to 
put on these guys in exchange for getting real-time, real quality, and enforceable kinds of data.   
 
I don’t know where that balance is going to come out.  I am a little worried that just having them 
get on their computer at home once a week and enter what they catch – I mean, I used to run a 
charterboat – my worry is that they will just do it from memory.  I’m not so sure how great that 
is going to be.  There is a lot to this, and I am not quite sure where all this is going to come down 
at the end of the day in terms of how you do it; but it is going to be a tradeoff between putting 
reporting burdens on people and where is that balance in tradeoff? 
 
MR. BELL:  We may find ourselves talking about a little bit of this in Action 2, but, Roy, did 
you have something you wanted to say to this first? 
 
MR. WILLIAMS:  Well, Dr. Crabtree has already said most of what I was going to say.  The 
Gulf Council I think is thinking in terms of daily reporting.  I think the length of the red snapper 
season for the recreational fishermen probably dictates that this is going to have to be daily to try 
to account for red snapper.   
 
The charter fishery I believe hopes that in the long term – right now they are part of a 20 percent 
buffer on red snapper.  What they are allowed to catch is 20 percent lower than what they would 
be able to catch if they were fully accountable for their catch and had daily reporting.  I believe 
that is their long-term goal is to try to report every day, so that they can get out of this 20 percent 
buffer that they are under right now.  They’ve talked in terms of VMS requirements for these 
reef fish boats at least that are targeting red snapper.   
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They’ve discussed hail-in and hail-out, and they have looked at ways among themselves trying to 
figure out ways to validate the daily catches like having another charter fisherman review their 
catch and sign off on it; put his or her name on the validity of it. 
 
If the red snapper season continues to be fairly short, I think the council is probably going to be 
targeting daily reporting.  Really, in terms of a charter fisherman that is the unit of effort is the 
daily fishing trip; so it makes sense to try to collect it that way if you can.  The problem is going 
to be perhaps in the size of some of these boats.  Some of the boats are real small, some are big.  
It is going to be easier for some to do than for others to do.  All that has to be worked out, but I 
really believe they are thinking in terms of daily reporting. 
 
MR. BELL:  Thanks, Roy, that is good to know, and keep in mind this is a joint amendment and 
we’ve got perhaps different views on things; and that is fine, we can work through this.   
 
MR. BROWN:  Bonnie, I have a question for you.  I do the electronic reporting for my headboat 
business.  We talked about this I think in December as far as it went into effect for the weekly 
reporting last year at the beginning of the year.  I guess I am not sure if that data is available yet 
or not for last year.  The headboat fishery in the South Atlantic is relatively small compared to 
the charterboat fishery.  I was just wondering is there analysis infrastructure in place to be able to 
handle that additional information and to process it in a timely manner? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  I know that is a good question, because that is a question that came up when 
we contemplated going to daily reporting for commercial dealers.  We talked at length about 
that.  You are correct; there are more charterboats than there are headboats.  You are also correct 
that in the event that we go to electronic reporting, we would have to make a shift in our business 
model to be able to capture those data and handle them appropriately. 
 
Other steps that we know we are going to have to do, particularly if you have closely studied that 
ER/EM report, is that we have to keep the existing system up and running and run those two side 
by side.  One is a standardized sampling procedure where you get samples and you expand based 
on those samples to represent the total fleet. 
 
Particularly if it is done the way we were just talking where you send in your report and we 
validate those reports on a one-to-one matching by getting those reports sent before you hit the 
dock; that would be designed as a census.  There may have to be some estimation for people who 
violate the regulations and are late, whether it is daily or weekly. 
 
We would have to have some algorithms that knew how to deal with missing data, so that we 
knew what to plug into that missing data.  All of that needs to exist; and then while that is set up, 
we need to run it side by side with the existing data collection program so we understand how 
those two perform against one another, so we can use that to then calibrate that time series since 
that time series is so important to our stock assessments. 
 
MR. BROWN:  I appreciate what you’re saying.  Most fishermen are in a big need right now and 
want to see these stock assessments processed in a timely manner and as accurately as possible.  
I was just concerned that if the system is not in place to be able to process this data in a timely 
manner, then it is going to delay anything that we can use for a stock assessment. 
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DR. PONWITH:  That is a good observation, because it is a delicate dance right now.  If you 
have the system built and you still have a two-year process to cut the regulations, then there is a 
delay.  If you cut the regulations but I don’t have the system in place, the infrastructure in place 
to use these new kind of data, then it is the exact same problem but in the opposite direction. 
 
That is a very astute observation.  The thing that complicates this is right now the charters are 
sampled by the MRIP Program, so it is not my job.  The real question then is if we go to this 
electronic reporting, will the MRIP continue to run this program when we phase out MRIP and 
phase this in or does it come to my shop?  All of those kinds of decisions have yet to be made, 
and the system to capture those data doesn’t exist yet but can. 
 
MR. BELL:  Keep in mind I’ve got to get to Action 2 and Action 3, and some of the stuff we’ve 
actually already talked about is in Action 2 and Action 3, but, Zack, if you could ask something 
quickly, that would be fine. 
 
MR. BOWEN:  As I sit here and listen to Dr. Crabtree talk about balance and burden; I have a 
vision for the charterboat.  I’ve been doing it a long time and I hope I can continue to do it for 
many, many years to come.  Roy is talking about the small boats.  We’ve had presentations with 
the iPads.  If you’ve got a small boat, I’ve got a small iPhone and its waterproof case.  I have a 
vision where I do want to get to that daily reporting; and the dockside samplers or surveyors, 
they can come and validate it.   
 
That is the vision I see, but you talk about burden on fishermen.  The burden on me is when 
MRIP says that the state of Georgia – and I can’t recall the exact year – in one of our mini- 
seasons caught 34,000 pounds of red snapper in three days, and then we don’t have an extended 
season the next year on red snapper.  That is the burden for me.  It is not punching in what I 
caught or what I discarded.  That is the line of thinking that I am thinking about. 
 
DR. DUVAL:  My question was much less detailed and it was for Bonnie.  Really, just given 
that the existing regulations give you the authority to require electronic reporting of charter 
vessels if a permittee is selected to do so; what kind of reporting have any charter vessels in the 
Gulf or South Atlantic been selected for outside of this sort of standard MRIP intercept and for-
hire effort survey? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  We have done some observer work.  Most of that has been aboard headboats. 
 
DR. DUVAL:  I’m specifically talking about reporting where if you selected someone and said 
could you please fill out these paper forms. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  Outside of MRIP, no; the Center really hasn’t gone to the charter fleet and 
invoked that mandatory requirement. 
 
MR. BELL:  Okay, if we could, let’s go ahead and take a look at Action 2.  I want to make sure 
we get through the next two actions, and we’re up against a hard stop at 5:30 with a hearing. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Action 2 would amend the Gulf Reef Fish, South Atlantic Snapper Grouper, 
Coastal Migratory Pelagic and Atlantic Dolphin and Wahoo Fishery Management Plans to 
require – and what is in the document now is vessel.  It perhaps could be changed to say catch 
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location.  We’ll talk about that no action alternative.  Alternative 2 would require the use of an 
electronic device that automatically records vessel location for later transmission along with the 
logbook information.   
 
This would be similar to the iPad presentation we received from ACCSP, the pilot that was done 
for Rhode Island charterboat fishermen.  Zack pointed out some of the benefits of that; it is low 
cost, it is small, it can be ruggedized.  Alternative 3 is of interest to the Gulf Council, is to 
require the use of VMS for charter vessels.   
 
Then I added in another one, because I overlooked – what is recorded now is using the statistical 
grids.  The headboats currently report by degrees and minutes and that gets you down to a one 
square mile location.  I think to cover all our bases we should add that alternative that would 
require charterboats to report catch location by latitude and longitude in degrees and minutes.   
 
Again, this is based on some of the recommendations that have come from the technical 
subcommittee to minimize the reporting burden.  I pointed out some of the discussions we have 
had.  Our Snapper Grouper Advisory Panel has received a presentation on that ACCSP system, 
and they really liked it as well.  I know we talked before about whether we pick preferreds here.  
My discussions with Mel, since we had so much fun last time we went out requiring VMS, we 
really try to make it clear to the public that we are not considering doing that again however we 
need to do that. 
 
MR. BELL:  The thing to keep in mind with that; again it is a joint amendment and the Gulf is 
much more comfortable with use of VMS in more of their fisheries than we are.  We know that 
so that might be something that is of more importance to them right now than us, let’s say.  That 
is why again as a joint amendment it is in there. 
 
MS. BECKWITH:  I am not on your committee but I did have a question.  For the new 
Alternative 4, are we basically referring to the grids that the current headboats are reporting on or 
is this something different? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  No, this is the current grids.  In the logbook they are requested to report the 
latitude and longitude in degrees and minutes.  If they put that information in, that gets you down 
to that one square mile area. 
 
MS. BECKWITH:  But otherwise they can pick the grid, basically, the piece on the grid or is that 
not an option? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Yes; I know there are some statistical grids that have been used in the past in 
headboats, but in my understanding going back and forth with Ken Brennan, now what they are 
required to do is report the latitude and longitude in degrees and minutes.  I can certainly verify 
that to make sure that is correct. 
 
MR. BELL:  Yes; that would be good to do.  Mark might know something about that. 
 
MR. BROWN:  Yes; it does give you an option of either/or.  You can either place it on the grid 
or you can give it in degrees or minutes; but you do have an option on that. 
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MS. BECKWITH:  I would clarify that in the alternative, if you could, and then I would also 
suggest using catch versus vessel in the language under Action 2.  It would make more sense to 
me if we had the new Alternative 4 kind of listed as Alternative 2 and then down the line.  It 
would be the least burdensome on down the line to the most burdensome. 
 
My last suggestion, because I am not on your committee, would be that we use subalternatives 
for the South Atlantic and for the Gulf under the Alternative 2 and 3, because as we’ve heard I 
think the Gulf Council has some different intentions than the South Atlantic may have and some 
different needs.  It would give us a little bit more flexibility and maybe send a message that these 
aren’t necessarily things we’re considering, but certainly the Gulf is considering these. 
 
MR. BELL:  I think that is being sensitive to what Gregg is talking about.  You are right; again 
keeping in mind it is both councils trying to find something that can work for both of us and for 
both of our fishermen. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  I think if we deal with the VMS one, we could certainly put sub-options under 
it, South Atlantic and Gulf; but would we want to be more clear and say “require the use of VMS 
for charter vessels in the Gulf of Mexico,” because that makes it clear that if the Gulf wants to do 
it in the Gulf of Mexico, that is up to them; but we are not interested in having it in the Atlantic. 
 
MR. BELL:  That does further separate it. 
 
MS. BECKWITH:  That would be great; but I would also want the subalternatives under the 
GPS component as well.  Under the Alternative 2; I would still want the subalternatives under 
Alternative 2. 
 
MR. BELL:  Are there any other comments or tweaks? 
 
MR. HAYMANS:  I echo Anna’s concerns and hopefully in the intent or whatever goes out to 
the public they will understand that we are not asking for a pinpoint location; but that if is 
Alternative 4, it is in a one square mile grid.  Whatever way it needs to be reworded or written 
intent, it is not for that linear location. 
 
MR. BROWN:  That is a pretty good-sized area.  I don’t think that is really an intrusion on their 
privacy of where they are fishing or anything.  I think that gives you an area small enough, too, 
to where you can get a real general consensus of the depth, which seems to be the biggest 
concern for these assessments and stuff, knowing what the depth is when they are being caught. 
 
MR. BELL:  Right; and what we’re living with the commercial side right now are the 60-by-60 
boxes, I guess, right, huge boxes.  We’ve talked about the need to crank down on those, so this 
would start out in a better way. 
 
MR. BOWEN:  I had to leave a little while ago for a phone call, so I am kind of coming in on the 
tail end of this and I apologize.  The VMS, I understand most of the council’s position on that, 
but can’t we just leave it in there or GPS tracking; can’t we leave it in there just to go to – 
 
MR. BELL:  It is in there. 
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MR. BOWEN:  In my opinion it is going to be hard to do what we are trying to do without some 
kind of tracking of these vessels. 
 
MR. BELL:  Yes; there are options available for both.  What we were saying – maybe you 
weren’t here – is that given the two councils, the two areas, the two groups of fishermen that are 
use to different things and tolerant perhaps a little more than other places; VMS is certainly more 
acceptable right now in the Gulf than it is here, and we know that.  That is just a reality we’re 
going to have to work with to get something in place that works for both sides. 
 
DR. DUVAL:  Similarly, I support Anna’s suggested change to Alternative 4 to at least make the 
language more reflective that it would utilize the headboat grids for reporting. 
 
MR. BELL:  Right, I think that would be good, because we’ve tried to be consistent with what 
the headboats are doing. 
 
DR. DUVAL:  Yes; I guess you could do a subalternative by latitude/longitude and degrees and 
minutes and then another subalternative by the headboat grids.  That would be great. 
 
MR. BELL:  Mark, that is the way it is set up now; you can use one or the other?  All right, take 
a look at that; anything else? 
 
MR. BROWN:  This one is for Roy.  Do you already have in place VMS for the charter fleet in 
the Gulf? 
 
MR. WILLIAMS:  No, just the commercial snapper grouper fleet I think has to have it. 
 
MR. BROWN:  Okay, and what kinds of response are you getting back from the general fishing 
fleet in regards to that? 
 
MR. WILLIAMS:  They like it; they are very much for it.  Zack was over there last time and 
must have heard some of it; but as a whole they like it, they like it real well. 
 
MS. BECKWITH:  Can you shift that one up between the current Alternative 1 and 2, just so 
they are logical?  Make the new Alternative 4, Alternative 2; make Alternative 2, Alternative 3; 
and then make VMS Alternative 4. 
 
MR. BELL:  Does that just flow better logically for you?  You should put in for this committee.  
Seriously, I appreciate everybody’s input on this.   
 
MR. BOWEN:  Alternative 4A, about the latitude/longitude, I know this is probably being a little 
more specific than necessary, but some of us don’t use latitude and longitude.  We’re still on the 
LORAN.  I guess I could switch it over.   
 
MR. BELL:  Yes, you can do that.   
 
MR. BOWEN:  It’s conversion. 
 
MR. BELL:  The last holdout. 
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MR. BOWEN:  I’m still working off TD. 
 
MR. COX:  Yes, they did shut it down.  He is talking about the Phantom LORAN; some of our 
GPS still allow you to switch the coordinates back and forth. 
 
MR. BELL:  Enter the 21st Century with us. 
 
MR. BOWEN:  I haven’t gone to that yet. 
 
MR. BELL:  Is there any other tweaking? 
 
DR. DUVAL:  I guess I was just going to offer a motion to approve the range of Action 2 
alternatives as modified. 
 
MR. BELL:  Okay, we have a motion to approve the alternatives in Action 2 as modified; 
second by Jack Cox.  Is there any further discussion of the motion?  Is there any opposition 
to the motion?  Okay the motion carries.  We have one more action to look at.  Take a quick 
look at Action 3. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  This is Action 3 on Page 12.  This would amend the Gulf Reef Gish, South 
Atlantic Snapper Grouper Coastal Migratory Pelagics and Atlantic Dolphin and Wahoo Fishery 
Management Plans to specify certain aspects of reporting for commercial and for-hire vessels.  
Note that more than one preferred alternative can be chosen. 
 
These recommendations come directly out of the Charterboat Subcommittee final report.  
Alternative 2 would specify the following data flow and timing aspects of electronic reporting.  
One; in terms of simplification reporting, reporting should allow the individual to hit one button 
to simultaneously send the data to the state, ACCSP, and NMFS. 
 
There may be a little duplication with this one now, and it was shown in Number 2 in terms of 
data flow.  This Roman numeral one is from one of our recommendations that we have made 
continuously in commenting on the electronic technology plan.  The data flow comes directly 
from the technical subcommittee. 
 
They recommend that logbook and dealer data collected via authorized platform; for example, 
web, tablet, phone or VMS application.  They recommend that data be submitted to ACCSP or 
GulfFIN, that the data be integrated by ACCSP or GulfFIN into a single composite dataset.  That 
composite dataset is then distributed to appropriate agencies for analyses and use. 
 
Three; the data would be fed to ACCSP and made available to the public via the ACCSP 
website.  The official numbers used for closures would continue to be the numbers maintained by 
NMFS and available on a NMFS website, but this would provide more timely and useful updates 
to the public. 
 
Roman numerals one and three are from our comments.  Item 2 is directly from the Technical 
Subcommittee.  This amendment right now deals with charterboat reporting.  A question for you  
to talk about is do you want this data flow issue to just deal with charterboats?  Do we also want 
to specify that for headboats in this amendment, which would broaden the amendment? 
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Do we want it to apply to dealer reporting, and that would broaden the amendment even more?  
Then the third alternative would specify some additional aspects.  Again, these come directly 
from the Technical Subcommittee recommendations.  One; that NMFS and/or ACCSP is to 
develop a compliance tracking procedure that balances timeliness with available staff and 
funding resources. 
 
Two; NMFS is to use validation methods developed in the Gulf of Mexico Logbook Pilot Study 
as a basis to ensure that the actual logbook report is validated and standardized validation 
methodologies are employed among regions.  Three; NMFS is to require and maintain a 
comprehensive permit, e-mail database of participants. 
 
Four; NMFS is to include procedures for expanding estimates for non-reporting.  Five; NMFS Is 
to allow multiple authorized applications or devices to report data as long as they meet required 
data and transferability standards.  Again, do you want to broaden this to apply to headboats 
and/or commercial as well or just charterboats? 
 
MR. BELL:  Here is where I am right now; we’ve got five minutes left.  I am not real 
comfortable with trying to rush this in five minutes.  I look to you for guidance, Mr. Chairman.  
Would it be possible to pick some of this up in full council?  We are operating kind of in full 
council mode, anyway.  I would feel much more comfortable if we kind of thought about some 
of this and tried to pick it up rather than to just, boom, approve it or not. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I would feel more comfortable as well.  As you give your data report, we will 
just pick up where you left off during full council, and we will operate as a Committee of the 
Whole. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Just sort of food for thought; we ought to think through how we transition to 
this.  Are we going to require these things and put them in place; are we just going to 
immediately start using the catches that come out of them?  What do we do if we find out that 
what they are reporting in the logbooks is way different than what the previous estimates in 
MRIP are?  What if what they report is way higher than what we thought they were catching?   
 
Now we’ve got a calibration issue, and I just went through a huge mess in the Gulf dealing with 
calibration and a real abrupt jump in the catches.  We ought to give some thought about how do 
we actually transition to this, because it is more complicated than just doing this and all of a 
sudden that is what we’re going to use.  There are a lot of implications about it that we ought to 
think about.  I just lay that out as food for thought. 
 
MR. BELL:  That is very good; I appreciate you pointing that out is to keep in mind we’re 
looking at MRIP transition, what we’re doing side by side for a couple of years perhaps to do 
that.  While it may look like we’ve got the best possible system in place in the world; how do 
you get from where you are now to that up and totally running?  That is good to think about.  I 
would ask you to give the document a little more look tonight, if you can, or whatever.  We’ll 
pick up the discussion in full council.  Is there anything else we need to cover right now? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  No; just to mention that in particular for this Action 3, there is a lot more detail 
in the discussion; and particularly the point that Roy just mentioned, the subcommittee does 
recommend a dual-survey method for no less than three years.  They recommend that the data 
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from the new program would not be expected to provide management advice during the first year 
of operation.  There are a lot of details in this discussion.  If you want a little more background, 
you have the Technical Subcommittee report as well. 
 
MR. BELL:  Can I just ask you to kind of take a look at that?  Given two minutes left, I won’t 
worry about any other business right now.  The Data Committee will stand adjourned. 
 

(Whereupon. the meeting was adjourned at 5:30 o’clock p.m., March 5, 2015.) 
__ __ __ 

 
COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE AT FULL COUNCIL SESSION  

 
Recall yesterday we were into Action 3 when we had to end the meeting for the public hearing.  
Gregg included in the actual report here the language that is in Action 3 as it is worded right 
now.  What we want to ask ourselves; is there anything in there that we might want to adjust in 
Action 3?  I’ll just suggest, if you look at the wording there, we’re kind of down into the weeds 
in some areas. 
 
For instance, under Alternative 2, little i, simplification of reporting; “Reporting should allow the 
individuals to hit one button to simultaneously send” – I don’t know that we need that level of 
detail right now as this goes out to the public.  To not kind of lock us into just that particular way 
to go with this, we could strike that whole sentence. 
 
Another thing, notice that under Alternative 2, two little i’s, we have included wording in there 
that says “logbook and dealer data”.  That was the thinking that you could do other great things 
with this, including dealers; but I think if we drag dealers into this, it changes the whole flavor of 
the amendment, so perhaps we might want to just strike “dealer” out of that.  That is a 
suggestion. 
 
Then if you go under three little i’s, “data fed to ACCSP”; again, we’re kind of presupposing a 
certain way this needs to go.  I don’t know that we need to get into that specificity at this point.  
Then also under Subalternative 2A, it says “apply to dealer reporting”; so I’d take that out.  I 
think it would be best to separate ourselves from that.  That’s a whole ‘nother world. 
 
Then the other question is we have “headboat” in there as well.  There is a whole separate system 
for headboat reporting right now; but I guess sort of in a perfect world if we were building all 
this together, your headboat and your charterboat systems would all be same and be able to work 
the same.   
 
I know in South Carolina we treat our headboats and our charterboats as for-hire boats and they 
all report in a similar fashion; but we do have a separate headboat reporting system.  This 
document is related specifically or the focus was charterboats.  We just need to ask ourselves do 
we want to leave some language in here as an option for the future or strike it now to simplify it.  
I throw that stuff out for consideration and maybe some discussion on that.  Doug. 
 
MR. HAYMANS:  Although I agree with the simplification reasons, I thought that part of the 
flow process was because some of the data was going straight to NMFS and it was delayed in 
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getting through the ACCSP.  I thought we wanted to require it to go to all three simultaneously.  
I mean, I thought that is what we were trying to do. 
 
MR.  BELL:  Gregg, would you like to address that? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Yes; and Roman Numeral II there does that, what is outlined under the data 
flow.  This is what came out of the technical subcommittee; that the logbook data would go to 
ACCSP on the Atlantic side or GulfFIN on the Gulf side.   
 
That would be the first place it would go to; and then the data would be integrated into a single 
composite data set and then distributed, made available to the centers, and we would be able to 
tap into it there.  In essence, the way you achieve Roman Numeral I and III is by using the data 
flow that is outlined in Roman Numeral II. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I don’t know that you all usually get into this level of detail as to 
where the data goes and that sort of thing.  Maybe we could have some discussion of why that is 
needed; because when you lock it into an amendment, if anything needs to be changed, we need 
another amendment to amend how the data flow is going.   
 
I don’t know that you usually get into that and maybe you could have a brief discussion at some 
point, whether it is today or later or whenever you want to do it, as to why this is necessary to 
have this in here as opposed to perhaps a discussion in the document of what the technical 
committee said would be the best way to handle the data.  I’m just trying to think of down the 
road for maximum flexibility for you. 
 
MR. BELL:  Yes, I agree; we don’t want to lock ourselves into something if that is what this 
does, but I think this in effect came as a recommendation from the subcommittee if that seemed 
to be a reasonable to flow it.  Bonnie, do you want to speak to that? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  Yes; just the same point.  It is a little concerning because this has the look and 
feel of regulating science; basically regulating the science and the flow of the data as opposed to 
regulating the conduct of the fishery.  We do have that report.  That report was hard won.  They 
worked really hard at it; and certainly I would see those recommendations as being given due 
weight as any program going forward unfolds; but there are risks in regulating science. 
 
DR. DUVAL:  I appreciate Bonnie’s comments and Monica’s about not wanting to tie ourselves 
into something that is going to take a lot of effort to undue later.  I think part of the concern is 
that right now the data flow is sort of like spaghetti; and that doesn’t help us very much.  I know 
the issues that we have to go through in North Carolina just with our dealer reporting. 
 
If we have dealers that have both northeast and southeast permits, it has got to go to the 
northeast.  We’ve run into multiple issues with having to extract black sea bass landings and then 
some of that stuff goes directly to Bluefin and then the Southeast Center picks it up; and so there 
is lots of spaghetti involved in the data flow right now.  I think the concern here is that we just 
want to make sure it is flowing in the most expedient way possible but allows everybody to 
access it. 
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MR. BELL:  And I’m not piling on with that; but I’ve mentioned before when we sit down and 
try to draw out our data flow on a particular fishery, it does look kind of like spaghetti.  That has 
been frustrating I know at the state level for me.  I think that was the idea here was to try to come 
up with something that seemed simplified enough; but that is where that comes from.  I think 
that’s why we wanted to leave that in there; and it didn’t consider it necessarily as – well, not at 
all dictating science.  It is more of just frustrations over timeliness and data flow process.  
Bonnie. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  It is just when we look at how long it takes to get a regulatory amendment into 
place, basically these are regulations.  There is no other way to look at this than you’re regulating 
the way the science is being done.  If this is exactly what the council wants, that is fine, but the 
council isn’t a science body.   
 
If something happens where you decide you need to make changes, then you’re right back at this 
council table X numbers of months, weeks, years, whatever, making changes to this.  I hear what 
you’re saying and I believe rationalizing the flow of data is a smart thing to do.  My suggestion is 
that there might be a more efficient way of doing it than putting it in the amendment. 
 
MR. HAYMANS:  Well, I would ask Bonnie before we finalize this amendment and wherever 
we get to; that you would offer up that rationalization. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  So allow me to say I’m not saying that I’m king of the world and know exactly 
how this should be done; you know, what the outcome should be.  What I’m saying is the 
process of arriving at that by putting it in a council amendment which freezes it and makes it 
very difficult to change.  I’m not telling you I have the perfect solution.   
 
I’m saying that the way of arriving at that perfect solution and agreeing upon it in my mind isn’t 
putting it in the amendment.  I would be happy to be a participant in taking the joint committees’ 
recommendations, getting that group back together again and working through how do we align 
the flow of the data and keep that conduit as short and straightforward as possible and reach 
rational agreement.  It may be this exactly, I don’t know, but doing that kind of in a science 
forum in a way where the agreement is a little more flexible than this may serve the process 
better. 
 
MR. BELL:  So the way it is structured right now commits to a particular flow; so what you’re 
saying is that perhaps that might be good or perhaps it might not be the best; but we don’t 
necessarily – I mean, we’re going to have one more shot at this.  Gregg. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  I guess it might be a subtlety, but to me this doesn’t have anything to do with 
science.  This is talking about the flow of data.  We convened a collective group of experts that 
are involved in data collection and management, including the center, including headquarters, 
including ACCSP, GulfFIN, the councils.  This is the technical folks’ recommendation.   
 
They have dealt with the problems with the data flow for years; and this is their collective 
recommendation.  We have frameworks and we can complete a plan amendment in one or two 
meetings.  We can modify this very quickly should the need arise, but this is a recommendation 
of the collective “our” technical experts on how to design a system that is going to be efficient, 
that is going to be timely and that is going to work. 
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MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  My thoughts were not so much that it was regulating science but 
you’ve all hardly ever do this in terms of put a motion in an amendment that says where the data 
goes.  I understood and I heard why you think that is important.  I also heard what Bonnie was 
saying.   
 
When I looked at the timing of this, you’re going to see this again in June and at that point I 
guess approve it for public hearing.  If we can’t hash this out here or Bonnie wants to bring 
something back or something like that, that could be done at the June meeting, too, where we 
discuss this.  For example, you leave it in the document now and then if we want to further 
discuss it June, we can do it there, too. 
 
MR. BELL:  Well, that is what I was about to ask.  We are going to look at this again in June.  If 
there is a better idea or a better way to do this, we can certainly discuss that.  We can leave it as 
it is right now and move forward but fully understanding Bonnie’s concerns and maybe there is a 
better way to do this.  Well, we could hear it.  Does that make sense?  Obviously, I can’t make a 
motion. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  We still need to deal with guidance on the headboat.  Are we going to include 
this headboat subalternative in here or delete that? 
 
MR. BELL:  Is everybody comfortable with deleting the dealer part?  I think we need to stay 
away from that.  Headboats, now, do we want to leave language in there right now with the 
potential tie-in for headboats or do we want to simplify things and just keep doing headboats; the 
intent being we’re setting up a completely independent system here for just charterboats only.  
What do you think? 
 
MR. BROWN:  Well, we’ve already got a system set up for the headboats.  This is pretty much 
directed towards just the charterboats; isn’t that correct? 
 
MR. BELL:  That is how it has been worded; although the language was kind of taken from 
some headboat language I guess originally.   
 
MR. WAUGH:  We’re just talking about the data flow here; and we’re talking about where the 
charterboat data flow – how that would go.  Do we want to apply that same data flow to the 
headboat data? 
 
MR. BROWN:  Okay, so just to make it uniform so it all flows in the same direction?  Yes, that 
is fine. 
 
MR. BOWEN:  Couldn’t we use the term “for-hire” and that would encompass both? 
 
MR. BELL:  Well, we haven’t used that term throughout the whole document; but I follow the 
logic there.  It makes sense.  Anna. 
 
MS. BECKWITH:  It is logical to me to have headboats and charterboats flowing the same way.  
In fact, it may come where if we put greater restrictions or more stuff with the charterboats than 
headboats currently have; we might even want to bring the Actions 1 and 2 in line for headboats 
and charterboats as this amendment goes forward.  Just a comment. 
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MR. BELL:  Yes; as Gregg said, right now this is just under this particular action dealing with 
data flow.  Any strong feelings one way or the other?  Michelle. 
 
DR. DUVAL:  Let’s just leave in the subalternative to apply to headboat and charterboat.  I think 
with the previous actions dealing with specifically charterboats because we already have 
electronic reporting weekly for headboats right now; I think it is good to have the subalternatives 
in there to make sure to be specific about which component of the for-hire sector we’re applying 
this to. 
 
MR. BELL:  All right, we’ll leave it in.  Are there any discussions on Alternative 3; I don’t have 
any. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  The only question is do you want that to apply – put in those same 
subalternatives to apply to charterboats or headboats?  I would assume not commercial since we 
– 
MR. BELL:  Yes, I would strike “commercial”.  The question is as it is currently worded is 
should Alternative 3 apply to both charterboats and headboats? 
MR. WAUGH:  So now we would need a motion.  If we’re leaving it in for charterboats and 
headboats, we would need a motion to approve the range of alternatives under Action 3 as 
modified. 
 
MR. BELL:  Is someone willing to make that?  Michelle. 
 
DR. DUVAL:  So moved. 
 
MR. BELL:  Second by Jessica.  More discussion?  Any objections to the motion?  The 
motion is to approve the range of alternatives under Action 3 for detailed analyses.  We 
have a second by Jessica.  Ant additional discussion?  Any objections to the motion?  We 
have one objection; the motion carries.  What other little piece here – okay, Action 3 is added.  
We need to go back and address the purpose and need. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Right; and by virtue of you adding that, what I would suggest is that then staff 
and the IPT will propose to modify wording to the purpose and need and bring that back to you 
in June. 
 
MR. BELL:  All right, do we need a motion for that or that is just direction to staff? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  No, if that is okay with everybody.  Then the final item is just timing.  This is 
the rough timing that we have discussed with the Gulf and it is laid out in our amendment.  I 
talked with John Froeschke and he has given some indications of when the Gulf would take 
action.  They will be discussing this at their March 30 through April 2 meeting.   
 

(END OF DATA COLLECTION COMMITTEE REPORT MADE IN FULL COUNCIL) 
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