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Full Council Session 
Jekyll Island, GA 

March 5, 2009 
 
The Full Council of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council convened at the Jekyll 
Island Club Hotel, Jekyll Island, Georgia, Thursday afternoon, March 5, 2009, and was called to 
order at 1:15 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Duane Harris. 
 
Mr. Harris:  If everybody is ready, I’m going to call to order the March 2009 meeting of the 
South Atlantic Fishery Management Council.  Welcome to everyone.  First of all, just to let you 
all know who is here, the folks filming are from the Savannah College of Art and Design.  
They’re doing a documentary film.  Of course, I don’t think Fox News is from the Savannah 
College of Art and Design, but these guys are from the college and so they’ll be filming the 
council meeting today and the snapper grouper discussion.  That’s who they are. 
 
Let me welcome Rick Robins, Chairman of the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council.  
Rick, we’re glad you’re here and Red Munden, who is the liaison for the Mid-Atlantic Council, 
at our meeting.  Welcome, guys.  Our Gulf Council liaison was stuck in the weather and so could 
not join us today and so we’ll miss that person.  Let’s go ahead and do a voice roll call and I’ll 
start on that end, with Tony, and we’ll just move around the room. 
 
Mr. Iarocci:  Tony Iarocci, council member, Florida. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Brian Cheuvront, council member, North Carolina. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Rita Merritt, council member, North Carolina. 
 
Mr. Robins:  Rick Robins, Mid-Atlantic chair. 
 
Mr. Munden:  Red Munden, Mid-Atlantic Council representative from North Carolina. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  George Geiger, council member, Florida. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  John Wallace, council member, Georgia. 
 
Dr. Laney:  Wilson Laney, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service representative. 
 
Mr. Easley:  Otha Easley, NOAA Office for Law Enforcement. 
 
Mr. Robson:  Mark Robson, council member, Florida. 
 
Mr. Cupka:  David Cupka, council member, South Carolina. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Bob Mahood, council staff. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Duane Harris, council member, Georgia. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Mac Currin, council member, North Carolina. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  Kate Quigley, council staff. 
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Mr. Waugh:  Gregg Waugh, council staff. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  Robert Boyles, council member, South Carolina. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  Susan Shipman, council member, Georgia. 
 
Dr. Ponwith:  Bonnie Ponwith, NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fisheries Science Center. 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  Monica Smit-Brunello, NOAA General Counsel. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Roy Crabtree, council member, NMFS. 
 
Dr. McGovern:  Jack McGovern, National Marine Fisheries Service. 
 
Mr. Swatzel:  Tom Swatzel, council member, South Carolina. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Thank you all very much.  The next item is the Adoption of the Agenda.  If I may 
have your permission to modify the agenda as necessary to help us get through this meeting 
today and tomorrow.  The Executive Director is already signaling that I’m doing something 
wrong and so I’m going to call on him right now. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Someone, I’m not sure who, left the SSC Committee Report off of the Full 
Council agenda and so we would like to fit that in the next-to-the-last item, right after the Shrimp 
Committee report. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Without objection, we will do that.  With those modifications, is there any objection 
to adopting the agenda?  Seeing none, the agenda is adopted.  Now, we’re going to entertain 
Approval of the December 2008 Meeting Minutes.  Any changes, additions, or corrections to 
those minutes?  Seeing none, the minutes of that meeting are adopted. 
 
What we’re going to do now is go into a committee of the whole and I’m going to turn it back 
over to Mac Currin to finish up our Snapper Grouper Committee agenda and at 1:45, we will go 
into a session where we hear from the public on the proposed interim rule for red snapper. 
 
(Whereupon, the committee convened as a committee of the whole.) 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Duane.  Our next agenda item is Amendment 18.  It went out for 
scoping here in the last few months and Kate is going to walk us through the scoping comments 
that we received on Amendment 18 and then we’re going to review the actions and the 
alternatives that are currently in that document as it moves along. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  You’ll see in your briefing book that Attachment 15 is the scoping report for 
Amendment 18 and so I’ve got up on the screen there the Amendment 18 summary of scoping 
comments.  The first action, limiting participation and effort in the golden tilefish fishery, 
possibly endorsements or limited access program, received a number of comments.  Three 
people were in favor of an endorsement.  One person saw the endorsement as a bridge to LAPs.  
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Two of those people -- All three were commercial fishermen.   
 
Comment Number 2 was LAPs.  Three people, two of them commercial fishermen, were in favor 
of LAPs for the golden tilefish fishery.  They commented that new people were gearing up to 
fish and they needed something to stop new entry.  One person was in favor of it if an 
appropriate TAC was implemented.  There were eight people against LAPs and one person was 
against LAPs if you used years from the early 1990s. 
 
Comment Number 3, one person wanted a lower trip limit, because currently the trip limit is 
4,000 pounds, until 75 percent of the quota is met and then it goes down to 300 pounds.  Instead 
of 4,000 pounds, they wanted it to be a 3,000, 2,500, or a 2,000-pound trip limit.  The fourth 
comment was to allow only bandit gear during the 300-pound trip limit, assuming no change in 
the start date, which is another action below.  Comment Number 5 was seven people wanted to 
ban longlines. 
 
The second action, limiting participation and effort in the black sea bass pot fishery, possibly 
endorsements or a limited access program, the first comment regarded pots left in the water.  
Two people said do not allow for pots to be left in the water during trips and one person wanted 
to allow traps in the water no more than seventy-two hours.  The second type of comment we 
received regarded LAPs.  Two people were in favor and six people were against LAPs for the 
black sea bass pot fishery. 
 
Regarding limits on the number of traps held per vessel, one person wanted 100 traps per vessel 
and they wanted that to be transferable.  Another person wanted fifty traps per vessel and another 
person forty traps per vessel.  Regarding opposing the use of pots, three people opposed the use 
of pots in general. 
 
The third action was extending the range of the Snapper Grouper Fishery Management Plan 
north through the Mid-Atlantic and New England Council areas.  Three people were in favor of 
that action and two people against.   
 
Separating the snowy grouper quota into regions or states, nine people supported the 
regionalization of the snowy grouper quota.  One person suggested delaying regionalization until 
fishing for snowy grouper is economically viable again.  That would be indicated by fishermen 
targeting snowy grouper again, as shown in the logbooks.  One person wanted the snowy grouper 
fishery shut down until it is rebuilt.  Five people wanted to expand regionalization to other 
species. 
 
The next action was separating the gag recreational annual catch limit into region or state annual 
catch targets.  Five people supported regionalization of gag recreational ACL and five people 
wanted to expand regionalization to other species.  There were no people against that action. 
 
Regarding changing the golden tilefish fishing year so that fishermen in South Carolina and hook 
and line fishermen in Florida could more easily fish, there were several comments regarding a 
new start date.  Five people were in favor.  One person remarked that fish spawn in April and 
May and they would not be opposed to closing the fishery during that time.  Another person 
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remarked that the Gulf of Mexico opens their fishery January 1 and the market is flooded and 
therefore, it’s a good thing for it to be closed during January and February, early in the year. 
 
Specifically, one person in particular was in favor of a September 1 start date.  They said that 
that would benefit historical bandit fishermen and the changes in the start date eliminates the 
need for the 300-pound trip limit. 
 
The next action is improving data reporting.  Regarding recreational data, five people 
commented that the recreational data is flawed and you need better data that is fair and unbiased.  
One person remarked that data is not surveyed well and surveyors have no experience with 
fisheries.  The survey, therefore, won’t give any good data.  Data is poor, sketchy, and one 
person stated that they didn’t think that MRIP would solve the problems. 
 
Electronic real-time reporting, one person was in favor.  One person remarked that they need 
faster turnaround on data.  Another person remarked that you can speed up and improve data 
reporting if fishermen are given electronic forms, via Excel, so that they can fill them out and 
print them out and mail or email.  Currently, they stated that they don’t have access to these 
forms in an electronic format. 
 
Regarding video monitoring, one person spoke in favor and is participating in a proposed pilot 
study.  Electronic logbook reporting, one person is against, because he has no computer on his 
boat.  Another person remarked that sampling is outdated.  Another comment was that fishermen 
are not included in data collection and not involved in the process.  Another comment was we 
need the logbook to ask for data on depth and current information.  Eleven people commented 
the data is inaccurate.  One person commented that recreational logbooks are needed and two 
people spoke in favor of onboard observers.   
 
Regarding changing the wreckfish fishery ITQ program, four people spoke in favor of continuing 
the program.  They specifically stated to not abolish the program.  Three people said that they 
have a major investment in wreckfish shares.  Another person remarked that although they 
haven’t used their shares in the past, they may use their shares in the future, due to expected 
closures in the future.  One person suggested abolishing the program. 
 
Regarding recreational allocation of wreckfish, one person wanted to provide for a wreckfish 
allocation and one person was against that.  Regarding redistribution of shares to current 
participants only, one person suggested that if the TAC is cut or the ACL is lower than the 
current TAC that they will not be able to maintain historical landings without economic 
difficulties.  Another person suggested to do nothing until there’s a new stock assessment.  
Another person suggested that federal buyout of shareholders is needed and another person 
suggested to get additional public comment on this action.   
 
Then, I believe, this is the last action, designating essential fish habitat in new areas in the Mid-
Atlantic and New England as part of a possible extension of the Snapper Grouper Fishery 
Management Plan north.  The comment we received was no new EFH designations wanted.  
That completes the scoping report for Amendment 18. 
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Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Kate.  Any questions for Kate on the scoping comments?  Okay.  I don’t 
see any.  Are you going to walk through the Amendment 18 document? 
 
Ms. Quigley:  If you take a look at Attachment 13, that is the Amendment 18 draft document and 
if you go to PDF page 40, which is also page 2-1 in the document, page 40 is the beginning of 
Section 2 and Description of Alternatives.  It’s Section 2.1 and the first action stated there is 
Extend Snapper Grouper Fishery Management Unit North. 
 
The first alternative is the no action, do not change current management boundaries of the 
Snapper Grouper FMU.  Alternative 2 is to extend the management boundaries for all species in 
the Snapper Grouper FMU northward to include the Mid-Atlantic Council’s jurisdiction, except 
for black sea bass, golden tilefish, and scup.  Alternative 3 is to extend the management 
boundaries for all species in the Snapper Grouper FMU northward to include the Mid-Atlantic 
and New England Councils’ jurisdiction, except black sea bass, golden tilefish, and scup.  The 
committee has the option to change those alternatives if they would like to. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Comments on those alternatives?  Rick, I know you want to address those, as you 
are representing the Mid-Atlantic Council.  You can start us off, if you would like. 
 
Mr. Robins:  Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.  It’s good to be here this afternoon, but it was 
really great to be here last night and I will say if that’s indicative of how you all eat as a council, 
that I would hope to have the opportunity to come back very soon.  Again, I appreciate the 
opportunity to be here.  I appreciate your chairman’s invitation to attend and really perseverance 
in encouraging me to be here for this discussion. 
 
It’s been an eye-opening discussion for me.  I was already well familiar with the vulnerability of 
this stock complex.  That was the basis on which Virginia Marine Resources took action some 
years ago, as this fishery evolved, but I have to say that that awareness has really been increased 
as I hear the stories around the table about particularly grouper populations and other species that 
have been largely eliminated and as I watch you all at the council wrestle with the very difficult 
decisions of having to close or come very close to closing fisheries. 
 
That’s certainly not a situation that we want to see played out in the Mid-Atlantic region, but at 
the last council meeting we had, Red Munden gave us a quick briefing on Amendment 18.  In 
response to that, we did express some concern about the prospect of taking a fishery that was 
essentially an evolving fishery in our jurisdiction and bringing that into a rebuilding plan, when it 
was already under a relatively strict management regime at the state level by one of our member 
states, namely Virginia. 
 
I do have a copy of Virginia’s regulations, courtesy of Jack Travelstead, that I’ll just pass around 
real quickly while I’m speaking.  The VMRC action that was taken several years ago by Virginia 
-- I will say that I’ve served on the commission for about five years, by way of background, but 
it may be the most precautionary action that the commission has ever taken at the state level. 
 
It was based largely on your experience and advice.  Joe Grist from our staff, I believe, came 
down and consulted with your staff and council and got input about the vulnerability of these 
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stocks.  The action was based not on any sort of population estimate or assessment that we had of 
the stock, but, again, really on the vulnerability of the stock based on life history and based on 
management experience down in your jurisdiction. 
 
The regulations, in a nutshell, precluded and preempted the development of any directed 
commercial fishery for these species in Virginia, namely the tilefish and -- The relevant species 
here are the blueline tilefish and also the grouper complex.  It precluded the development of 
those fisheries and only allowed a very small bycatch retention of 175 pounds of grouper and 
300 pounds of tilefish. 
 
On the recreational side of the fishery, the limits that were put in place were for one grouper per 
person per day.  That does include wreckfish in that complex, but one grouper per person per day 
and seven tilefish per person per day.  That was a substantially lower recommendation than was 
made by the commission staff and so, again, it was quite precautionary at the time. 
 
We are in a situation in the Mid-Atlantic and obviously at the state level where we’re in a very 
data-poor environment.  The population off the coast of Virginia, north of the Virginia/Carolina 
line, is not an assessed population.  Furthermore, in terms of recreational catch data, MRFSS 
indicates that the fishery is non-existent.  That is, there is no landing information in MRFSS at a 
fine enough scale level to indicate any harvest of the relevant species that are not already under 
the Mid-Atlantic Council FMPs. 
 
Those that are under our management include black sea bass, golden tilefish, and scup.  That’s 
where the majority of the landings are, at least commercially and also recreationally.  Those do 
show up in the MRFSS data, but the relevant species that are falling through the cracks here in 
terms of federal management are blueline tilefish and the groupers. 
 
The MRFSS data, if you query those data, indicate no landings, essentially, of those species at 
the recreational level.  Nevertheless, we know that we have a significant fishery at the state level 
in Virginia, because we issued 164 blueline tilefish citations in 2007.  Part of the problem is the 
fishery is prosecuted, to a degree, in the first wave of the year.  In January and February, when 
people aren’t fishing for many other species, they’re prosecuting this deepwater fishery and 
MRFSS, of course, is dormant during that wave and so there are no data. 
 
As I heard Red brief us at the council level, I was concerned about this being extended into the 
Mid-Atlantic region.  As I read Document 18 and hear the discussion around the table, my 
concerns certainly increased.  The motion that was passed by the committee to have a prohibition 
on fishing deeper than thirty-five fathoms would essentially eliminate the entire fishery in 
Virginia, because we don’t encounter the fish shallower than that. 
 
Our blueline tilefish fishery is prosecuted mainly in fifty fathoms of water.  The grouper fishery 
is prosecuted on the edge, in a hundred or ninety to 110 fathoms.  The entire fishery would be 
eliminated.  What we have is essentially a trophy-class fishery.  We’ve been producing world 
records one after another on the grouper complexes and so the fishery at that level would be lost. 
 
Also in the Mid-Atlantic, on the habitat side of the equation, I did notice that there was a 
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proposal to possibly identify EFH areas in the Mid-Atlantic if the plan is extended.  I would 
point out that in Tilefish Amendment 1 to our Golden Tilefish FMP that we’ve recently 
recommended the adoption of four gear-restricted areas for four different canyons.  One of those 
is the Norfolk Canyon, which is where most of this fishery is prosecuted.  That would encompass 
water depths in excess of 125 fathoms and that would be gear-restricted area.  That would 
already cover some of the relevant habitat for this complex. 
 
What I would like to see us have an opportunity to do at the Mid-Atlantic Council level would be 
to have a briefing from your staff regarding Amendment 18 and exactly what measures might be 
entailed in it, now that you’ve developed a range of options, and then that we be afforded an 
opportunity to have some dialogue and consider if we might develop complementary 
management strategies for the Mid-Atlantic region. 
 
I don’t want to get ahead of our council in terms of what remedies we might propose, but, for 
example, we might be able to develop measures that would go into our Golden Tilefish FMP that 
would be complementary to your plan that would allow, perhaps, a more appropriate regional 
management strategy for the snapper grouper complex in deep water within our jurisdiction. 
 
Again, that’s just one idea and I think if we’re afforded that opportunity and we could have a 
presentation at our April meeting, that would allow us to consider the impacts of this and 
develop some strategies and responses.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Rick.  You mentioned that possibility of having someone from our staff 
come up and brief your council and I certainly think that’s a good idea and if our Chairman and 
Executive Director think so, then we’ll certainly try to make those arrangements.  Anybody else 
that might be able to help with that would be considered as well.  Thank you for coming. 
 
Mr. Munden:  Just to follow up on a couple of things that Chairman Robins pointed out, again, 
we’re concerned about the landings data for snapper grouper species north of the current North 
Carolina/Virginia border for the northern range of the management unit, northern border of the 
management unit.   
 
The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council already has management measures in place for 
black sea bass and scup north of Cape Hatteras, through our existing fishery management plans.  
These species are managed jointly with the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission.  We 
have a golden tilefish fisheries management plan for tilefish throughout the jurisdiction of the 
Mid-Atlantic area.  All three of these species are managed through a limited access permit. 
 
One concern that I have is that, being from North Carolina, I get a lot of comments from 
fishermen who would like to get into the snapper grouper fishery and about their concern about 
the requirement for procuring two snapper grouper permits in order to have one issued by the 
National Marine Fisheries Service. 
 
Very, very few fishermen north of the North Carolina/Virginia border have any snapper grouper 
permits and so this will be a tremendous burden on the people who have fished for snapper 
grouper species north of the North Carolina/Virginia border who would have to procure these 
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permits. 
 
The last comment is that in my conversations with members of the otter trawl fishery, they have 
indicated that they have always picked up a few blueline tilefish, occasionally.  It’s not a fishery 
you could direct on, because the fish are not that abundant, but, as we all know, trawl gear is not 
allowed for the harvest of snapper grouper species and so these people who have traditionally 
caught a few snapper grouper species north of the current management unit would be 
disenfranchised and not allowed to keep those fish.  Thank you for the opportunity to comment, 
Mr. Chairman. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Other comments or reaction to the comments from the Mid-Atlantic folks? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  A reaction to their comments is thank you very much for being here.  We enjoyed 
having you and thanks for the comments.  It was very, very informative and good information for 
us to act on.  My question is, do we have landings on this complex from New England? 
 
Mr. Currin:  Staff is looking for that now.  You heard Rick’s comment that there’s almost -- 
They’re rarely encountered, if ever, in the MRFSS survey in Virginia, where we know there’s a 
fairly substantial fishery. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  While they’re looking for that, I’ve been communicating with Dan Furlong up 
there and we will arrange for some of our staff to come up to your April meeting, at least a staff 
member.  We then can start working with your folks up there relative to some of your concerns 
and how those can be mitigated in the amendment. 
 
Mr. Harris:  It seems to me that these three alternatives are all appropriate at this point in time, 
unless we learn that there are no landings of any of these species up in the New England 
Council’s area of jurisdiction, in which case we would only have two alternatives.  I just 
recommend we leave them all in place right now, unless Gregg has something else to add to that. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  We do have some data and Kate can project those.  To the extent as we do and have 
done each of the -- It’s page 83 in Amendment 18.  To the extent that we have any data for these 
species, they have been incorporated into the SEDAR stock assessment.  Of course, that varies 
by species.  We are seeing a shift and an increase in landings north of North Carolina. 
 
The reason that these alternatives exclude black sea bass, scup, and golden tilefish is because the 
break for those, there’s a stock differentiation north and south of Hatteras.  We recognize that the 
Mid-Atlantic manages those three species north of Hatteras.  Our Snapper Grouper Fishery 
Management Unit for those three species is south of Hatteras.  Extending the management unit 
north would not impact scup, black sea bass, and golden tilefish. 
 
As we read the new requirements in the final ACL rule, we have to account for all sources of 
mortality and as you remember from our discussions this morning, the likely ACLs for these 
species is extremely low, so low, in fact, that we’re not allowing any directed fishery there.  If 
we were to not extend the management unit and the regulations into the Mid-Atlantic, we would 
still have to count that mortality towards our ACL and we would be exceeding our ACL and 
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continuing to allow overfishing. 
 
I think we’ve got the landings and you have the page number to see what that level of landings 
are and Table 3-7 is for Maryland and Virginia and we may have some other tables in there.  
We’ll continue to look. 
 
Mr. Currin:  You can see from those tables that the landings are relatively low.  These are 
recorded landings and, again, Rick, you said you don’t have any reported landings.  They haven’t 
been encountered in the MRFSS survey, which gives us our estimate of recreational effort and 
catch, yet your citation program, and it doesn’t surprise me a bit, has issued a large number of 
citations, for blueline in particular, and I suspect if you offer them for snowy grouper that you 
would have some for snowy as well.  That’s kind of the box we’re in right now at least. 
 
Mr. Robins:  Just on the point that’s been raised about the assessment and ACLs and the final 
rule, this, to some degree, is reminiscent, to me, of the northern Gulf of Maine scallop situation, 
where you have a stock that’s not actually assessed, but it is subject to fishing.  The challenge to 
the New England Council and committee has been how to account for that mortality. 
 
They are working up different strategies for how to account for that and one is to take it off the 
top.  In other words, they do have ideas of what the mortality is there and so they’re taking that 
off the top before they develop the ACLs for the rest of the federal fisheries.  It’s a little bit 
reminiscent of that, because right here, for recreational landings, the number is zero.  I don’t 
think we can say that the Norfolk Canyon population is assessed and in the assessment.  It’s a 
little bit reminiscent of that, but, again, this is something we can discuss down the road. 
 
Mr. Currin:  It’s new ground and we will -- It does present some problems, but I think we can 
work through them.  We’ll certainly attempt to do so.  Thank you very much.  Everybody, just to 
end this first action in 18, everybody is okay with where we are as far as alternatives for right 
now?  Okay.  It is almost quarter to.  We will open our public comment session now. 
 
What I would ask from the audience is that you restrict your comments to the interim rule for red 
snapper and three minutes, please.  Try to hold your comments to three minutes and if you 
would, come up and have a seat in this chair or stand, if you like.  Make sure that microphone is 
on, the light is on, and state your name when you come up, please, and anybody that you might 
represent, if you do represent a group. 
 
We don’t have a light and a gong and a bell, but we’re going to give you an idea.  We do have a 
light.  I think when the yellow warning light comes on, that gives you another minute.  We 
would like for you to restrict it to three minutes and if you’re almost at the end and on a roll as 
the red light comes on, I might give you another few seconds, but I’m going to ask you to wrap it 
up pretty quickly.  Again, thank you for being here.  Our first speaker is Dennis O’Hern and our 
next one will be Chris Rooney.  If you would be kind of ready and on deck to go, that will help 
us get through this more quickly. 
 
Mr. O’Hern:  Good afternoon, council.  My name is Dennis O’Hern and I’m the Executive 
Director of the Fishing Rights Alliance.  My members are largely recreational, but also 
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commercial fishermen, mostly in the Gulf and South Atlantic.  We have some grave concerns 
over the interim rule, the fact that you’re about to inflict -- I know all of you know this, that 
you’re about to inflict some economic destruction from which our industry and my people -- I’m 
a recreational angler.  I don’t have a charterboat and I don’t make a living off of this at all.  
That’s why I live in Florida.  That’s why I’ve been underpaid for years and stay here.  It’s 
because I love to fish and so does almost everybody else here. 
 
We’re the fishing capital of the world in Florida and I know that’s just part of the South Atlantic, 
but fishing is a big part of our heritage.  We’re really concerned with some of the information 
that you all are having to base your decisions on.  The disagreement over the stock assessment of 
the red snapper is huge. 
 
I also would like to briefly comment on you’re talking about in-season quota monitoring.  I know 
more than a lot of people, because I’ve been deeply involved.  MRFSS is -- It was called fatally 
flawed, but it was just stated by the NRC, the National Research Council, that MRFSS needs a 
lot of work.  It’s not reliable and it’s not to be used as an in-season quota monitoring tool. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Dennis, if I could just remind you that this is on the interim rule.  That’s an action in 
17 and so if we can, let’s try to focus on that interim rule here. 
 
Mr. O’Hern:  I’m sorry.  I thought that went to the interim rule.  We’re just concerned that the 
interim rule is going to shut down fishing altogether and it’s not going to recover and we’re also 
concerned that the effort estimates and the landings estimates are so overstated right now that 
you’re feeling compelled to act, when in fact we’re not landing the number of fish that MRFSS is 
saying we are. 
 
There’s so many inherent flaws with it right now that you can sit down and look at that I’m just 
scared to death that you’re going to be forced to make this decision and you’re going to kill the 
industry, absolutely kill the industry as we know it.  If you’re okay with that, that’s fine, but in 
this time when we’re trying to do $750 billion in economic stimulus and you guys are about to 
pull the trigger on about a $1 billion economic damage to the South Atlantic Council, I hope you 
really weigh your decision heavily.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Dennis.  Captain Rooney and next is Joe Penovich. 
 
Mr. Rooney:  I represent the Jacksonville Offshore Sportfishing Club.  We’re a club that’s been 
established since 1959 in northeast Florida.  We are the primary driver of reef building and 
actually taking care of our fishing species in north Florida and have been for the last fifty years.  
We’re concerned with the interim closure of the snapper fishery, because a question we have is 
that we’ve heard that you’re not going to allow us to bottom fish or is it just the snapper fishery 
that’s going to close during the interim period? 
 
Mr. Currin:  The interim rule that we considered and the committee voted on today was just to 
prohibit harvest and possession of red snapper. 
 
Mr. Rooney:  Just red snapper?  We’ll still be allowed to fish in the ocean? 
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Mr. Currin:  Yes, sir.  Depending on what happens with Amendment 17, that could change. 
 
Mr. Rooney:  I would like you to consider some of the economic impact that this will have.  
Florida is the number one ranked state in the country in boat sales.  Florida makes up more than 
$16 billion of the total economic impact of recreational fishing in the United States.  If you look 
at that and compare it with agriculture in the United States, which is only $5.9 billion, that’s 
more than triple what we do for the entire central states and we’re going to greatly impact that 
industry at an economic time when we can’t afford it. 
 
Our members have been fishing for red snapper since the 1950s and we’ve noticed a steady 
increase and not a decrease.  We believe that your information is flawed and some of the data 
collection that’s been done is just not working and as a captain in north Florida, it’s very hard for 
me now to not catch thirty or forty red snapper when I go with four people.  It’s extremely 
difficult.  I can’t not catch the snapper. 
 
Now, we do a complete release on my boat.  I’ve had venting tools on my boat and I use circle 
hooks and I take every precaution that I can possibly take to maintain the fishery and a lot of the 
people in the club do the same thing and we very strongly influence our people to do that, but we 
have not seen a decrease in the fishery. 
 
Just recently, we ran an inshore tournament where very few boats fished the local areas very 
close to the beach, within five miles.  Even today, in the wintertime, when the red snapper should 
be in deeper water, we’re consistently catching juvenile red snapper between fourteen and 
eighteen to twenty inches and also in both times that I’ve fished for that tournament, we’ve 
caught twenty-four-inch red snapper, within five miles of the beach in fifty-eight-degree water.  
That’s not supposed to happen.  It’s happening because the species is strong here in north Florida 
and southern Georgia.  All the way from Brunswick to Daytona it’s very strong and I think we 
know that.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you very much.  Next is Joe Penovich and next up will be Dave Heil.  
 
Mr. Penovich:  I have a couple of petitions to enter and some pictures to pass around, whether or 
not that’s a good idea, I’m not sure, but -- Thank you for the opportunity to speak and my name 
is Joe Penovich.  I came from central Florida today.  I’m the owner of Obsession Fishing 
Charters, which is a party fishing boat, a restaurant, and a marina, also.  These three businesses 
employ about 150 people. 
 
I’m here just to plead with the council to really consider this interim rule and the closure of red 
snapper fishing.  I know there’s some scientists and some people that care about the fishery and 
feel that it’s on the brink of collapse, but I know that all of you have heard over and over and 
over again from fishermen like myself to tell you that there are more red snapper out there than 
we have ever seen. 
 
Now, I’ve heard that that’s just a three-year uncertain stock that’s been doing good and after 
that’s gone the fishery is going to collapse, but I’ve also heard from the same people telling me 
that that they know their data is flawed.  You’re going to make decisions that are going to -- We 
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in business are on the edge financially and you’re going to make decisions that are going to 
further the situation that this country is in.  You will put people out of work by closing the red 
snapper fishery.  It’s that close for a lot of businesses out there. 
 
That’s real frustrating when I am hearing from the scientists and certain members of this council 
telling me that they know the data is flawed, but they’re mandated to react to the information 
they have, even though that’s flawed information.  Again, I’m here to plead with you to consider 
what you’re about to do, based on information that is not accurate. 
 
The council, from what I can understand, and I feel that I should have been more involved early 
on, but the council is required to take action to end overfishing if that overfishing has been 
identified.  Again, statistically speaking, or data assessment speaking, I don’t think you can make 
that determination. 
 
Maybe, again, by the strict letter of the law, you’re required by the information you’ve been 
given, but when you know that information is flawed, personally and individually, I don’t know 
how you can make that determination that there is overfishing in red snapper presently, when I 
will tell you and you can see the pictures that we are catching more fish than we’ve ever caught. 
 
There is other action that can be taken that does not include an interim closure, especially given 
the fact that this data is flawed.  Again, you’re taking action and you’re living up to what the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act says and you can make that rule.  You can try a slot limit and you can 
tighten up the measures that are in place, because I believe as a fisherman, as a diver, as 
somebody who has been in these waters since I was fifteen years old, that this fishery is -- It’s 
amazing what’s going on out there. 
 
The measures that exist right now, a twenty-inch size limit and a two fish bag limit, they are 
working.  If you feel, again, to comply with the Magnuson-Stevens Act that you must do 
something, then tighten up a little bit.  Give us a chance.  Give our businesses a chance to 
survive. 
 
Just one other thing and I don’t know if this makes any sense or has any meaning or not, but I 
know there’s some scientists here and some people that really care about the fishery and they 
talked about some of the fisheries that were collapsed and crashed and just done, one of which I 
read about was the striped bass fishery.  Let’s say that I’m wrong and let’s say that all of these 
fishermen are wrong and that this red snapper fishery is truly in severe close to being collapsed 
mode. 
 
Let’s say you guys listen to me and you do not pass this rule and the scientists were right.  The 
worst case scenario is that you’re going to come back and close this thing and like what’s 
happened with striped bass, like we’re seeing if you’re a diver with the goliath grouper, these 
fisheries will rebound and it will happen. 
 
I’ll stand up here and say I’m sorry, because your scientists were right, but give us a chance, give 
our businesses a chance, and realize that at the worst situation that would exist, you can come 
back and do this and we’ll all just sign on the dotted line if in fact this information is correct, but 
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you do not have to do that now and be that drastic now with the flawed data that you have. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, sir.  Mr. Heil, if you will come up and next is Holly Binns.   
 
Mr. Heil:  My name is David Heil and I am here on behalf of the Central Florida Offshore 
Anglers and also on behalf of the Florida Sport Fishing Association.  These are two recreational 
fishing clubs.  One is based in Orlando and one is based in Merritt Island, Florida.  Both of these 
clubs have approximately 200 or 300 members each. 
 
Both of the clubs have asked me to come here to express their objection to this, based upon the 
fact that the data is definitely flawed in regards to this.  The data that you’re basing this on has 
not passed peer review.  MRFSS, every time it has gone up for peer review, has failed.  You’re 
dealing with failed data and it’s shown.  It’s proven.  This is not something somebody else has 
done.  This is what their own peer reviews have shown you.  Therefore, you have nothing to base 
it on. 
 
One of the other things that we’re talking about is mortality rates.  Mortality rates are greatly 
overstated.  From what the recreational people are doing and which also, you have no data on 
recreational off the east coast of Florida, zero.  You use the basis that we’re running off of 
headboats.  Headboats and recreational fishermen don’t fish in the same area. 
 
These rules and this interim rule you’re looking to do is going to put a lot of people out of 
business.  You’re playing with the lives of thousands of people across Florida and you’re looking 
to put them out of business on data you know is not correct.  You know that this data is flawed.  
You know that you cannot rely upon this data, but yet you’re going to sit here as a council and 
put thousands of people out of work.  Not in these economic times where there’s not the ability 
to rebound. 
 
People like Joe -- Joe’s marina is right there in the Cape where we fish out of.  You close this 
fishery and the fuel that I bought from Joe earlier this year, I don’t buy, because there’s nothing 
to go out and fish.  The bait I bought from Joe earlier this year, I’m not buying, because I can’t 
go out and fish.  You’re closing everything down and you’re going to put a lot of people out of 
work. 
 
On a personal level -- Let me change from talking about it from the situation with the clubs to a 
personal level.  I also want you to consider other factors.  One of the things is a statement from 
Ted Forsgren from the Coastal Conservation Association of Florida.  He earlier said this year 
that, in a letter to the group, that you should first shut down the commercial fishery before you 
go after the recreational. 
 
This is what he said earlier in the year.  He also said that the fairness -- That any allocation must 
be fair and equitable.  It’s not.  This council has never been fair to the recreational fishermen and 
this rule is not fair to the recreational fishermen.  You’re obligated also -- You’re talking about 
we have to follow the law and we have to follow the rules.  The rules also say in the National 
Standards that you have to be fair and equitable. 
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This council every time has continually disregarded the National Standards in setting these 
obligations.  It must stop.  This council must recognize its duties and its requirement in regards 
to allowing the recreational anglers a fair and equitable use of this resource.  
 
A couple of other points is I’m hearing today a lot about we’re going to go to headboats and 
we’re going to do this and we’re going to get data.  I’ve not heard anything about recreational.  
When you’re doing this data to pass these interim rules, you must include the recreational anglers 
in this data collection.  This council has not done that before.  I know they’re not getting 
anything from MRFSS on it and it must stop. 
 
Also, we’re hearing that there are 3 percent.  I keep hearing that the stock is at 3 percent.  That is 
the most ridiculous number I’ve ever heard in my life.  You’ve heard from people already today 
and you’re going to hear it once again.  I’ve spoken to hundreds of anglers in the beginning of 
this year, from the clubs in other areas.  The fish we are catching now are more plentiful and 
bigger than ever before.  This is a stock that has rebounded and it’s there already.  Your data is 
behind.  Your data doesn’t show what’s actually out there in the Atlantic Ocean.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thanks, Mr. Heil.  Holly Binns and next is Rob Darner. 
 
Ms. Binns:  Good morning, Chairman Harris and South Atlantic Council members.  My name is 
Holly Binns and I’m the manager of the Pew Environment Group’s Campaign to End 
Overfishing in the Southeast.  The Pew Environment Group is the conservation arm of the Pew 
Charitable Trust and our aim is to strengthen environmental policies and practices in ways that 
produce significant and measureable protection for the natural environment and the rich array of 
life it supports. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide input regarding the proposed red snapper interim rule.  
We recognize the important role that you play in managing for sustainable fisheries here in the 
South Atlantic region and offer our support for the interim rule.  This is an important step 
towards ending overfishing and restoring healthy and robust fisheries in the South Atlantic. 
 
We also strongly urge you to continue moving forward with measures to end overfishing for both 
red snapper and the other nine species undergoing overfishing by the congressionally-mandated 
2010 deadline.  What I would like to do, if I can, is take you back in time about fifty-five years to 
1954, which is the year of Hurricane Hazel. 
 
That’s when red snapper landings were at their zenith, at more than a half-million pounds, and 
there were more than five-million red snapper off of our coast.  Of these, almost a million were 
more than twenty years old.  These fish would have been more than three feet in length and more 
than twenty pounds.  The most common size was thirty-four inches. 
 
If we come back to today, the most recent stock assessment found that the common size today is 
seventeen inches and two-and-a-half pounds and that the large fish are exceedingly rare.  Of the 
approximately half-million snapper off of our coast, there are virtually no fish left that are more 
than ten years old.  Landings have reached an all-time low of less than 80,000 pounds and red 
snapper are estimated to be at 3 percent of the population at maximum sustainable yield.  That’s 
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where the financial benefits from the fishery are at their greatest. 
 
To rebuild a more sustainable fishery, many more of these large red snapper need to survive 
through time.  Fortunately, red snapper have had some really strong recent year classes.  You’ve 
heard today, I think a number of times, that fishermen are reporting seeing increased numbers of 
fish in the water and that is an observation that’s supported by the science.  These are strong year 
classes that can help to more quickly recover the red snapper fishery to a high level only if 
they’re afforded some protection from future fishing pressure.   
 
There are two reasons that we urge the council to take action today and the first is practical.  By 
the end of June, about 63 percent of charter, 46 percent of private, and 58 percent of commercial 
landings will have already crossed the docks in north Florida, where most of the red snapper are 
landed.  A delay of a few months might not mean a lot here in this room, but on the water, that’s 
effectively the loss of another potentially recuperative year class.   
 
I think the second reason that we would urge you to act today is the message that it sends.  I 
think everyone here is relying on you to manage a healthy fishery that provides jobs and food 
and recreation and income for years to come.  
 
Finally, I just urge you to ask all of yourselves a question.  If red snapper doesn’t deserve 
emergency protection, what does?  For years, this council has declared its commitment to ending 
overfishing and right now, you’re faced with an opportunity to make good on that commitment.  
You could kick the can down the road and hope for the best or we can make what is admittedly a 
very hard decision to conserve this important species so it’s around for future generations. 
 
I urge you to demonstrate the wisdom and the courage to take what is an admittedly painful, but I 
think a necessary, action to put this species on the road to recovery today.  I think too much 
hangs in the balance right now to delay or to fail to follow the science.  Thanks. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Holly.  Next is Rob Darner.  The next is Ron Surrency. 
 
Mr. Darner:  Thank you, guys.  Thank you for having me here and letting me speak in front of 
you.  My name is Rob Darner.  I live in St. Augustine, Florida, where I’ve been fishing out of 
that community since 1984.  I’m here to tell you guys that we are a victim of our own success.  I 
think one of the more brilliant points brought up during the Q&A session on Monday night was 
the number of regulations that we have had in place to help this stock rebound. 
 
One of the more brilliant points brought up by Captain Dennis Young is the change in 
regulations from when it was twelve inches now to a twenty-inch snapper limit and a harvest of 
two for the recreational anglers.  Now, we have seen a rebound of our snapper population, most 
of us agree.  Even the council, at the Q&A session on Monday night, the scoping meetings in 
Jacksonville and other places, agree that the data is flawed. 
 
Even the data from the 1950s is not totally reliable, to say that that is the magic number in which 
we have to return.  I believe what we are seeing is an increasing number of fish.  We might have 
had a peak zenith spawn of 1998 or 1999, but it does not mean that the following classes of 
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spawning fish have quit or those might be just 10 percent less.  We’re having more spawning fish 
out there and we’re having greater success. 
 
Now, as many more organizations become increased and concerned about the catch of red 
snapper, there are other alternative ways.  I have suggested slot sizes and I know other people 
have said an increase in the total length of fish, but one of the things I do believe is that we’re 
also looking at this butt-backwards, folks.  Here in Georgia right now, they’re going to create a 
new artificial reef right off their boat ramp and here, they promise more oysters, a bigger oyster 
bar, bringing in more fish. 
 
You guys are looking at shutting down a fishing industry and you will start with the interim rule.  
I’m sure it will progress further and I’ll be back here stating my opinions, but with the red 
snapper that I do not believe is in danger of being overfishing, you folks are looking to cause 
economic harm to the class of the fishing industry. 
 
I will remind and I will paraphrase your website.  Under the Socioeconomic tab, it says you must 
consider, by the Magnuson-Stevens Act and also by executive order and statute, the economic 
harm you will cause to this industry and you will cause it.  We know boat manufacturers are 
going out.  We have twenty-eight potential charterboat captains or headboat captains that will be 
displaced and out of business, with their mates. 
 
If you don’t believe in trickle-down economics, you will see it.  If you don’t believe in trickle-
down economics, ask Detroit when GM goes under here in a little bit, if their bailout starts.  This 
is what you will cause when you go ahead and start to eliminate the snapper fishery.  You can 
join with us.  I hope that environmental groups would join with us in creating more habitat, so 
that we can spread out the fishing pressure and give them a lot more places to go and spawn.  
Thank you, guys. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you.  Ron Surrency and next is Joshua Giordano-Silliman.   
 
Mr. Surrency:  Good afternoon.  My name is Ron Surrency and I run a charter business and a 
commercial fishing boat out of Jacksonville, Florida.  I’m just here to beg on anybody that’s 
concerned about fishing that this interim rule will be devastating to our industry.  Our economy 
right now has got the recreational sector and as far as the charter men -- It’s got people where it’s 
having a hard enough to come out here and fish as it is. 
 
On that side of it, shutting us down snapper fishing is like one of the main arteries to our fishery 
on the east coast of northeast Florida and Georgia and South Carolina.  This fishery right here, a 
lot of the people, a lot of the tourists come here, and they want to eat good, fresh fish.  They live 
out in the Midwest and this is has built a big reputation in the State of Florida. 
 
As a commercial sector, I strongly believe that, like you’ve heard over and over and over before, 
from every sector, from a recreational fisherman, a recreational diver, a commercial fisherman, a 
commercial diver, everybody is telling you all that they’re seeing more fish, more red snapper, 
than they have in years.  The old-timers that’s been fishing for fifty years, they’re saying that it’s 
the best that they’ve seen since they’ve been doing it. 
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I know as a diver that it’s like I see little juveniles all the way up to these big bites of snapper, 
where you’re hearing these commercial boats coming in and catching 7,000 pounds on a trip.  
They’re backing up with a 5,000-pound trip and these are not -- These are three and four guys 
that are catching these fish that are over the -- The first 4,000 or 5,000 pounds are fish that are 
over eighteen pounds, from eighteen to twenty-five pounds. 
 
Then they dwindle down or the fish catch on and then they move on or the spawn goes off, 
moves on.  I’m just begging for our livelihood that this is going to be critical, as you’ve heard 
over and over.  This is going to be a critical decision that’s going to hurt the industry.  As a 
commercial industry, it’s stable, in an economy that’s really unstable, that we say it’s in a 
recession and going into a depression. 
 
This is going to take a stable industry and basically head it towards going out of business.  As a 
recreational business, it’s on the brink.  Recreational is a fun money business and people -- A lot 
of my customers don’t have fun money falling out of their pockets, unless they’re some CEO of 
AIG or GM or Fannie Mae or Freddie Mac or something like that. 
 
They’re already having a hard time making ends-meet and so they want to come and they’ve got 
their customers coming in from the center of the country and they want to be able to catch the 
fish and be able to keep the fish that they catch and then eat it at the restaurant right there where 
we unload at and this right there -- It’s just going to take away all that.  I’m just asking you all to 
really think about how it’s going to be an effect on our industry and go with the data. 
 
You all haven’t done -- I looked up on the internet and in 8/31/83, you all went from twelve 
inches to twenty inches.  That’s when we’re supposedly saying that the fish was getting depleted.  
From January 1 of 1992 to the present day, you all went from twenty inches on the commercial, 
with no kind of limits, and twenty inches on the recreational, with a two fish per person, and you 
all haven’t done a thing for seventeen years to this fishery.  There’s never been another issue 
about it. 
 
Now, all of a sudden, over the last year, the fishery -- Oh my God, the fishery is in this horrible 
state and so why has it taken this long?  Why couldn’t we have done measures earlier to prevent 
us from making such a drastic decision to putting us out of business, because this is what this is 
going to do.  I appreciate the time that you all have let me speak and that’s my opinion.  I ask 
you all not to implement this interim rule.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you and thanks for staying on time.  Joshua Giordano-Silliman is next and 
then Becky Hogan. 
 
Mr. Giordano-Silliman:  Hello.  My name is Joshua Giordano-Silliman and I’m from Mount 
Pleasant, South Carolina and my home port is Shem Creek.  I’m here today to comment on the 
interim rule request.  I’m opposed to the interim rule request, because any decision to do so 
would not be based on the best available science.  The best available science would actually 
account for every participating angler, regardless of experience level or sector. 
 
The current methodology of assessment also does not account for the years of data that haven’t 
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been recorded by the recreational sector and leads to a skewed view and understanding of the 
fishery.  Since red snapper sex is determined at birth and there is no transition with maturity, I 
cannot foresee a collapse of the stock or that the fishery is endangered at any time in the future. 
 
I believe previous and current regulations have improved the fishery.  Yet, it will take years to 
see those benefits.  Dehooking and venting device regulations will further improve the fishery in 
the future as well.  It is my belief that the current stock levels are sustaining to our fishery and 
nation.  It is also my belief that the interim rule will have little positive biological effect on the 
fishery, due to its short-term nature. 
 
The second reason why I’m opposed to the interim rule is because it would defeat the purpose of 
a sustainable fishery in the South Atlantic.  There are no economical counterbalancing provisions 
for all sectors, commercial, recreational, and for-hire, to absorb.  Without continued work within 
the South Atlantic, many members of all sectors will see demise in the current state of our 
economy. 
 
This demise will have great effects not only today, but for many generations to come.  Only 
proper social, ecological, and economical balance provisions could procure a victory for the 
sustainability of the fishery in the South Atlantic and begin to make a way to a responsible 
closure. 
 
The third reason why I’m opposed to the interim rule is on the belief that it’s taking away from 
society’s ability to obtain healthy, fresh harvest from the sea.  An interim rule would strip away a 
food source that many families depend on throughout the year.  The interim rule would result in 
a nutritional loss within society, due to the lack of domestic fishing production, and an increasing 
cost that would occur for the individual consumer to procure inferior fish. 
 
The interim rule would disrupt the domestic food supply chain and would lead to greater, more 
destructive fishing practices outside the reach of our laws and more importantly, outside of the 
reach of our conservation principles.  The interim rule would only lead to further destructive 
exploitation outside of the United States and as a member of the South Atlantic, never would I 
want to weaken my fishery or create burdens in other fisheries.  This is not within my 
conservation principles. 
 
The fourth reason why I’m opposed to the interim rule is because it would lower the supply of 
domestic fish caught within the nation.  Regardless of the size amount, it would force the South 
Atlantic to import more fish.  The increased demand of non-domestic fish would be a known 
avenue for detrimental harm to the nation, either from foreign or domestic entities. 
 
In conclusion and most importantly, I’m opposed to the interim rule request because of the 
destructive effects it will have on the families, either from not allowing them to practice the 
family tradition of fishing to receiving the health benefits and to the economy that it provides for 
so many individuals and their loved ones.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you.  Becky Hogan is next and then Holly Reynolds. 
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Ms. Hogan:  I’m Becky Hogan.  This is about the interim rule.  I’ve been here all week listening 
to the discussions in regards to Amendment 17.  Personally, a lot of people are saying things 
about the flawed data.  I think if you’ve been going to the meetings for the past couple of years, 
like I have, the data that you have, you’re going to use and I think you’re doing what you can do 
with the data. 
 
The 3 percent spawning ratio that we need to bump up to 40 percent is going to take a lot of 
work.  You’ve obviously done a huge amount of work since the Wilmington as far as the 
development of Amendment 17 to address overfishing for red snapper.  When I was at the 
meeting back in Wilmington, and I saw the grids and I saw the map and saw the potential closed 
areas, I kind of started thinking that they’re going to close red snapper and I have accepted that. 
 
I think that since Wilmington, thanks to Duane and John Carmichael and some other people, 
they’ve been really trying to help us out as far as looking at maybe some smaller closed areas.  
Using those contours is going to be a lot more difficult for you guys than just closing a bunch of 
grids, because that’s a lot easier way to handle that. 
 
I’m trying to do a business plan for this year, meaning 2009 and 2010.  In 2009, we’re going to 
be faced with Amendment 16 most likely being approved by the Secretary of Commerce, which, 
of course, everybody knows will end the vermilion snapper fishing for us in November.  I 
thought, well, we’ll get through the summer with the snapper and we’ve got a year to end 
overfishing and now -- I know the issue came up today that -- Roy had actually written a letter to 
George, Mr. Geiger -- When you come to all the meetings, you get to be on a first-name basis 
and I’m not going to apologize for that. 
 
He said we have to address overfishing and it’s time.  This letter was written on July 8, 2008, 
which would give us until July of 2009 to end overfishing of red snapper.  Back on the 26th of 
September, this would have been in 2008, there was a letter written to Dr. Crabtree and this letter 
was from -- I think it was from Duane, if I’m not mistaken.  Yes, Duane actually had written a 
letter to Dr. Crabtree and it said, pursuant to Magnuson-Stevens, we’re going to request an 
interim rule for gag grouper, because we need to end overfishing.  It had been identified as being 
overfished.   
 
The council actually received notification on June 12, 2007 that gag grouper was being 
overfished.  It took fifteen-and-a-half months -- This is not an insult to anybody on the council, 
but it took fifteen-and-a-half months to actually request that the interim rule be used for gag 
grouper, because there were just so many things -- I asked George about this and he thought 
maybe they were waiting on some more stock assessments and maybe that’s why.  You can 
comment on that if you want to.  Maybe that’s why it took fifteen-and-a-half months to get this 
letter written. 
 
My point about that is they didn’t do it in a year.  The letter says if we use the interim rule for the 
gag grouper and then we go through the Amendment 16 process after trying to implement the 
interim rule, by October of 2008 everything is going to be in place and ready to go.  Well, 
Amendment 16, we all know, is still in the Federal Register waiting on -- We’ve got until March 
9 to comment on the proposed rule. 
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I think it’s a great amendment.  I’ve sent in my comments.  It took a little longer than what 
everybody anticipated and does that surprise anybody?  You’ve got ten species that are 
overfished and you’ve got until 2010 to resolve all of that and I think that -- Just based on 
everything that I had heard from Wilmington from when I was in Pooler, I thought we would 
maybe get the one more year to fish out for the red snapper.  That’s what I was hoping for. 
 
Of course, I’m opposed to the interim rule.  I did my quarterlies or my reports.  I turned in my 
taxes for this year and I’m not paying anything.  I lost 6.6 percent and I went into my reserves 
just because of fuel.  I didn’t miss one day because of any maintenance issues.  I just had my bad 
weather days and I thought one more year of being able to fish my charters for my snapper, I can 
dig out of the hole.  I’ve got a new plan based on some of the Amendment 17 recommendations 
that you guys are going to have and I’m not opposed to any of them. 
 
I’m so excited about everything that you presented this week as far as Amendment 17 goes, but 
wow, I didn’t think I would walk out of here today and not be able to make it through the 
summer.  I would rather take my efforts over the next couple of months and keep working on my 
business plan for next year, what I’m going to do when those areas are adjusted maybe, possibly, 
for Amendment 17. 
 
I feel like I’ve got to walk out of here and I’ve got to call and say guess what, they’re going to 
try to use the interim rule and I’m going to use all my efforts to try to fight that.  I just think 
that’s such a waste of time.  It’s not a waste of your time to use the interim rule and I understand 
why you’re going to use it and why you feel like you have to use it, but I don’t think that year 
time constraint -- 
 
I think if you had a conversation with the congress people -- Nathan said it was actually not a 
problem for you to ask advice.  You can’t lobby, but you can ask advice, if they can get around 
that, that we just continue on with 17, because you’re doing a lot of good work with that and 
maybe we could make it through the summer.  If not, we probably won’t. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Becky.  Holly Reynolds is next and then Libby Fetherston. 
 
Ms. Reynolds:  My name is Holly Reynolds and I have the Majesty out of Mayport, Florida, 
Jacksonville.  I’m not much of a speaker and I don’t have anything prepared, but I’m not going 
to sit here and say the data is flawed and everything.  We are seeing more snapper and everybody 
knows that and you get kind of blocked of hearing it.  I’ve heard everybody talk this afternoon 
and I’m kind of tired of hearing it myself a little bit. 
 
It gets old, but my biggest thing is I’m going to plead for us not to use the interim rule, simply to 
give us time to figure out what we’re going to do with our businesses.  I just bought a brand-new 
boat and basically, if this comes into play, I have no way of making August bills.  You have to 
forgive me.  I get very emotional with this.  This is just unbelievable, it really is. 
 
I’ve been in the business for ten years and it’s being taken away.  My husband has been in it for 
over twenty-five and it’s just -- You have to allow us that time to plan to be able to survive this 
for next year, for Amendment 17.  We can’t do that in two months, seriously.  My house, I might 
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sell it and have to downgrade.  I know that’s not you all’s problem, but, unfortunately, it 
somewhat is. 
 
Being we could push this back a little bit and deal with more Amendment 17 next year, we may 
be able to not -- Some of us may be able to hang on and it would give us the opportunity to look 
for something else, to sell our boats if we have to.  The people with the restaurants and stuff and 
just everything, to look for something else and a little bit more time, to be able to plan in 
advance, because we can’t do that right now with two months. 
 
Given four or five or six months, just the rest of this year, as Becky was saying at the end, just to 
plan.  You’ve got to have time to plan.  Certainly everyone can understand that.  I would like to 
leave my rest of the time for silence, if you all would.  Just think about it. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Our next speaker is Libby Fetherston and then next will be Sid Preskitt. 
 
Ms. Fetherston:  Good afternoon, council.  My name is Libby Fetherston and I’m here on behalf 
of the Ocean Conservancy and I’m going to be as brief as possible.  I sit here, like many of you, 
humbled by the task before us and I have the unfortunate job of following two sort of very 
eloquent and powerful speakers, but I have a comment letter here that’s signed by a thousand of 
our members and friends in the South Atlantic that are asking you to move forward with the 
interim regulations and I support that, with a heavy heart, but my organization is looking towards 
the future of ocean health in the South Atlantic and I think this is the right thing to do. 
 
I think we’re following the science and the law and the discussions this morning were very 
heavy.  Amendment 17 has a lot of information and it has a lot of difficult choices and I applaud 
you for doing your best to work through that, but I support the committee’s decision and I would 
ask the support of the full council.  We need to end overfishing of these species in the South 
Atlantic and build a healthy fishery, based on sustainable harvest.  Thank you very much for 
your time. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Libby.  Sid Preskitt is next and then Clay Mobley. 
 
Mr. Preskitt:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman and council members.  My name is Sid Preskitt from 
Daytona Beach, Florida.  I was here for the Q&A a few nights ago and briefly, I just want to go 
back and cover again something that I brought up there and that’s the fact that over the past 
twenty or twenty-five years on the east coast, certainly in Florida, red snapper is one 
commercially viable species that by and large has been left alone. 
 
There has been, in general, no directed commercial fishery for the red snapper off the east coast 
of Florida and probably up in Georgia and the Carolinas as well.  There has been some small-
scale activity, but, as you guys may remember, it was the council, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, that came to the commercial industry, back in the 1980s, I believe, and urged us to 
diversify into underutilized species. 
 
We did that.  We developed the shark fishery, deepwater golden tile fishery, and the swordfish 
industry.  Everybody shifted to those industries and back ten or twenty years ago, fifteen years 
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ago in my experience, red snapper was something that was a treat to catch.  There was not a large 
abundance of them ever, in my memory.  Today, everything has totally changed. 
 
When I heard recently that the council was proposing a closure on red snapper and a stock 
assessment that has classified them as overfished, it made my head spin.  I can’t believe it.  
Everybody in this room, I think, will agree that we have a problem with the data collection 
system that’s being used, not only on this council, but in general across the country. 
 
It doesn’t apply just to red snapper.  We’ve got problems with stock assessments in golden 
tilefish and other fisheries as well.  I would like to focus a little bit here on something positive.  I 
would like -- We have a Regional Director here in this council and I would like to ask you, at the 
conclusion of these council meetings, to leave here with a commitment to immediately convene a 
panel, use whatever mechanism that you people deem appropriate, to immediately start looking 
into the data collection system that we have that comes up with a stock assessment on red 
snapper that is frankly unacceptable.   
 
You have to use this as a tool to manage these fisheries.  We have something here right now in 
place that is totally unacceptable.  I think everybody may agree with that.  I’m just asking you to 
go forward from here and make some positive changes in the system.  I’m not pointing my finger 
at any of the scientists or anybody involved in this process.  I want to look at the methodology 
and the data collection systems that are in place and let’s make changes to come up with valid 
data that we all have confidence in, that we can conduct our businesses in, and continue to go 
about our lives and maintain healthy fisheries.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Mr. Preskitt.  Clay Mobley and then Margot Stiles. 
 
Mr. Mobley:  I’m Clay Mobley, Executive Director for Coastal Conservation Association, 
Georgia.  Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the interim rule closing the directed red 
snapper fishery.  According to the science presented by the National Marine Fisheries Service, 
the Atlantic red snapper population appears to be in a serious state, with all signs indicating 
severe trouble. 
 
Under the tenets of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, closing the red snapper directed harvest to both 
the commercial and recreational fishery is a required first step in beginning the ultimate recovery 
of an important population, but in and of itself, it will not end overfishing.  We await the 
proposed management measures to be found in Amendment 17 to begin the full recovery of 
Atlantic red snapper to a healthy population level and their former geographic distribution. 
 
We are very concerned that this fishery, like many others in the snapper grouper complex, has 
been allowed to sink to such low levels before management action is taken.  If managers in the 
past had taken the necessary steps to recover this and other stocks, we would not be facing such 
difficult decisions now. 
 
As this population recovers, we expect that the council and the National Marine Fisheries 
Service will reexamine the red snapper fishery to establish a fair and equitable distribution 
between the commercial and recreational sectors.  We believe fisheries should be managed as a 
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public resource for the greatest economic benefit to the nation.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Mr. Mobley.  Margot Stiles is next and then Ed Kalakauskis. 
 
Ms. Stiles:  Hello.  This is Margot Stiles from Oceana and I think I know very little about red 
snapper.  I’ll just say that right up front and I think most of the people in this room know more 
than I do and so I’ll be speaking more generally to your work on snapper grouper.  As you all 
know, red snapper is just the latest difficult piece of your bigger snapper grouper problem. 
 
On behalf of Oceana, I wanted to encourage you -- During the past it seems like a couple of 
days, but I think it’s just today, I did not envy the discussions that you’re having on several 
different amendments on snapper grouper, with the numbers going the same for a number of 
different species.  I really appreciate the range of options that have been discussed, both on how 
to equally share the burden and the pain between the different sectors on trying to make area 
closures more surgical and most recently proposing an experimental fishery that might allow 
some people that are shut out by these rules to participate in the data collection that will help 
bring these fish back. 
 
Unfortunately, I think your mission is clear from Magnuson-Stevens.  It’s you where the buck 
stops and it’s you that has to take the reins to end overfishing and unfortunately, I don’t think 
there’s a lot of flexibility there.  On red snapper, again, I don’t know the specifics of this fish, but 
as time passes, I can see that on snapper grouper in general you’re increasingly backed into a 
corner and the longer you wait, the fewer degrees of freedom you have and the less latitude you 
have to discuss the range of options that you’re discussing. 
 
I think as time passes that you just run out of options and you may be forced into more draconian 
things and I would hate to come to one of these meetings and see the entire fishery shut down or 
see other things that are really going to cause big problems in the local communities.  I would 
just encourage you to persist and to hang in there on each of these species as they come up, 
because if you take no action, then you really may be faced with a lot fewer options in the future 
as to how to implement these changes.  Thanks. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Margot.  Next is Ed Kalakauskis.  
 
Mr. Kalakauskis:  I’m Ed Kalakauskis and I’m really here on behalf of artificial reef building.  
I’ve been doing it for over thirty-something years and I wanted to first of all say that the 
Amendment 17 interim, we need to look at that, because of the economic impact it will have on 
our community in north Florida. 
 
I would like to first of all thank everybody for the opportunity to speak before you.  I’m what 
you may classify as a gee-whiz diver.  I go down to the bottom and I look at things and I say, gee 
whiz, but I’ve been building reefs for our community.  For thirty years, I’ve been active in that 
program and in saying that, the fishermen that you’ve got here before you are people that put 
their money where their mouth is. 
 
They’ve been constructing these habitats with their own personal money and commitments for 
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over fifty years in the northern Florida area.  These people do have a grasp on fishery 
management and conservation.  These people also understand the law.  They understand the gun 
that you guys are under and they also understand the law and the intent of the law and also the 
interpretation of the law.  These people do understand that, but I want to tell you a little small 
story that happened to me this week. 
 
I went to my dentist, who has been diving as long as I have, and the first thing he said to me, he 
said, man, them snapper are back.  Then I went to my butcher on the same day and was picking 
up some products there and was telling him about how they may close down the snapper season 
and said, well, I’m just not going to fish anymore.  He happened to use a headboat captain. 
 
This is definitely going to have an impact on our fishing community and I will close it with 
saying, speaking on behalf of the snapper, is we’re there and speaking on the gag grouper is, 
we’re back.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you.  That’s all the sheets that I have from people who indicated that they 
wish to talk about the interim rule on red snapper.  There were a number of other people and 
thank you for filling out public comment forms, but you indicated you did not wish to speak.  
Thank you all for being here and thanks for your sincere comments and we will close our public 
comment session. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Before we go back into the committee of the whole and finish the Snapper Grouper 
Committee actions, we had scheduled a public comment period beginning at 2:30, or 
immediately following the Snapper Grouper Committee meeting, for public comment on the 
Fishery Ecosystem Plan.  Is there anybody that’s here to speak about the Fishery Ecosystem 
Plan?  Can you wait until after the Snapper Grouper Committee?  Okay.  Then we’ll finish the 
Snapper Grouper Committee meeting. 
 
Mr. Currin:  We’re back to Amendment 18 then.  Everybody seems to be okay with the three 
alternatives we have for the first action, which is consideration of extending the Snapper Grouper 
FMU northward.  Kate, we’ll turn it back to you. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  I just have one comment.  I’ve got additional information on where to find some of 
those tables for New England.  PDF page 153 of Amendment 18 has commercial landings in 
New England.  This is Table 4-4 and so as Chapter 3 includes state-by-state landings data, 
Chapter 4, Table 4-4, includes commercial landings for all of New England and then the Mid-
Atlantic as well, split out commercial and recreational.  That’s where you can find those tables.  
PDF page 24 includes the regulations, Virginia regulations, just in case you’re looking for that. 
 
I’m going to go back now to the alternatives and we can move on to the second action.  Was 
there any other comment on that first action?  All right, I think we’re good.  The second action is 
Limit Participation in the Golden Tilefish Fishery.  We have the no action alternative. 
 
Mr. Currin:  It begins on page 42. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  Sorry, it’s PDF page 42, Limit Participation in the Golden Tilefish Fishery.  
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There’s a no action alternative, do not limit participation and effort in the golden tilefish fishery.  
Alternative 2 is limit participation and effort in the golden tilefish fishery through the 
implementation of an LAP program.  Alternative 3 is distribute golden tilefish gear-specific 
endorsements for snapper grouper permit holders that qualify under the eligibility requirements 
stated below. 
 
There are some very detailed requirements.  These were taken from what the Golden Tilefish 
LAP Workgroup came up with.  Only snapper grouper permit holders with a golden tilefish 
longline endorsement or a golden tilefish hook and line endorsement associated with their 
snapper grouper permit will be allowed to target golden tilefish.  The commercial quota will be 
allocated as 10 percent to those holding golden tilefish hook and line and 90 percent to those 
holding golden tilefish longline endorsements.  This also includes the change in the start date, 
which is another action.  This is the endorsement action, but it includes the start date to August 1. 
 
There are a number of sub-alternatives.  Sub-Alternative 3A, to receive a golden tilefish hook 
and line endorsement, the individual must have an average harvest of 1,000 pounds when the 
individual’s best three of five years from 2001 to 2005 are estimated.  To receive a golden 
tilefish hook and line endorsement, the individual must have an average harvest of 500 pounds 
when the individual’s best three of five years from 2001 to 2005 are estimated and then there are 
eligibility requirements for the longline endorsement. 
 
To receive a longline endorsement, the individual must have a total of 2,000 pounds between 
January of 2005 and November of 2007.  There is a year difference for the longliners versus 
hook and line.  Those are the numbers, the options, that the golden tilefish workgroup came up 
with. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Between 3A and 3B, did the golden tilefish workgroup seem to have a 
preference? 
 
Ms. Quigley:  There was one representative, hook and line representative, and he came up with 
both of these alternatives, because he didn’t have time to go back and check with the other 
people that were hook and line fishermen.  We received no further information on if they 
preferred one over the other.  They were just presenting two options.  They weren’t quite sure, 
until they saw the analysis.  Data has been requested to look at that, but that analysis hasn’t been 
done. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Then I would just suggest let’s just leave all three alternatives in. 
 
Mr. Harris:  I think you all have done a great job laying out the alternatives.  I happen to prefer 
Alternative 2.  I don’t know that anybody else will, but I would like to see that be our preferred 
alternative here.  Analyze the other ones, but I would move that Alternative 2, establish a 
LAP program for golden tilefish, and if we happen to do one for the snapper grouper 
fishery as a whole, that would be folded into a snapper grouper LAP program. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by Duane to select Alternative 2 as our preferred in Amendment 18 at this 
point.  Second by Robert. 
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Dr. Crabtree:  Didn’t we, I guess in the Controlled Access Committee, talk about that we were 
going to move the LAP out of Amendment 18 and into -- Does this committee need to make that 
same decision or does that just go to the full council or what do we do? 
 
Mr. Currin:  I don’t know exactly the best way to handle it, but we certainly don’t need to do it 
twice and be working on two amendments under two different committees.  
 
Mr. Waugh:  What I’ve done is projected from your Snapper Grouper Overview the items that 
are included in Amendment 18.  If you remember our discussions, the LAP Committee works on 
some general items, but if we are working on a specific LAP program for a specific species, that 
committee is the one that will take the lead on it.  Even if we split these LAP programs out into a 
comprehensive LAP amendment, thus far they’re all snapper grouper species and so it would 
stay with the Snapper Grouper Committee. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I’m not out of a job yet then, huh? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Not yet, but at some point, either when we get finished looking at the specific 
alternatives here or now -- Roy has brought it up.  We need to talk about if we are indeed going 
to create a comprehensive LAP amendment that takes several items out of Amendment 18.  At 
some point, we need to discuss that. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I agree totally, but I don’t think right now is the appropriate time to do that.  At least 
for now, I think everybody acknowledges that the LAP Committee has made that 
recommendation.  It’s done appropriately here and so far in 18 to consider that LAP -- It’s been 
selected as our preferred, which would perhaps heighten interest in that, and at some point, if we 
start adding other species, I presume, we would carve that out into a separate LAP amendment.  
Is there discussion on the motion to select this as a preferred? 
 
Ms. Merritt:  I don’t believe that our workgroup, golden tile, specifically wanted a LAP put in 
place as much as they wanted endorsements now and a LAP only if they had the amount of quota 
that would be -- I think we’ve all agreed that they’re not going to get that.  I would not be in 
favor of making that the preferred alternative at this point. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Keep in mind all the other alternatives, at least so far, will remain in this document 
and there are other larger decisions, perhaps, to be made in the context of LAPs. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  Rita said what I was going to say, but it was still -- The golden tilefish workgroup 
was not in favor of a LAP and I’m just questioning whether or not we were going to override 
their wishes. 
 
Mr. Currin:  So far, nobody is overriding anything, but we’re kind of staking out a preferred 
alternative at this point.  At least it’s been proposed.  We haven’t even voted on it yet and so 
we’ll see how that all shakes out. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  John just kind of spoke to my concern that we have received information back from 
that workgroup which indicated they were not in favor of a LAP and I would speak against this 
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as being our preferred alternative. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Kate has some clarification. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  I’ve got the direct quote up from the LAP workgroup on the screen and I’ll just 
read that: The LAP workgroup does not endorse Option 2, LAP program, at this time, due to low 
quotas.  They prefer Option 1, endorsement, and an August 1 start date.  A low stock assessment 
does not leave an individual in an economically-viable position.  Some workgroup members felt 
that in the future if the commercial quota is equal to or greater than 480,000 pounds, the LAP 
workgroup is in favor of LAPs.  Others were in favor of a LAP if the commercial quota were 
equal to current levels or a little higher. 
 
The LAP workgroup put together this report and this was the most significant quote in the 
document.  They did prefer an endorsement.  Now, since that time, the Amendment 18 has gone 
out to scoping and members from that workgroup have spoken differently.  That’s just something 
to take into consideration.  Two of the fishermen that were on the workgroup have since said that 
they are in favor of LAPs for the golden tilefish fishery.  It can be a little bit confusing.  
 
I’ve just got some different information and I think over time that some people have changed 
their positions and then I’ve just -- If you need it, I’ve also got information on the informal 
survey that was done of the entire golden tilefish fishery, if we need that. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Kate.  Keep in mind everybody that the workgroup’s former preferred 
approach to this is in here as an alternative along with the LAP. 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  I guess I’ll ask a question.  The idea was to keep all these alternatives at this 
point and then move them all into a LAP or an effort limitation amendment or something of that 
nature or have we not got there yet? 
 
Mr. Currin:  We haven’t gotten that far yet, but that’s being discussed as a possibility, I think.  
Right now, we’re just going to try to define the issues for 18 or wherever they might be 
important issues for the council to consider. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  I’m not opposed to leaving alternatives in there.  I’m more opposed to it being our 
preferred. 
 
Mr. Currin:  The motion is to select Alternative 2 as our preferred.  That alternative is to 
establish a LAP for the golden tilefish fishery.  All in favor of that motion raise your hand, 
five; all opposed, seven.  The motion is defeated then.   
 
Back to the range of alternatives that we have here.  Is everybody okay with those?  The only 
thing that I would point out is that under Alternative 3, main Alternative 3, there was a 
suggestion to split the allocation or the quota 10 percent to the hook and line fishermen and 90 
percent to the longline fishermen.  This is a workgroup that had one hook and line fisherman on 
it. 
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We got some comments, I think, from some of the other hook and line fishermen that perhaps 
splitting that quota in that manner may not be particularly their benefit and they didn’t like it, 
particularly.  I don’t know whether we want to at this point leave that as an alternative, but to 
form another alternative that does not divide the quota or how we want to deal with that, but I 
would certainly feel more comfortable with having an alternative that did not define the 
percentage quotas among those two sectors. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I was just wondering, do we have an estimate of the percentage split between the 
actual fishing that is being done by these two sectors? 
 
Mr. Currin:  Kate said it’s probably pretty close to 90/10, at least over the last handful of years.  
Everybody is okay with where we are?  I’m sure we’ll get comments and that might be tweaked 
and suggested to move it somewhere else.  Any other discussion on these alternatives for golden 
tilefish participation limitation?  All right, let’s move. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  The next action is Limit Participation in the Black Sea Bass Pot Fishery.  There 
are a number of alternatives here.  It’s PDF page 44.  The first alternative is no action, do not 
annually limit the number of black sea bass pots deployed or pot tags issued to holders of federal 
snapper grouper vessel permits. 
 
Alternative 2 is to require that each black sea bass pot in the water or at sea on a vessel in the 
South Atlantic EEZ have an attached valid identification tag issued by NMFS.  Limit the black 
sea bass pot tags annually to 100 per holder of federal snapper grouper vessel permits.  NMFS 
will issue new identification tags each fishing year that will replace the tags from the previous 
fishing year.  
 
Alternative 3 brings that number down to fifty.  Alternative 2 is 100 pot tags per holder and 
Alternative 3 is fifty tags per holder and Alternative 4 is twenty-five per holder.  Alternative 5 
states to require that each black sea bass pot in water or at sea on a vessel in the South Atlantic 
EEZ have an attached valid identification tag issued by NMFS where that number is limited to 
100 in year one, fifty in year two, and twenty-five in year three and onwards until modified.  
Require that new identification tags be issued each fishing year.  There’s a ramping down of the 
number of tags that are allowed to be held. 
 
Then Alternative 6 states that each person can have 100 pot tags per holder in year one and fifty 
in year two and onwards until modified.  Alternative 7 states to limit the number of black sea 
bass pots fished annually to fifty per holder for any fisherman that is currently using an average 
of less than fifty-five pots, based on average number of pots fished on trips between January 1, 
2005 and December 31, 2006 and fishermen entering the fishery after January 1, 2007.  Limit it 
for those two eligibility categories.   
 
For any fisherman currently using an average of fifty-five or more pots, limit the number of 
black sea bass pots annually to their average, less as reduced by 10 percent.  Limit the maximum 
number of pots allowed per holder of federal snapper grouper vessel permits to 125, limit the 
number of black sea bass pot tags issued annually each holder of federal snapper grouper vessel 
permits to the number of pots allowed plus 10 percent for damage and loss.  However, each 
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permit holder may only fish the number of pots allowed and the number of pots fished will be 
determined from snapper grouper logbooks that have been submitted to NMFS on or before 
March 8, 2007. 
 
Alternative 8 is that black sea bass pots must be brought back to shore at the conclusion of each 
trip and then although there’s no alternative here for LAPs, that was something scoped for and 
that was something that I believe a motion was made to take a look at in December of 2008. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Kate.  There’s a lot of alternatives there.  I would just make one 
suggestion that we rename Alternative 7 “The Cheuvront Alternative”. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I just wanted to point out that I do think this is something we need to look at in a 
serious way.  Since December of this year, we have had five right whales observed entangled in 
fishing gear, four of them considered to be life threatening.  I am not implicating the black sea 
bass fishery here, because we don’t know.  We do know some of that gear came from Canada, 
but it does, I think, emphasize to us the dangers to right whales by having a lot of ropes in the 
water. 
 
I know that the Atlantic Whale Take Reduction Team has looked at the black sea bass fishery 
and they are looking at gear requirements and potential weak links and seeking ground lines and 
things like that in the fishery.  I know all of us are very familiar with the issues right whales are 
making and a lot of the material that we find on right whales, we can’t really determine, 
necessarily, what fishery it comes from, but anything we can do to reduce the amount of ropes in 
the water and still have the fishery function I think is a positive thing.  I just ask that you all keep 
that in your minds and I think in the document we probably need to talk a little bit about right 
whales and the potential impacts. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I think we’ve got a sufficient number of alternatives in there that do exactly that and 
step it down and it’s a real broad range. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  To that point, Roy, I’m looking here at all the gear analysis from entangled large 
whales from the years 1997 through 2005.  There are a lot of them and not a single one identifies 
black sea bass pots as the gear involved in that entanglement.  Now, approximately one-third of 
the interactions show no gear, but out of two-thirds, if black sea bass pots were involved, you 
would think that out of two-thirds that there would be at least a black sea bass pot and frankly, if 
NMFS is really concerned about entanglement with vertical lines, get lobster traps out of the 
water and not black sea bass pots. 
 
Mr. Currin:  You know what the identified gears look like.  He’s right that some have been 
identified as lobster traps out of various places.  Back to our business at hand here, we have a 
nice broad range of alternatives to both consider pot limits, leave it alone, and step them down, if 
that’s what it takes to address the needs and concerns of the fishery.  Are there other alternatives?  
In addition, Kate has suggested that perhaps we might want to add the one to consider a LAP in 
the black sea bass pot fishery as an alternative in here. 
 
Mr. Cupka:  Not in terms of alternatives, but I’m on the Atlantic Large Whale Take Reduction 
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Team and we’ve been working on a plan and one of the things that Kate needs to look at is the 
current regulations that are already in place, because there have been some regulations 
implemented already dealing with wet storage of traps and whatnot that do cover sea bass pots. 
 
It has been classified as a Category 2 fishery and there are some regulations already in place, not 
under Magnuson, but under the MMPA and the ESA, that apply to this and it’s marking of gear, 
as well as how long you can leave them out.  You might want to include some of that discussion 
in there as well. 
 
Mr. Harris:  David, one of the things I wanted to get Kate to add to whatever alternatives we 
include here is some kind of weak link rule, but is that already covered under the Large Whale 
Take Reduction requirements, the weak link rule for traps? 
 
Mr. Cupka:  That is, I think, already in place and Tom Burgess said that their fishermen up there 
were already using them, although the weak link is really to deal with breaking the line and all.  
The sea bass pot is not the problem.  They don’t fish them in long trawls like they do lobster 
traps and lobster traps are a lot heavier.  There’s something to pull against to break those weak 
links, but the danger, I think, on the sea bass pots is more relative to the line than it is the actual 
pot itself. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I think that there are weak link provisions.  I also think they’re requiring sinking 
ground lines have to be used by April 5, 2009.  We need to check on all that stuff and make sure 
that’s all discussed in the document. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Tom, if you’ve got anything else to add to that, please do, since you’re involved in 
that fishery and operate that gear. 
 
Mr. Burgess:  Yes, we are required to have weak links and they are being used.  We have gear 
markings for the South Atlantic, for identification.  Yes, sinking ground lines will be required 
and at the next meeting for the team, we will be discussing vertical lines and start to move ahead 
in that area.  If I may make a few comments on the alternatives -- 
 
Mr. Currin:  I would rather you didn’t at this point, but thank you.  You’ll have plenty of 
opportunity and you can make those away from the table and they can be addressed again, but 
let’s -- Thank you for your insight into the requirements regarding right whales, Tom. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  I agree with the right whale interaction being just a non-issue in this fishery and the 
presentation earlier regarding the research that Tom was involved in I think also gave us some 
really good information in considering some of these alternatives.  However, I would like to say 
that I think Alternative 4 and 5 should be eliminated and Alternative 8 eliminated, specifically 
because we have already heard of the economic impact regarding bringing in these traps, due to 
people not having storage or the additional travel time and equipment involved with that, as well 
as no science at this point to back up the fact that that is a problem by having them not brought in 
after each trip. 
 
Mr. Currin:  As a response, Rita, I know that we have heard from some people that participate in 
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the fishery that twenty-five pots is enough pots and several people have indicated that they think 
it’s important that those pots be brought back to the beach every night.  I would be a little 
hesitant to remove those two particular ones at this point, just because there is some interest in 
that and we’re just -- We’ll get the full gamut of comments, I’m sure. 
 
Mr. Cupka:  Here again, that’s what I was saying earlier.  We need some of that in there, because 
there’s already a requirement, I think under these other acts, that would not allow certain types of 
wet storage anyway.  That’s already -- Some of that, I think, is already in place, but we’re not 
aware of it because it’s been promulgated under another act, the Marine Mammal Protection Act. 
 
We need to get some clarification, because I know there are some restrictions, in terms of wet 
storage, that requires traps to be brought back or they can only be left out so long.  We need to 
get that clarified. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I would like to draw your attention to Alternative 7, the Cheuvront Alternative.  
I believe at the time, when I proposed this, about two years ago, it was at a time when we didn’t 
have very many alternatives on here.  Looking at the other alternatives and based on what’s 
there, I think we can capture the gist of what I’m looking for through a combination of perhaps 
some of these other alternatives. 
 
The idea was that -- At the time, I believe we were looking at getting people quickly down to 
twenty-five pots.  We have other alternatives now that allow us to look at other measures.  If it 
would be easier -- I know it would be easier for staff not to have to deal with Alternative 7 if 
they haven’t already done some analysis on it.  Kate, have you guys done analysis on Alternative 
7 yet? 
 
Ms. Quigley:  In a general manner we have.  No, not 7 specifically. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  That’s what I thought, because not long after this was made, I was contacted by 
Jim Waters at the Beaufort Lab and we talked about it and the difficulty that it would be to 
analyze this alternative.  I would like to go ahead and make a motion that we put Alternative 
7 to the appendix, Considered but Rejected.  I think it’s too complicated right now, 
considering the number of other alternatives that we have. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by Brian to move Alternative 7 to the Considered but Rejected and 
seconded by Susan and Tony and me and everybody else.  Thank you, Brian.  Is there other 
discussion of this alternative? 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  Not this alternative, but, Kate, I’ll make sure I get you the information too 
that might pertain to these pots, traps, whatever, from the either MMPA or ESA regulations that 
are put into place. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I think you’re right, Brian.  I think they are captured.  The gist, certainly, of 
Alternative 7 is captured in and among a number of the other alternatives.  Any further 
discussion on this motion?  Any objection to this motion?  I see none and the motion is 
approved. 
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Ms. Merritt:  I’m just rethinking through this returning of the pots alternative and to perhaps add 
in a sub-alternative regarding that the public input for bringing them back after seventy-two 
hours.  Here again, I’m only looking at it from the standpoint of giving the fishermen time and 
not leaving them out for an extended period of time, because of the potential ghost fishing, but to 
allow the fishermen time to get back in in a safe manner. 
 
Depending upon the size of their boat and the weather conditions or whatever, they can’t always 
bring them back after every trip.  They don’t always have a place to store them when they bring 
them back in or they may not have the sufficient space on the vessel.  I was just looking for some 
other alternative that might give us an additional allowance for them. 
 
Mr. Currin:  If you’ve got an idea, you can make a motion or if David or somebody else does.  
We did receive some input regarding seventy-two hours as a way to approach it.  I’ve talked to a 
number of fishermen that say forty-eight hours -- If they make an overnight trip or leave them, 
it’s usually no more than forty-eight hours that they’re out.  We could add a couple of 
alternatives along those lines or one alternative, whatever suits everybody. 
 
Mr. Cupka:  I was just going to tell Rita that I think that’s the way it currently reads in the 
Atlantic Large Whale Plan.  I think it is seventy-two hours and we did it specifically for that 
reason, realizing that there may be times when they couldn’t get out there to recover those traps 
and not wanting them to go into a situation that wasn’t safe.  I think when we look at those 
regulations, I think there is some wording in there about the seventy-two-hour allowance on that.  
It would be consistent with that, I believe. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Rita, would you like to offer a motion to add that as an alternative? 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Yes, thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I would like to make a motion that we add a 
sub-alternative under the Black Sea Bass Pot Alternative 8 to allow fishermen to leave the 
pots in the water for no more than seventy-two hours. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by Rita and second by David Cupka.  Discussion? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  How would we enforce something like this?  Otha, do you -- How could you 
possibly enforce this without -- Would you have to have some sort of call-in that I’m going to 
put trap-number-such-and-such in the water or how would we do that? 
 
Mr. Easley:  I’m not on the committee, but maybe if the trap had a telephone associated with it, 
to give me a call, but other than that, there’s no sure way.  There’s not a good way to tell.  Even 
the definition of out of the water, as John was saying.  They pull the trap out and empty the fish 
and drop it back in and so that’s another seventy-two hours?  It’s tough to enforce, just short of 
unenforceable. 
 
Mr. Currin:  There’s a precedent, apparently, according to David, in the right whale or the Large 
Whale Take Reduction regulations, or at least under consideration. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  As I recall, when we were taking testimony on this and having discussions about it, 
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one of the reasons that we were going to try to go to twenty-five pots, or were encouraged to go 
to twenty-five pots, was that it was a manageable number of pots for the vessels to operate on a 
daily basis and bring back to port. 
 
During that discussion, the point was also made that it was the most effective way for 
enforcement, because the pots would be with the vessel and could be inspected when they were 
in port for the type of lines that needed to be on them, plus the marking.  Certainly if somebody 
was offshore, at least I know in Florida offshore, and weather came up and somebody decided to 
leave their pots in the water because it was unsafe to retrieve them, I can’t see anybody being 
cited for that.  That’s a safety at sea issue and the judgment of the officers on the scene would 
prevail. 
 
Mr. Currin:  There are alternatives in here currently that would do exactly what you said, if they 
were both selected, I think. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  It was actually to Otha’s point about the telephone call.  The earlier comment about 
a texting method, would that work, Otha, text your deployment and text message your retrieval? 
 
Mr. Easley:  That’s an option that we can visit.  Of course, that’s up to the captain and up to the 
crew and their honesty to get the right information to us in a timely manner. 
 
Mr. Currin:  A motion is on the board.   Let’s deal with this motion.  Any further discussion of 
the motion?  Is there objection to the motion?  I see two opposed.  The motion is approved 
to add this alternative for consideration. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  This just has to do with the fact that the comments that have been raised.  One 
thing about concerns about ghost pots is they already have biodegradable panels on those things 
and so while we could end up with yet more garbage on the bottom of the ocean if a pot gets lost, 
there is a biodegradable panel and so we’re not going to be wasting fish on there. 
 
The other thing is there are two experimental programs going on right now in North Carolina that 
are looking at hailing in and hailing out, as well as sending text messages to report catches and 
landings and to look at that as a method for -- Both of those as methods for fishermen to report 
their activity and I just wanted to make sure you’re all aware of that, that there might be some 
data that will help us in the future to look at the validity of that kind of reporting. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That may offer some potential for law enforcement at some point, especially as self 
service increases.  I know we’re going to have this conversation again about all this stuff.  I’m 
just trying to get these alternatives fleshed out so that we can move on.  Is everybody good with 
the alternatives that we have now for sea bass pot limitations?  Okay. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  The next action is on page 46 of the PDF document, Separate Snowy Grouper 
Commercial Quota into Regions or States.  Alternative 1 is the no action alternative, do not 
separate snowy grouper commercial quota into regions or states.  Alternative 2 is to separate 
snowy grouper commercial quota into regions.  Alternative 3 is to separate snowy grouper 
commercial quota by state. 
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Then we had a rejected alternative from 13C and it was Alternative 6, to institute two separate 
commercial quotas for snowy grouper, one for fish landed in North Carolina and one for fish 
landed in the remaining three South Atlantic states.  At the time, that alternative was rejected 
because the council deemed it unreasonable, due to administrative and legal concerns.  Their 
administrative concerns were the institution of a quota set at low landing levels.  The 
approximate North Carolina allocation of an 84,000 gutted pound commercial quota would be 
19,320 gutted pounds, as it takes at least two weeks to close a fishery. 
 
The council was concerned this alternative would violate National Standard 4 of the MSA by 
allocating 23 percent of the snowy grouper catch to only a few fish houses.  National Standard 4 
dictates that management measures must not discriminate between residents of different states. 
 
Mr. Currin:  This is one that may or may not end up in this amendment, but I think it’s important 
to North Carolina, at least, for consideration and perhaps to other states as well.  We’ve got three 
alternatives separated into regions.  They’re undefined regions, but they’re regions, states, and 
then Kate and the staff pulled up that rejected alternative from 13C. 
 
I guess the question is whether you want to reconsider that again.  I remember some of the 
discussions and Mike McLemore was here, in fact, when we had that discussion in 13C about the 
strictly a North Carolina quota.  It’s primarily where that fishery occurs.  I don’t think it’s totally 
just two fish houses, because there are fish houses down south that did handle or do handle 
snowy grouper as well, but he reacted pretty forcefully when he understood that there were only 
perhaps a couple of fish houses, primary fish houses, that were dealing in snowy on the northern 
Outer Banks.  That’s why that was considered but rejected.  Is there any desire by anyone to 
resurrect that and argue that again, to see if it moves on?  Are we okay with the three alternatives 
for snowy there now? 
 
Mr. Wallace:  George and I have been talking about this and trying to get an answer, but in 17, 
didn’t we put the ACL at zero, the ACL equal to zero?  If that’s the case, why are we doing this? 
 
Mr. Currin:  No. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  That’s what we’re trying to get settled here. 
 
Mr. Currin:  So far it’s not and keep in mind that 17 is still just a work in progress.  We’ve got 
things going on parallel tracks and it may be that the first thing through the gate makes other 
things disappear or I don’t know how it’s going to work.  I hate having the staff work on two 
different things, but this is relatively clear cut here and at some point, we may be able to cut it off 
before we’re through the gate. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  That’s why I wanted clarification. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Staff, is that the best approach, Kate and Gregg, to try to deal or keep alive this issue 
of the snowy grouper or any other state-by-state quotas or quotas for other species? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  As you pointed out, right now in 17, you’ve got a preferred alternative to close the 
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deepwater fishery deeper than forty fathoms, but there is some bycatch shallower in the mid-
shelf fishery and certainly down the road, once snowy are rebuilt, we’ll have to deal with this 
issue.  If your intent is to keep this in for now in case that doesn’t remain your alternative to 
close the fishery or you want to have that allocation in place for when snowy grouper rebuilds 
and we can have a directed fishery again, then we can keep it in. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Brian, would that be your pleasure? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I don’t want to remove this right now, but clearly whatever happens in 17 is 
going to affect this and it could become a moot point.  We all know what my preferred 
alternative would be, but I’m just saying I don’t want to see it go away at this point.  It may be 
very useful later on, I hope. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Is everybody okay with that then?  We’re not going to put in the one resurrected 
from 13C and so that will be three alternatives under snowy grouper commercial quota.  Okay, 
let’s move. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  The next action is separate gag recreational allocation into regions or states.  This 
is on page 47 of the PDF document.  Alternative 1 is no action, do not separate gag recreational 
allocation into regions or states.  Alternative 2 is to separate gag recreational allocation into 
regions.  Alternative 3 is separate gag recreational allocation into states. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Is everybody okay with this?  The three alternatives seems to kind of cover it.  All 
right, let’s move on. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  The next action is Adjust Golden Tilefish Fishing Year.  Alternative 1 is to retain 
the existing January 1 start date for the golden tilefish fishing year.  Alternative 2 is to change 
the start of the golden tilefish fishing year from January 1 to September 1.  Alternative 3 is to 
change the start to August 1.  Alternative 4 is to change the start date to May 1 and then 
Alternative 5 is to remove the 300-pound trip limit when 75 percent of the quota is taken. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I guess the last one gives me a little pause and I do remember a comment by 
somebody that said that if the start date was moved or there was some caveat that the 300-pound 
trip limit would no longer be necessary.  Is staff confident that in fact if that occurs that the 300-
pound trip limit will not be taken or will not be needed? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I believe September 1 was the comment that said they wouldn’t need the 300-
pound trip limit. 
 
Mr. Currin:  We got a lot of comments.  We got some that said we don’t need to change the start 
date, but if we change the start date and if you do this, then you don’t need to do that.  I want to 
make sure we capture not only those comments, but that we satisfy ourselves -- From my 
perspective, the bandit fishermen are still going to be able to fish, because they haven’t been the 
last few years.  We didn’t think the longliners would fish on 300 pounds, but apparently they 
have or somebody has and caught the quota up very, very quickly.  That concerns me and I 
would like to be able to -- 
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Dr. Cheuvront:  I didn’t want you to think I’m necessarily supporting that, but I was just making 
a clarification, I think, from what you had asked. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I understand.  I just want to be assured that if we do step the quota down that the 
longline fishermen are not participating by fishing on 300 pounds with longlines. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  If that’s your concern -- Right now, that’s not prohibited.  You could prohibit the 
use of longline gear in the fishery when 75 percent of the quota is caught, I guess, and that would 
help that. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That would be very acceptable to me if someone would make that motion. 
 
Mr. Harris:  I’ll make it as a motion.  I would move that we add Alternative 6 that would 
close the longline fishery when 75 percent of the quota is taken, golden tilefish longline 
fishery. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by Duane to add an alternative that would close the longline fishery for 
golden tiles after 75 percent of the quota was taken.  Is there a second?  Second by Susan.  
Discussion of the alternative or the motion? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Just to clarify, it’s when it’s taken or projected to be taken, is that right? 
 
Mr. Harris:  I would say when it’s projected to be taken, unless Roy has a better idea. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I would just write it when the 300-pound trip limit goes into effect longline 
gear is prohibited. 
 
Mr. Harris:  I’ll accept that friendly amendment to my motion. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  That’s the cleanest way, I think, to write it.  That way, when we put out the notice 
that the trip limit is going in place, we would say in the notice and effective that day use of 
longline gear in the fishery is prohibited. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Further discussion of the motion?  The motion is to add an Alternative 6 that 
would close the longline fishery when the 300-pound trip limit goes into effect.  Is there any 
objection to that motion?  I see none and that motion is approved.  Is everybody okay with 
those six alternatives? 
 
Ms. Quigley:  I think it would simplify it for staff if perhaps Alternative 5 could be changed 
to a sub-alternative to go under Alternative 2, Alternative 3, and perhaps Alternative 4.  
That would make more sense for the analysis. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I don’t think that’s a problem at all.  Do you need a motion to enable you guys to do 
that?   
 
Mr. Robson:  So moved. 
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Mr. Currin:  Motion by Mark. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Second. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Second by Duane to move Alternative 5 under each of Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 as a 
sub-alternative.  Any discussion?  Any objection to that motion?  I see none. 
 
A question for the staff.  We’re talking about changing the opening date to September 1 and then 
to August 1.  How much is the analysis going to differ based on those two start dates?  They 
seem awful close to me and I’m just trying to get at whether we can pick one that might be the 
most acceptable. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  Alternative 4 was preferred by South Carolina fishermen, longliners.  September 1 
was most preferred by the Florida hook and line guys and so August 1 was seen as a 
compromise.  I think there should be something that’s a compromise between May 1 and 
September 1.  Now, that could be June 1, July 1, or August 1, but the LAP workgroup did say 
that they preferred August 1 as a group.  They agreed to that. 
 
Mr. Currin:  All right.  We’ll get comments about that as we go along.  I was just looking for 
ways to save space and trees, if we could.  Is everybody okay with these alternatives?  Okay. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  The next action is on page 50 of the PDF document, Improvements to Data 
Reporting.  Alternative 1 is no action, retain existing data reporting systems for the commercial 
sector.  There is a table in this document that shows the current data reporting programs.  We’ll 
find that in just a moment. 
 
Then Alternative 2 is to require federally permitted snapper grouper dealers, if selected, to report 
electronically, computer or fax, through the SAFIS system.  NMFS is authorized to require 
weekly or daily reporting as required.  Alternative 3 is to require all permitted snapper grouper 
dealers to report electronically, computer or fax, through the SAFIS system.  NMFS is 
authorized to require weekly or daily reporting, as required. 
 
Alternative 4 is to require all vessels with a federal snapper grouper commercial permit to have 
an electronic logbook tied to the vessel’s GPS onboard the vessel.  Alternative 5 is to require 
vessels with a federal snapper grouper commercial permit, if selected, to have a NMFS-approved 
observer onboard while fishing for snapper grouper in the South Atlantic EEZ.  I just want to 
make the committee aware that there is an electronic logbook pilot program that may be funded 
for next year involving seven to eight vessels. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  The only thing that comes to my mind with this is if our goal is to move to 
electronic reporting, do we really consider faxing in a piece of paper -- I question that that’s 
electronic reporting.  It avoids using the U.S. mail, I guess, but it’s still a piece of paper, in the 
end.  I don’t know if that really -- Maybe if was something that the Center could put into a reader 
and it would read it and automatically populate a database, maybe that works, but I don’t know 
that they have the  capabilities to do that or not.  It seems to me if we’re going to go down this 
path that we ought to go all the way and say you’ve got to enter it in a database on a computer 
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and send it in so that it goes into something. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I appreciate your point.  Unfortunately, I’m also aware of the fact that there are 
dealers, in North Carolina at least, that still don’t have computers and all of that and I don’t know 
whether they’re snapper grouper dealers or not.  I agree that if we could get away from it and not 
disenfranchise someone, I think it would be great. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  This alternative tracks what’s currently in place for the states of North Carolina 
north.  If we want to look at something else, we can add another alternative, but the intent here is 
to track what’s currently in place through the SAFIS system for the states of North Carolina 
north.  Mike Cahall of the ACCSP program has offered to provide the software to the states 
south of there at no cost to the states, to help them with that reporting. 
 
If we could also at some point consider adding another alternative here to address our data 
reporting by area.  We spent a lot of time talking about the grid system.  Every time we go to use 
the grid system, we come to the conclusion that the grids are too large.  Yet, we’ve never gone 
back and required reporting to a finer scale and I think we need to do that, because in each 
instance that we’ve tried to make use of the logbook reporting to the grid system, it’s never to the 
detail that we need. 
 
Mr. Currin:  It’s a very good point.  I don’t know if we can pull it off and there’s probably all 
kinds of problems, but it’s certainly worth looking at.  If we can do that, it would help in the 
future.  Monica, did you have something? 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  I thought Amendment 15B also had a requirement that you would carry a 
NMFS-approved observer onboard if you were selected.  I could be wrong, but we should double 
check that and see if that carries over, as well as electronic logbooks.  I thought that was one of 
the requirements in 15B, but not through the SAFIS system.  I guess I’ll get with staff and we’ll 
just double check what’s already in 15B, because they may be the same. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Gregg has suggested that we add an alternative to report data by smaller grids than 
currently exist in the logbook program.  Is that a doable thing on you guy’s part, Bonnie or Roy 
or whoever?  It certainly has appeal. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  The headboat program is providing data to a smaller, more refined area.  
Apparently there’s a data system already in place that can collect the data to a more refined scale.  
What it would do -- I think that’s voluntary now.  This would make that mandatory and then 
refine the commercial logbook reporting from those large grids that just have not proved useful 
down to the same fine grid scale that’s currently being collected, at least in part, from the 
headboat program. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I think if you remember, John Carmichael said there were thirty-six of those 
headboat smaller blocks within each one of those commercial logbook blocks.  It’s still not like 
you’re going to find out where somebody’s favorite rock is, but you’re going to get closer than 
you would in one of those big blocks.  Does that seem doable, from NMFS’s perspective?  You 
don’t have to answer now.  Just we’ll get a motion to add that and you’ll have time to think about 
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it, add that as an alternative, if it’s the pleasure of the committee. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I’ll jump in and make the motion.  I make a motion that we consider 
recommending a finer measurement in the logbook squares to match what is currently 
used in the headboat logbook. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Is there a second to the motion?  Second by Mark.  Is there discussion?  Any further 
discussion?  Any objection to that motion?  I see none and the motion is approved.  Is 
everybody okay with the rest of the alternatives under data reporting?  All right, let’s move on. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  I just want to let people know that the current data reporting requirements table 
that I referred to is on page 27 of the PDF document.  Moving on, the next action concerns For-
Hire Data Requirements.  Alternative 1 is to retain existing data reporting systems for the for-
hire sector. 
 
Alternative 2 is to require all vessels with a federal for-hire permit to report electronically, 
computer or fax, to the SAFIS system.  Alternative 3 is to require selected vessels with a federal 
for-hire permit to report electronically through the SAFIS system and Alternative 4 is to require 
vessels operating with a federal for-hire permit to maintain a logbook for discard characteristics, 
for example, size and reason for discarding, if selected. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Everybody okay with these alternatives for now? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  What are we requiring them to report?  Is that in here somewhere?  Do we have 
specifics about that? 
 
Ms. Quigley:  I can’t remember exactly.  I need to go ahead and check in the rest of the 
document. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  We’ll make sure that’s in there, but it would be catch by species, location.  We’ll 
make sure that information is detailed in the document if it isn’t in there now. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  The only comment I would offer up to you is that -- Everyone understands the 
MRIP program is proceeding and recently, the for-hire working group has reported out and 
addressed a lot of these things.  There are some pilot studies looking at using electronic logbooks 
in the for-hire industry and later this month, the Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission is 
hosting a half-day workshop in New Orleans to discuss data collection methods in the for-hire 
fishery. 
 
There are a lot of things going on at this time and the real issue with logbooks in the for-hire 
fishery is being able to verify or validate that the reporting is accurate.  I don’t know that it does 
us any good to have charterboats fax us a piece of paper at the end of the trips and I’m not sure 
what we would do with it if we had it.  If you had come up with some way to verify and enforce 
that the reporting is accurate, then it could be valuable, but I think the key thing right now is we 
need to stay engaged with the MRIP program and what’s going on there, because I think we need 
to all stay on the same page with them. 
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If we go further down this path, it might be worth having someone come in and report to us on 
what is happening with MRIP and what they’ve determined in studies going on and all those 
kinds of things. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  We have some of that information and I’ll make sure that we’ve got that 
information in the document at least, that we’ve got an update from what’s included in MRIP. 
 
Mr. Currin:  In fact, Roy, I don’t know how much of it MRIP will try to capture or attempt to 
capture.  I guess all of it, ultimately, but the MRIP survey may actually serve as a check for some 
of these electronic logbooks, which may give you more fine-scaled or detailed information than 
you currently would gather at MRIP and so I don’t know.  For now, it would make sense, to me, 
to leave it in and track that closely. 
 
Dr. Ponwith:  To that end, that workshop is going to happen within this month and that’s to take 
a look at the progress that the MRIP For-Hire Working Group has made.  One of the things that 
they as a working group have put forward to the MRIP Operations Team is a proposal for 
developing protocols on how you would go about establishing validation programs of self-
reported data in the for-hire industry, which is going to be just absolutely crucial to the success 
of that type of a data collection process. 
 
Mr. Currin:  At least I’m comfortable with kind of, at this point, moving along on parallel tracks.  
If they end up solving our problem for us, then we can bag it.  Is everybody okay?  Let’s move 
on. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  The next action is on page 52 of the PDF document regarding Private Recreational 
Data Reporting.  Alternative 1 is to retain existing data reporting systems for the private 
recreational sector.  Alternative 2 is to require vessels with a state recreational fishing license to 
have an electronic logbook tied to the vessel’s GPS onboard the vessel if selected.  Alternative 3 
is to require vessels with a state recreational fishing license to carry a NMFS-approved observer 
when on a trip in the South Atlantic.  Alternative 4 is to implement a voluntary logbook for 
discard characteristics, for example size and reason for discarding, for vessels with a state 
recreational fishing license. 
 
Mr. Currin:  This is another one where it may move along parallel with MRIP at this point.  
Several of these don’t make a whole lot of sense to me.  It doesn’t seem very feasible, I guess. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I honestly don’t think any of this is feasible or makes any sense, because I don’t 
think we have really any authority to tie a requirement to the state fishing license, necessarily.  I 
just don’t see any of these as workable.  Everything I’ve seen indicates to me that MRIP will 
remain a survey-based program to estimate private boat catches.  I just can’t imagine us requiring 
private boats to carry electronic logbooks or things like that.  It just doesn’t seem practical to me 
to carry forward with most of these things. 
 
Mr. Currin:  The thing that probably to me would give me the most hope would be Alternative 4, 
would be a voluntary logbook, but that in itself has some problems, verification problems, that 
Bonnie has brought up before.  It makes me feel good to think that anglers might be willing to 
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participate and participate honestly and they should be able to provide some useful information 
for management and I think many of them are willing to do so, as we’ve heard from people in the 
public.  They’re crying to help out, if they can, but we don’t have a mechanism for them to do it. 
 
Dr. Ponwith:  I agree with you.  I am really encouraged by the enthusiastic endorsement that I’m 
hearing of the recreational participants in making sure that we’re making decisions based on 
good, solid science and offering whatever they can do to push that forward.  If people are willing 
to volunteer to carry logbooks, as long as we can meet PRA requirements to make sure that we 
have designed that process in a way that the results have utility and we can meet PRA, I think 
that there’s value. 
 
To actually make a shift from the current sample-based methodology to a census-based 
methodology for an industry that’s as vast as the private boat sector would require a mandatory, 
electronic-validated system, which would be a huge undertaking. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Just from the sheer numbers, an electronic logbook for recreational anglers would 
not seem to be a cost-effective nor doable sort of thing.  If everyone else agrees, we could offer a 
motion to remove that one, at least, and perhaps some others.  What’s your pleasure here, folks? 
 
Mr. Boyles:  I would like to make a motion that we move Alternative 2 and 3 to the 
appendix as considered but rejected. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by Robert to move Alternatives 2 and 3 to the Considered but Rejected.  
Second by John Wallace.  Is there further discussion?  Is there objection to that motion?  I see 
none and that motion is approved.  All right, Kate. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  The next action is to Update the Wreckfish ITQ Program.  Alternative 1 is do not 
review and make updates as needed to the current Wreckfish ITQ program.  Alternative 2 is 
eliminate the current Wreckfish ITQ program and replace with alternate effort-limiting criteria 
for participation. 
 
Alternative 3 is to eliminate the current Wreckfish ITQ program and do not replace it with any 
effort or participation-limiting criteria.  Alternative 4 is to keep the Wreckfish ITQ program and 
implement a cost-recovery program and establish a cap to limit the number of shares or coupons 
an individual shareholder may obtain. 
 
Mr. Currin:  From the scoping comments and all that, have we got alternatives covered that 
address most of the concerns that people in that industry have had? 
 
Ms. Shipman:  This is another one where I think we’ve got to see how this overlays or overlaps 
with what was coming out of the LAPP Committee the other day.  We clearly said a wreckfish 
LAP would be our priority to take a look at.  We need to figure out how these two intertwine.  
 
Mr. Currin:  Clearly it’s in the same boat as golden tile and the black sea bass pot effort 
limitation or LAP consideration and all that, in some ways.  It’s related somehow.  We’re not 
sure how yet, but so far, this is the only place that it exists for consideration, in an amendment 
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form, and until we figure out a better way to transfer it or move it, does it make sense to keep it 
here? 
 
Ms. Quigley:  I’ve got a possible suggestion that might make analysis a little bit easier.  Perhaps 
Alternative 4 could be reworded to say to keep the Wreckfish ITQ program and bring it into 
compliance with the new requirements under the Magnuson-Stevens Act and that would 
encompass things that we have not yet thought about and it would include a review, a formal 
review, of the program. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That’s an excellent suggestion. 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  I was going to suggest something along those lines.  I think that’s a great 
idea. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  I would like to so move. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  That would include the concern -- One concern we did hear during the scoping 
comments had to do with modifying the ACL and the impact that would have on existing 
fishermen that are active versus inactive permits.  That would include the ability of staff to work 
up alternatives looking at ways to allow the current fishermen that have been active to continue 
in that fishery without having to purchase additional shares. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I would assume that to be the case, yes.  It’s implied.  Rita, do you want to read that 
motion into the record and then we’ll try to get a second? 
 
Ms. Merritt:  I move that we modify the Wreckfish ITQ program to keep the Wreckfish 
ITQ program and to update it to meet the new requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Second. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Second by Duane.  Is there further discussion or any discussion on this motion?  Is 
there any objection to the motion?  I see none and that motion is approved.  Does that 
handle everything there okay, Kate? 
 
Ms. Quigley:  There were a couple other comments made in scoping that you may or may not 
want to address.  One of them was for recreational allocation.  We had a couple of people come 
in and they wanted -- One person came in and asked that some portion of the wreckfish TAC is 
provided for recreational take.  Then we had a suggestion for federal buyout of shareholders 
needed.  I don’t think the council can do much about that, but just to say that those were the other 
scoping comments. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I know the recreational anglers are encountering a few wreckfish in the deepwater 
fishery.  As long as that remains open, the deepwater fishery, not the deepwater species that 
occur up on the shelf, it makes sense to me to carve out or at least allow them to fish within the 
whole ACL, but I don’t know how important that is at this point, in view of where we seem to be 
headed in 17.  At some point, when that fishery opens up -- I would hate to think that we would 
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have to go back in to amend a whole plan or get into the whole wreckfish management just to 
allow that.  I don’t know.  Would this be the best place to try to do something like that, whether 
it’s moot or not at this point, or put it off?  What are your thoughts? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Couldn’t that be addressed under the previous motion, when we reevaluate the 
Wreckfish ITQ program, in terms of a recreational allocation? 
 
Mr. Currin:  I guess so.  We’re going to get back into the whole program, I guess.  It would give 
us the latitude to do that under that alternative.  Would it not, Gregg? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  You all are providing that guidance, yes.  One question we add too was under 
Alternative 4.  This motion, Number 29, that we just approved replaces Alternative 4.  What 
you’re asking us to do is do a complete reevaluation of the Wreckfish ITQ program, including 
allowing some retention by the recreational fishery, if indeed that deepwater fishery is left open.  
I think that’s clear enough for us at this stage. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That would make me happy.  Is everybody okay with that?  We can do that under 
the new Alternative 4 or whatever alternative that’s going to be.  I think that was the suggestion 
and is that clear, that Alternative 4 be replaced by this new one?  Okay. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  I wanted to back up to the motion that I made earlier and I think it was Number 4 or 
5, keeping the program and meeting MSA.  I would like to suggest that we make that the 
preferred. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by Rita to select that as our preferred alternative.  Second by Susan.  This is 
the one to bring the Wreckfish ITQ up to date and meet the requirements under Magnuson, the 
new wreckfish alternative.  Is there any further discussion?  Is there any objection to that 
motion?  I seen none and it’s approved.  Are we done with wreckfish? 
 
Ms. Quigley:  I think this is the last action, Designate EFH and EFH C-HAPCs for Snapper 
Grouper and Extended Jurisdictional Areas Under Action 1.  Alternative 1 is no action, do not 
designate snapper grouper EFH in new jurisdictional areas encompassed in Action 1.  Alternative 
2 is designate EFH and EFH HAPCs for snapper grouper in the northern areas encompassed in 
Action 1. 
 
Mr. Currin:  We’ve already had some discussion of this and linked it to our discussion of the 
fishery management unit and Rick has made some comments on that as well and this will be an 
item for discussion at the Mid-Atlantic Council meeting. 
 
Mr. Robins:  Just to follow up on that, certainly we already have EFH designations in our FMPs 
that would relate to three of the primary species in play, black sea bass, scup, and golden tilefish.  
As I did point out, we already have a GRA that covers most of the Norfolk Canyon in depths 
from 125 fathoms seaward.  If there were proposals to extend that north of the Norfolk Canyon, 
my expectation is that that would be an issue of significant concern to the Mid-Atlantic, but we 
will look forward to that discussion and presentation at the April meeting and we’ll report back 
after that.  I just look forward to the opportunity to discuss it with you further. 
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Mr. Currin:  Thank you very much and you’ve mentioned those gear-restricted areas a couple of 
times and can you tell me what the regulations in there entail?  What gear is restricted and how 
so? 
 
Mr. Robins:  Mr. Chairman, I believe the restrictions are relevant to bottom tending gear.  It 
would prohibit bottom trawling, but they’re not final yet.  In other words, that’s been our 
recommendation in Amendment 1.  We would expect those to be in place later this year and I 
can get a copy of the actual GRA proposed regulations and get that out to you before the next 
meeting. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Just to clarify, the wording of that action says “EFH C-HAPC”, but it shouldn’t be 
coral.  It should just be “HAPC”, to track the wording of the actual alternatives.  In addition, we 
may want to consider adding another alternative that would be simply to track the EFH and EFH 
HAPC designations of the Mid-Atlantic Council as another alternative, because that may turn out 
that that would cover the EFH that we need. 
 
Mr. Harris:  I would so move that we do whatever Gregg puts on the board there will be my 
motion. 
 
Mr. Currin:  The motion is to add a new EFH alternative to track the Mid-Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council’s EFH and EFH HAPC designations.  It’s seconded by David Cupka.  Is 
there discussion?  Is there any objection to that motion?  I see none and that motion is 
approved.  Anything else in 18?  Didn’t you say that’s the end of it for now?  Thank you, all. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  We had one question and I think Roy raised this earlier, the question of -- It’s going 
to come up with the motion from the LAPP Committee as well.  Do we want to establish a 
comprehensive LAP amendment?  I don’t know that you want to discuss it now, but the question 
did come up earlier.   
 
These are the actions that are currently in Amendment 18 and if we pull out the three LAP 
programs out of this Amendment 18 -- There were questions about staff workload and we’re 
prepared to discuss that at this stage or later, if you prefer.  Just some question, if we do pull a 
significant portion of the actions out of Amendment 18, is what’s left in Amendment 18 
sufficient to keep it as a separate amendment or should we fold those actions into 17? 
 
Mr. Currin:  It’s an important question, Gregg, and we’re going to have to answer it.  I’m not 
sure that we can answer it at this point without some -- I certainly can’t at this point, but if it’s 
necessary, we’ll try to do that at this meeting, but it’s going to require some discussions away 
from the table, I think, or more time than Snapper Grouper has already run over. 
 
Mr. Harris:  We don’t have discussions away from the table.  That’s not what you meant. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That’s not what I meant, thank you.  One last item, I believe.  Well, two additional 
items, the Comprehensive ACL.   
 
Mr. Waugh:  Mr. Chairman, while Rick is getting ready, I can orient you to the items that are in 
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the Comprehensive ACL Amendment right now.  This is Snapper Grouper Attachment 16.  It’s a 
draft list of the ACL Comprehensive Amendment items.  What we are currently addressing there 
are the species that are in our FMPs.   
 
We have recommendations to do mackerel and spiny lobster as joint amendments with the Gulf 
Council, but the items we’re addressing for our remaining species that are not currently in an 
overfishing status are: annual catch limits; accountability measures; annual catch targets, if you 
choose to; allocations between the commercial, for hire, and recreational sectors; and then 
regulations to limit total mortality landings and discards to the annual catch target or annual 
catch limit, if we don’t specify a target. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  There is an attachment in this document called “Summary of Comments on the 
Comprehensive Annual Catch Limit Amendment from Scoping” and I was just going to just read 
through that.  It should just take a second.  This is Attachment 18.  I separated the comments that 
we received from scoping.  Again, we took this amendment out to scoping and I separated the 
comments into general comments, comments on the annual catch limits, comments on the 
allocations, comments on the ecosystem component species, accountability measures, and 
management measures. 
 
The first couple of comments were just general in nature.  This person supported the ACL 
Comprehensive Amendment and supports work with the council’s SSC to determine ACLs.  The 
second comment liked the Amendment 17 draft that was before you in December.  They liked 
that version of it and they thought it was a well thought out system implementing the ACL 
requirement. 
 
Then going to annual catch limits, one person thought that the ACLs and ACTs should be done 
by state.  A second comment, they also believed that the ACLs should be divided by the states 
according to the historical harvest and they should also be managed by the states.  There’s two 
people in support of that. 
 
The third comment on annual catch limits said that the amendment should include control rules 
for ABCs, ACLs, and ACTs and the control rules should account for management and scientific 
uncertainty.  The amendment should also describe the process of how ACLs would be updated 
and certainly that pertains to the discussion you had on framework procedures earlier today. 
 
Then the next category of comments were on the allocations.  Allocations should be done on a 
long-term, historical basis.  People were in support and not in support of coupling the for-hire 
sector with the private recreational.  That second comment was it should be included with the 
recreational and then there was a comment where a for-hire operator was in favor in separating 
the for-hire and private recreational sector. 
 
The fourth comment said it also should be separate, as there’s no way to keep track of the 
recreational sector, referring to the private recreational sector, and that there’s better 
accountability currently of the headboat sector.  The last comment on allocations stated that 
charter captains should be given their own allocations. 
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Moving on, there was a lengthy comment on ecosystem component species and this person was 
in support of having ecosystem component species in the amendment.  However, this person 
thought that there was a risk if you did attach ecosystem component to a bunch of species that 
they would be ignored in the future.  This person thought that species should not be removed 
from the FMU. 
 
Accountability measures, just a couple of comments on that.  Recreational fishermen have 
overproduced by 300 percent each year.  If you put in a quota on the recreational fishermen, 
there’s no way to track it and shut them down.  Also, another said you should include 
accountability measures when fisheries are expected to meet the targets and it should be 
accountability for failed rebuilding timelines. 
 
The last series of comments deal with the management alternatives.  Again, this document will 
have management regulations to ensure that you do not exceed the ACL.  The first comment was 
to change the trip limit of greater amberjack from 1,000 to 2,000 pounds a trip.  Another 
comment objects to the restrictions to the recreational sector while there is a commercial fishery.  
This was in the form letter that you all received and so was the next comment.  It objects to any 
commercial landings while there is a reduction of the recreational landings. 
 
The next comment objects to limits and targets put into place until a data collection system is put 
into place, a reliable data collection system.  Stick with daily trip limits and closed seasons and 
areas in order to discourage hi-grading and discards.  The last three comments were the best 
thing that could be done are area closures.  One person commented that we should develop a 
lottery system for goliath grouper that would allow catch and finally, there was a comment to 
prohibit all commercial spearfishing.  That’s my report, the summary report.  The comments are 
included in the briefing material. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Any questions for Rick on the scoping comments on the Comprehensive ACL?  All 
right.  What else do we need to do on the ACL, guys? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  I touched on the items that are included and what we would just like to make sure is 
that those are the items that you all want us to continue to analyze, in particular the issue of 
allocating to three sectors. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Everybody comfortable with that, with those approaches, those items to be included 
in this amendment? 
 
Mr. Swatzel:  I had earlier emailed out a document that the Allocation Committee had developed 
quite a while back, I guess with the intention of discussing it in Amendment 17, but it’s probably 
more appropriate here, going back to the issue of yes, allocating to three sectors.  Any idea of -- 
Are we going to eventually use what the Allocation Committee came up with, in terms of 
approach to allocations?  This would certainly seem to be the amendment to apply those 
formulas to, if we’re ever going to do so.  I’m just raising that issue, do we want to revisit 
allocation using a more progressive formula than just a basic long-term history?  If so, now is 
probably the time, in the ACL Amendment. 
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Mr. Currin:  Reaction to Tom’s suggestion or comments? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  It’s more of a reaction, I think and it’s a reaction because I don’t remember exactly 
what we did, but I know we discussed the 50/50 -- Robert Boyle’s formula that we came up with 
in the Allocation Committee.  I thought we adopted that as our standard that we were going to 
use as we moved forward.  I guess it was up to each committee to use it.  I’m not exactly sure 
what it is we said.  It’s been two meetings ago, at least, that we talked about that, I think. 
 
I think it was that we were supposed to use that, but it was accepted as the de facto proforma 
formula for determining allocation and we were going to use it and continuing working on what 
that -- There was some unidentified factor that went in there and that was future requirements, I 
think.  Robert, correct me or help me. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  That’s right.  I recall the discussion and Susan and I had the sidebar and I believe it 
was September that we discussed this.  Just to remind everyone where we were, we looked at 
allocating among the sectors on the basis of kind of a long-term time horizon.  I don’t remember 
the date.  Staff, I guess, could get that, in order to serve as kind of the proxy for the long time 
historical trends in the fishery, but also to acknowledge more recent changes in the fishery.   
 
That would be given an equal weight, simply because none of us are soothsayers and have a 
crystal ball, but that that could, in fact, serve as a proxy for the desired future condition of the 
fishery, but to give both the long-term and recent short term kind of equal weight in making 
these allocation decisions.  It looks a lot better when you project a nice mathematical equation 
than it is for me to try to explain it. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  I understand and I appreciate, Tom, the desire to move to three sectors.  However, if 
you look at some of the stocks, when you look in poundages and you start dividing by three 
sectors, you might want to be very careful what you ask for.  If you get it, you might not have 
much to fish for.  Maybe we should do it species by species.  I just don’t know how to attack 
that, but it’s a slippery slope.  Be careful what you ask for. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  I think that was the reason we were recommending it forward to the individual 
committees to look at and potentially use, because we knew it might not be a good fit for certain 
species. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  What we’re really looking for here is just guidance that yes, you all still want us to 
work up all the data so that you can look at it for three sectors.  It’s not to lock you into that, but 
if your intent is just to go back to recreational and commercial, we don’t want to expend all the 
time and effort to develop three separate sector databases for you to look at.  It will also be 
collapsible into just recreational and commercial. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That suits me just fine.  I think that’s the intent and the desire, from the majority of 
the committee, to at least consider a three sector approach.  Tom, were you suggesting that 
within the Comprehensive ACL that we also address the allocations or take a more 
comprehensive look at allocations within that Comprehensive ACL Amendment? 
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Mr. Swatzel:  Yes, I was talking about a more comprehensive look and not just those that were 
not undergoing overfishing, but those that are.  In terms of if we were serious, again, about 
applying the allocation formula, that might be the time to do that, even if you didn’t break it out 
into three sectors. 
 
Mr. Currin:  To be honest, I guess my first reaction is that at least for the species that are -- If 
you’re interested in looking at species that are undergoing overfishing, Amendment 17 probably 
would be the best place to do that.  Does that make sense? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  As I recall, at the last meeting or the meeting before that, we took the allocations 
out of Amendment 17, didn’t we?  I would also remind you that you have allocations under 
review by the Secretary right now for vermilion snapper that haven’t even been approved or not 
yet, but didn’t we have allocations in 17 and we took them out of 17?  I hope we’re not going to 
revisit that discussion. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I know we took a lot of them and probably all of them, but I don’t remember the 
wholesale get rid of allocations discussion.  Maybe that’s what we did, but I know that most of 
them, we ended up not considering the allocations, probably all of them. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  It’s up to you what you want to do with allocations, but you know it’s going to 
turn into a contentious issue and I would suggest not putting those in Amendment 17, just 
because of the timeline we’re under.  Put them somewhere else. 
 
Mr. Currin:  All right.  Other thoughts about Tom’s suggestion?  We’re going to have to give 
direction to staff if we want to include that as an issue in the Comprehensive ACL Amendment.  
What’s the committee’s desire?  Would you like to make a motion to include those or look at 
those, Tom? 
 
Mr. Swatzel:  If I could, yes.  I would like to move to have the staff look at allocations of not 
only the fish that are not undergoing overfishing, but those that also are and consider that 
in the ACL Amendment. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by Tom to ask staff or direct staff to look at allocations for all species in the 
Comprehensive ACL Amendment.  Is there a second?  Second by Tony.  Discussion? 
 
Mr. Harris:  I just ask staff, what’s involved in doing that?  Do you need additional guidance 
from the council or can you just go ahead and do it?  How much more time is it going to take?  Is 
it going to delay this amendment or what’s involved? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Again, we’re talking about the Comprehensive ACL Amendment and I take it by 
allocations that you mean allocations to either two or three sectors.  We have been compiling the 
data to be able to do that and we have the motions that were just up there from the September 
meeting, giving us the direction for the specific alternatives.  We were just sort of doing a reality 
check here to make sure you were still interested in considering the three different sectors.  We 
have the data, and I think it’s almost complete, to look at doing that. 
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Mr. Harris:  Mr. Chairman, then I would speak in favor of the motion.  If we’ve already got most 
of the work done, let’s go ahead and look at it and see where it takes us. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  Just for clarification though, I think, as I’m reading this document, this was to be 
for the species not undergoing overfishing and I think what Tom is suggesting is we roll the ones 
also in there that are -- To that end, how much more work is it going to be? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  It will, but I don’t think that we just compiled the tables for -- I think we were 
compiling the tables for all the species. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Further discussion of this motion?  Is there any objection to this motion?  I see 
none and the motion is approved.  Okay, Rick, have you gotten all the limited help that we can 
give you on this at this point?  You’re okay and you guys are fine?  All right.  Is there any other 
business to come before the Snapper Grouper Committee?   
 
Mr. Geiger:  I hear discussions going on there about a tasking motion and it’s probably going to 
be difficult to convene.  I just wanted to make sure that one thing was captured in your tasking 
and we talked about earlier using 30 percent versus 40 percent SPR and there was an action to 
get the SSC to develop their intent, or words to that effect, tell us what the rationale was for 
moving from the 30 to 40 percent.  I didn’t know if anybody captured that when we talked about 
it, but that was something that was discussed as an action. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  Relative to George’s comment on that task, is that species specific? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Yes, it was species specific to red snapper.  When we were talking about red 
snapper, the discussion came from Dr. Crabtree’s direction, where he thought we needed 
additional intent from the SSC as to why we were going from 30 to 40 percent. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  I recall that discussion and then I thought we had some discussion from John, but 
I also thought we had some discussion in December.  I thought the SSC somewhat reported that 
back to us of why the review group had suggested that.  We may have already had it, but since 
none of us remember it, it’s probably a good thing to get it again. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  My question that I raised earlier was more about whether this was a one-time 
specific to red snapper or were we making a shift in -- I’m not asking the SSC to just -- I don’t 
want to just hear that SEDAR said and we said, but I want to hear the bigger picture on it kind of 
thing. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  I would think the Science Center does need to weigh in on that and that was really 
what my question was of George, is was this red snapper specific or the bigger picture?  I think it 
is a bigger picture. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Roy explained it exactly. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  I’m assuming the Science Center will be participating in that SSC meeting to 
bring the wisdom of the Science Center to bear on that discussion, too. 

 52



Full Council Session 
Jekyll Island, GA 

March 5, 2009 
 
Mr. Harris:  What I want to do is go ahead and take a ten-minute break and then we’re going to 
come back in -- He’s in recess, because we’ve got to come back and do the rest of his report, but 
I don’t want these people that are here for public comment to have to wait any longer than 
they’ve already waited.  We’re going to take a ten-minute break and then we’re going to come 
back and, Brian, I’m going to let you go ahead and take public comment on the Fishery 
Ecosystem Plan. 
 
Mr. Harris:  There’s been a lot of suggestion that we press on and finish tonight.  There’s been a 
lot of pressure to do that and so at the appropriate time, we will take a vote, but right now -- 
Once we get through Snapper Grouper, after we do Ecosystem, it’s going to move very, very 
quickly.  Brian, we’re still in the committee of the whole, but we’re asking you to do your 
Ecosystem Committee Report, Joint Habitat/Ecosystem Committee Report, and have the public 
comments on the FEP. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  You would like the comments on the FEP first, I’m assuming, correct? 
 
Mr. Harris:  Yes, sir. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  What I’ve got here is I’ve got two folks who have signed the sheet saying that 
they would like to speak.  The first that I would like to call up is Scott Zimmerman.   
 
Mr. Zimmerman:  My name is Scott Zimmerman and I’m the Executive Director of the Florida 
Keys Commercial Fishermen’s Association.  Thank you, council members and Mr. Chairman, 
for giving me the time to speak to you today and address the council’s Fishery Ecosystem Plan 
for the South Atlantic Region. 
 
The first paragraph of the council’s reports threats to the South Atlantic ecosystem and 
recommendations.  It starts out by explaining the what’s and why’s about traps as a fishing gear.  
The author goes on to point out that all types of trapping gear -- The author puts all types of 
trapping gear in the same context and then by saying that all traps allow the economic 
exploitation of low-density fish stocks. 
 
This statement is false, obviously, and that all traps kill fish and that trap fishermen are seeking 
to exploit low-density fish stocks is just not a true statement.  It’s a well-known fact that most 
crustacean trappers don’t target finfish, nor do they fish directly on top of the reef.  Let me be 
clear that fishing directly on top of coral reefs destroys lobster fishing gear and catches 
untargeted species and that’s a fact supported yesterday by Ken Nedimyer during his 
presentation. 
 
To comfort those who trust a more scientific opinion, research from the FWC confirms that spiny 
lobster fishermen only fish 2 percent of their gear on top of the reef.  Some of the other concerns 
the council has included in this report include the bulkiness of gear, bycatch of non-traditional 
food fish, user group conflicts and existing regulations that are, quote, impossible to enforce.  I 
would like to address each of these concerns. 
 
Bulkiness of the gear, the public should know that there are many differences between today’s 
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average crustacean pot and the big old fish traps that were banned seventeen years ago.  This is 
not clear in your report.  Lobster and crab traps are small and built to selectively capture crabs 
and lobster. 
 
Yes, if you add them all up, it might seem a lot of real estate, but the lobster fishing industry has 
reduced their gear by 50 percent, from 1.2 million traps in the early 90s to only 485,000 traps 
today.  As far as lost traps go, managers began requiring degradable escape panels on that gear 
since 1982 and most of the gear is recovered by fishermen who use grapple hooks to retrieve it.  
The cost of each trap is about $35 and so these traps are not dispensable. 
 
Bycatch, crustacean trap fishermen that catch finfish may sell the recreational bag limit of fish.  
Many trappers also carry marine life permits, which allow them to sell ornamental species.  
These folks do not target fish.  Actually, they try to avoid them, because fish scare the 
crustaceans they’re seeking to capture. 
 
FWC biologists have evidence that the majority of finfish that enter crustacean traps also exit at 
their own will.  A percentage of lobsters that enter the trap also have the ability to leave the trap, 
which is a fact, because we’ve got it on video.   
 
User group conflicts, user group conflicts are wide-ranging.  They occur everywhere and they’re 
found in all fisheries.  This statement is confusing because there are no references, which Jack 
McGovern pointed out earlier in the meeting, in this report and there’s no supporting evidence to 
back it up.  
 
Law enforcement, while enforcing laws from the shore outward to 200 nautical miles is a 
difficult task, the author’s position that enforcing laws is impossible is an illogical position that 
lends little credibility to the argument that traps pose a threat to the marine environment.  
Basically, the lack of science-based evidence in arguing all of these positions against trap 
fisheries is ironic, considering the dependence the council is placing on science-based evidence 
in the fishery management process. 
 
At the end of the day, the public should know that fishermen in the Keys are concentrating on 
sustainable and realistic solutions.  Fishermen agree that healthy fisheries depend on healthy 
marine habitats.  Fortunately, our actions are speaking louder than our words, because one good 
example would be the cooperative research project we’re doing with Fish and Wildlife right 
now, which focuses on modifying lobster fishing gear to reduce movement in bad weather. 
 
We also understand that lost trap rope is a great concern, which is why we’ve submitted three 
proposals to FEMA, NOAA, and the DEP to prevent marine debris in the marine environment.  
We might even be able to get that rope recycled, as they’ve done in the New England lobster 
fishery.  Thank you for giving me the time to address the council’s concern and to give you an 
update on how fisheries in the Florida Keys are taking a proactive approach to deal with the 
council’s concerns. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Thank you, Scott.  Next up we have Margot Stiles. 
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Ms. Stiles:  Hello.  This is Margot Stiles from Oceana and here we go again on the coral.  I still 
think coral is good and that you should protect it.  Specifically, on the Fishery Ecosystem Plan, I 
feel like the document, as Scott pointed out, is pretty general in a lot of sections, but I do feel like 
it’s useful and it’s time to release it to begin its life as a living document and resource for council 
staff when they’re preparing future documents and for everyone to use as a starting point, if not 
as a final authority on all the resources in the South Atlantic. 
 
It represents the work of many scientists in the agency and also in academia and the region in 
general and there are a lot of contacts sort of buried in there, in the references.  If one wants to go 
there and find out who to call on a particular thing, it gives you some place to start. 
 
On the Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment, as Oceana testified in the public hearings, 
we had hoped to see the final vote on that here today or at least this week and I definitely want to 
thank the agency and council staff for the progress that has been made since our last meeting.  
The document has definitely matured and I feel like we’re 90 percent there and I would just 
encourage Roy’s staff and the council’s staff to make that final push for the June meeting, 
because I think this is a really important first step. 
 
The Fishery Ecosystem Plan is a good plan, but it’s a reference document and without this 
Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment, you really haven’t fulfilled that leadership 
promise that the South Atlantic Council has been known for.  Until that amendment is printed in 
the Federal Register, it’s not going to have that impact on the water that we would like to see. 
 
I feel like this is, in many ways, an ideal amendment, if you wish you could go back in time on 
snapper grouper and set things right and set up more conservative management so nobody had to 
go out of business.  If you wish that you could go back in time on Oculina and set up 
enforcement and protection before it got destroyed, this is your chance.  This is an amendment 
that protects deep-sea areas and deepwater habitats that are not hotly contested. 
 
There aren’t a line of people about to go out of business with this action yet.  The deep sea is an 
area that receives pressure when other fisheries get shut down.  People look deeper over time.  
Worldwide, there’s a map produced by Daniel Pawley at the University of British Columbia that 
tracks the progression of fisheries from near-shore outward, into deeper waters, over time, 
starting in the 1950s and before, although obviously the really old data is kind of fuzzy, but you 
can clearly see that people move offshore over time. 
 
I feel like there is an urgency here, even though it may seem sort of quiet right now.  I think in 
the course of human civilization we’ve looked to the deep sea more and more over time and that 
the time to act on this and to protect it is now. 
 
I also feel like this is an ideal amendment because it’s shown really strong industry leadership.  
The golden crabbers showed up at every meeting and they did, I think, more homework than I 
did for the meetings.  They came in with hand-drawn maps to show where they needed to be 
allowed to fish.  Marilyn Solorzano and a lot of the different royal red shrimpers came into the 
advisory panels multiple times and I think we have something that really works politically as 
well.  It’s time to set that in stone and to get it out there.  Of course, nothing is set in stone, but at 
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least it would be great to see it in black and white and have it come for a final vote in June.   
 
There are just two more points that I wanted to make.  One was a reminder that I think 
Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment is a really abstract term and I just wanted to 
remind everyone that what we’re talking about is a living ecosystem.  These are deep-sea corals 
and there are mounds that are 500 feet tall.  We’ve all seen the movies that John Reed and others 
have captured and put together and that the council staff have distributed. 
 
There are fish that live out there.  We don’t get to see them very often, but this is a reservoir for 
populations of snapper and grouper and other things that we may look to in the future.  I think 
just keep in mind that this is a real, living ecosystem.  This is an opportunity for leadership.  It’s 
time for the agency to follow through where the scientists and then the industry have led. 
 
If we fail to act, there are other agencies that will step in.  As we’ve already seen, there has been 
pressure on this area for offshore energy development and at that time when we get these LNG 
proposals, we say we have this idea for an HAPC out there and we really would prefer that you 
not build a platform right on top of this habitat for fish, but we’re really stuck in that “we would 
prefer” kind of mode and it would help a lot in those kinds of conversations to have this 
finalized. 
 
Finally, there’s also the pressure of climate change and acidification.  I think Myra touched on 
that in her summary of the International Deep-Sea Coral Symposium that we were both very 
lucky to attend in New Zealand.  There were a lot of South Atlantic scientists presenting there.  
Their work was recognized as leading in the field, worldwide. 
 
The science on this is bulletproof.  These are leaders in their field that are backing this up and the 
acidification pressures are only going to make things worse.  Obviously regulating climate 
change is beyond the scope, thank goodness.  I think the meeting would last way longer than five 
days if we had to handle that, but the fact is if we can protect these areas from irresponsible 
forms of fishing and we can manage them in a way that allows us to continue fishing and to 
preserve the ecosystem, then they’ll be in much better shape to be resilient to things like climate 
change in the future. 
 
Thank you for this time and for persisting in your work to protect deep-sea corals.  I hope that 
the next time that we meet that we can put this issue forward to the public for all the world to 
know that this region is going to protect the unique treasures that it has under the sea. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Thank you, Margot.  I only received two sheets of people who wanted to speak.  
Is there anybody else that had filled out a form that wanted to speak?  Not seeing any, this ends 
the public comment period.  Mr. Chairman, do you want me to go right into the Joint Habitat 
Committee Report? 
 
Mr. Harris:  Yes, sir. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  The Joint Habitat and Ecosystem-Based Management Committees met on the 
afternoon of Tuesday, March 3 and the morning of Wednesday, March 4, 2009.  The committees 
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received reports from staff on public comments received from the Fishery Ecosystem Plan and 
the Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 1.  The committees also received a summary 
of scoping comments from the Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 2 and a 
presentation on the 4th International Deep-Sea Coral Symposium. 
 
The committees reconvened and received a presentation from Ken Nedimyer on live rock 
aquaculture octocoral harvest and the staghorn coral nursery.  We made several motions, but one 
of the motions that we made was later -- After consultation and guidance with NOAA General 
Counsel, the committees voted to remove it from the final direction to staff and you’ll see that 
that’s Motion Number 2.  I’m not going to bother to read it, because I don’t think it’s appropriate 
at this point, since the committee withdrew it. 
 
We’re going to go first with Motion Number 1, which is to approve the FEP for submission 
to the Secretary with editorial license given to staff to address the NMFS comments.  On 
behalf of the committee, I so move.  Is there any discussion?  It’s a roll call vote. 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  You’re not actually submitting an amendment to the Secretary at this point.  
You’re approving at this point a document that will accompany an amendment that you attend, 
hopefully, to approve in June.   
 
Mr. Harris:  Never mind. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I was under the impression that this is a source document. 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  I think it would just be better if you waited until June and then put them 
together and approved one, with one vote. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  They’re two separate documents and we would really like to have the FEP 
approved at this meeting so that we can then just address the editorial comments that NMFS had 
and not have to bring that back to you again in June and again take more public comments.  We 
would like to be able to focus on the amendment document, which is a regulatory document, at 
the June meeting.  We will have to schedule another opportunity for public comment at the June 
meeting and just focus on the regulatory document. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  That’s fine and you can approve the document, but you don’t need to submit it to 
the Secretary, because it’s not a management plan that is subject to secretarial approval. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  It doesn’t matter how you word the motion, but after June, it will accompany the 
regulatory document when it goes to the Secretary. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  That’s fine, but all we’re going to approve is the fishery management plan 
amendments and the coral amendment and not the Fishery Ecosystem Plan. 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  Let’s do this.  If you want to take a roll call vote on this today, that’s fine.  I 
just want to make it very clear, so the record is clear and the public is clear, that you’re not then 
turning around and submitting this document to the Secretary for approval after this meeting, 
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correct? 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Correct.  It’s not that I want to take a roll call vote, although I would really like to 
do that.  We just want to keep it legal.  I was thinking back to the Habitat Plan and the Habitat 
Comprehensive Amendment.  We did take a roll call vote, but we may have done those both 
together at the same time.  Whatever the wish of the council is -- 
 
Mr. Harris:  Let’s take a roll call vote.  Bob, call the roll. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Mr. Cupka. 
 
Mr. Cupka:  Yes. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Mr. Boyles. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  Yes. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Dr. Crabtree. 
 
Dr. Crabtree: Yes. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Mr. Currin. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Yes. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Mr. Geiger. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Yes. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Mr. Iarocci. 
 
Mr. Iarocci:  Yes. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Ms. Merritt. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Yes. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Mr. Robson. 
 
Mr. Robson: Yes. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Ms. Shipman. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  Yes. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Mr. Swatzel. 
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Mr. Swatzel:  Yes. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Mr. Wallace. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  Yes. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Mr. Harris. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Yes. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Dr. Cheuvront. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Yes. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  The motion passes unanimously. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  The next motion we had is the committees recommend to the council that 
sargassum be addressed in the Comprehensive ACL Amendment.  On behalf of the 
committees, I so move.  Any discussion on the motion?  Any objection to the motion?  Seeing 
none, the motion carries. 
 
The fourth motion we add was the committees request the council to task the staff to 
address the following items in Ecosystem-Based Amendment 2: a)potentially modify the 
limited take of octocorals and/or octocoral reporting; b)examine the potential for a lease 
program for octocoral culture; c)potentially allow the take of the erect forms of the 
briareum  species (deadman’s fingers) and erythropodium species (encrusting corals); and 
d)potentially establish a permit system to harvest the invasive scleractinian coral species 
tubestrea coccinea (orange cup coral).  On behalf of the committee, I so move.  Is there any 
discussion on the motion?  Is there any objection to the motion?  Seeing none, the motion 
carries. 
 
I think our last motion is to direct the staff to: 1)address the NMFS comments on the FEP 
and finalize the FEP for submitting to the Secretary of Commerce after the June 2009 
meeting; 2)the CEBA 1, Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 1, the committees 
did not make any changes to the actions and directed the staff to continue editing the 
document for DEIS filing.  The intent is to have the comment period end prior to the June 
2009 meeting so that the council can finalize it at the June meeting; 3)regarding the 
Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 2, direct the staff to evaluate the 
alternatives related to corals and octocorals.  On behalf of the committee, I so move.  Is 
there any discussion on the motion?  Seeing none, the motion carries.  Mr. Chairman, that ends 
the report of the Joint Habitat and Ecosystem Committees. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Thank you, Brian and Mark.  Myra, did you -- 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Myra came back to me and reminded me that we had to correct a motion.  On 
Number 3 of the last motion, we are going to not direct staff to evaluate the alternatives, but it 
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was to direct staff to draft alternatives, because we don’t have alternatives yet.  The motion that 
we passed in committee said to evaluate, but in actuality, with no alternatives available, we 
needed them to draft the alternatives for us. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Then you need to move it and it needs to be seconded. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I’m going to make yet another motion that we direct the staff, in regard to 
Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 2, that the staff draft alternatives related to 
corals and octocorals based on scoping items and include it in the Comprehensive 
Ecosystem-Based Amendment 2 options paper. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  Second. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  It’s seconded by Robert Boyles.  Is there any discussion on the motion?  Is there 
any objection to the motion?  The motion carries.  That, Mr. Chairman, actually ends my 
report. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Thank you, Brian and Mark. 
 
Dr. Laney:  Mr. Chairman, Brian, I believe you had a tiger shrimp report response to Ms. 
Shipman, if you recall.  You charged us with -- Yes, we’ve got a report already for you. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Actually, in the interim, after the committee met, I contacted folks in North 
Carolina who are shrimp people and asked them what we had occurring with tiger shrimp and it 
wasn’t something that I had really heard about, but actually it turns out to be fairly interesting.  
Between September and November of 2008, there were seven tiger shrimp that were given to the 
Division of Marine Fisheries in North Carolina. 
 
A flyer had been sent out in the spring of 2008 asking fishermen to report any information that 
they had on tiger shrimp landings and in fact, that generated these reports and folks turning in 
these shrimp. 
 
Just to give you an idea of where they came from, two of them were from New River and one off 
of Hammocks Beach, which is not far from New River, in the ocean, and one was caught in a 
creek near Swansboro, which is also not terribly far from New River.  There was one that was 
caught off of Bogue Banks in the ocean and that’s just north of the area that I described and there 
was one that was caught off of Oak Island, which is south of Cape Fear, in the ocean. 
 
Basically, what happened is we had three were caught -- There was also one caught in Pamlico 
Sound just off of Rodanthe, which is in the Outer Banks.  Three of the shrimp were caught in the 
ocean and four were caught inshore.  One was north of Cape Lookout and six were south of Cape 
Lookout.  That’s just in a three-month period.  That’s all I have to report on tiger shrimp from 
North Carolina. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  Are those areas close to shipping ports?  Would that explain it, maybe they’re 
coming in through ballast?  
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Dr. Cheuvront:  None of those.  The Bogue Banks one might have been.  That’s close to the 
entrance to Beaufort Inlet and the port at Morehead City and Oak Island isn’t terribly far from 
Wilmington, but those are the only two real ports we have in North Carolina.  The rest of them 
are just -- They got there somehow. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  There is some proximity to the marine base.   
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  There is.  The marine base uses the port at Morehead City.  They don’t load and 
offload troops themselves at Cape Lejeune.   
 
Ms. Shipman:  We were thinking more of a stealth operation. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I see somebody in the audience that’s -- 
 
Mr. Harris:  You need to come to the microphone.  Keep it short, please.  We’ve got a lot more 
to do. 
 
Ms. Thomas:  Janie Thomas, Fernandina Beach Shrimp Producers Association.  Mark, you’re 
familiar with the research center at Jacksonville University.  Our shrimpers have turned in quite a 
collection of tiger shrimp, both caught in the St. Johns River and outside in the ocean. 
 
Mr. Robson:  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Brian, does that complete your report? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  The last part was just an addendum, but yes, we’re completed.   
 
Mr. Harris:  Is there anybody else that wants to bring Brian another piece of paper so that we can 
prolong this a little bit longer?  Thank you, Brian, and thank you, Mark.  Back to the Snapper 
Grouper Committee and Mac. 
 
Mr. Currin:  The Snapper Grouper Committee received several presentations.  We got an update 
on the Oculina both outreach and monitoring activities from Kim and Myra, respectively.  Paul 
Rudershausen from NC State University provided some information on a couple of research 
projects that he is doing up off the coast of North Carolina.  In one, he’s trying to correlate a 
fancy Simrad sonar device with some fishing effort there, to try to correlate it with CPUE to 
enable a quick and dirty survey -- Try to establish or create a quick and dirty survey method for 
surveying deepwater species. 
 
George Sedberry brought the Gray’s Reef Research Area proposal to us and the committee 
decided to defer the Gray’s Reef National Marine Sanctuary -- Defer to them for the rulemaking 
in terms of establishment of their research area.   
 
We discussed and went through Amendment 17.  Rick led us through there and the committee 
provided directions to the staff in terms of that amendment and directed the staff to have a draft 
ready for public hearings at the June 2009 meeting.  All the details will be addressed in the 
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following motions on Amendment 17, or the motions that will follow. 
 
We discussed the red snapper interim rule and the committee requested that the council request 
an interim rule be implemented for no harvest of red snapper in the EEZ off of North Carolina, 
South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida, with the intent to request an extension for a total of a one-
year closure and to request that the states also adopt compatible regulations.  That will also be 
addressed in a motion. 
 
The committee would like the staff and the states and National Marine Fisheries Service 
scientists to evaluate a red snapper monitoring program based on a research set-aside to include 
an experimental headboat fishery, complete with observers, so that we can do the best we can to 
maintain the continuity of the headboat index, which is a valuable assessment tool. 
 
Kate led us through Amendment 18.  I think most of that was -- It did provide us a summary of 
scoping comments submitted by the public concerning snapper grouper issues in that amendment 
and those motions were addressed and have been considered by the committee of the whole, Mr. 
Chairman, and I will not consider those motions with the ones that occurred previously, as is the 
case with the Comprehensive ACL Amendment, which Rick led us through. 
 
He provided us a summary of scoping comments submitted by the public regarding actions 
proposed to be included in the Comprehensive ACL Amendment for snapper grouper species.  
The committee reviewed the list of actions in the Comprehensive ACL Amendment as well.  The 
following motions occurred before we began meeting as a committee of the whole and I will 
offer these on behalf of the Snapper Grouper Committee. 
 
On behalf of the committee, I move to defer to Gray’s Reef National Marine Sanctuary for 
rulemaking in terms of the establishment of the research area.  Is there discussion of the 
motion?  Is there objection to the motion?  I see none and that motion is approved. 
 
The second motion was to establish an ACL equal to zero for speckled hind and warsaw 
grouper and prohibit all fishing for and possession of retention of all deepwater snapper 
grouper species seaward of forty fathoms.  Allow harvest of golden tilefish in a specified 
area and to select that as a preferred alternative to be contained in Amendment 17.  On 
behalf of the committee, I so move.  Is there discussion of that motion?  Is there objection to 
that motion?  The motion is approved with three objections. 
 
Another motion from Snapper Grouper, again regarding items in Amendment 17, to add 
Alternative 5 to the golden tilefish measures.  On behalf of the committee, I so move.  Is 
there discussion of that motion?  Is there objection to that motion?  I see none and that 
motion will stand approved. 
 
Another motion from the committee is to adopt Golden Tilefish Alternative 5 as the 
preferred alternative in Amendment 17.  Is there discussion of that motion?  Is there 
objection to that motion?  I see none and that motion will stand approved. 
 
Another motion from the committee is to establish a recreational daily bag limit of one 
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snowy grouper per vessel limit.  The intent here is to prohibit hi-grading and recreational 
targeting.  On behalf of the committee, I so move.  Is there discussion of that motion?  Is 
there objection to that motion?  Seeing none, that motion is approved. 
 
Another motion from the committee regarding Amendment 17 is to move Snowy Grouper 
Alternatives 2 and 5 to the Considered but Rejected Appendix.  On behalf of the 
committee, I so move.  Is there discussion of that motion?  Is there objection to that motion?  
I see none and that motion is approved. 
 
Another motion from the committee is to add a recreational accountability measure to use 
the three-year running average of recreational snowy grouper catches and allow the 
Regional Administrator to shorten the following season to ensure the catches do not exceed 
the recreational ACL, with the intent being to track wording for Alternative 2C under 
Section 4.4.  On behalf of the committee, I so move.  Is there discussion of that motion?  Is 
there objection to that motion?  I see none and that motion is approved. 
 
Another motion is to select new Snowy Grouper Alternative 2 as the preferred alternative 
and that is to establish the recreational bag limit of one snowy grouper per vessel and add a 
recreational accountability measure to use the three-year running average of recreational 
snowy grouper catches and allow the RA to shorten the following season to ensure the 
catches do not exceed the recreational ACL.  Is there discussion of that motion?  Is there 
objection to the motion?  I see none and the motion is approved. 
 
Another motion from the committee is to exclude wreckfish from the deepwater closed area 
alternative.  Is there discussion of that motion?  Is there objection to the motion?  I see none 
and that motion is approved. 
 
Another motion from the committee is to move closure Alternatives 3 and 4 to the 
Considered but Rejected Appendix.  Is there discussion of that motion? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I raised some concerns that perhaps we were removing some reasonable 
alternatives out that we ought to keep in and we asked Rick and Monica and company to get 
together and take a look at that.  Of course, we haven’t stopped going since then and so I don’t 
know that they have.  Rick, are you comfortable with this or do you feel like we’re going too far 
on taking these out? 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  I have language highlighted here and perhaps if you give direction to the team to 
have license to look at alternatives and include them for the council’s consideration in June, 
alternatives that will achieve the reductions.  If you allow the team that license --  
 
Dr. Crabtree:  That would be fine.  I would prefer that and so how do we proceed on that one? 
 
Mr. Currin:  Probably a motion.  If you wanted to offer that as a motion, Roy, that would be the 
cleanest way to do it.  Let’s deal with this motion that I just presented to you and then we’ll -- 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Let me just ask -- If we’re going to follow Rick’s advice, we would approve this 
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motion, but then give them license to add these others?  Okay. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Is there discussion of the motion?  Any objection to the motion?  I see none and 
that motion is approved. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I move that we provide license to the amendment team to analyze and include 
for the council’s consideration in June any other closure alternatives that achieve the 
necessary reductions. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by Dr. Crabtree and a second by Mr. Harris.  Is there discussion of this 
motion?  Is there any objection to that motion?  I see none and that motion will stand 
approved.  Thank you, Roy.   
 
Another motion from our Snapper Grouper Committee is to modify Alternative 5 in order 
to close the Logbook Grid Squares 2880, 2980, 3080, and 3180 between thirty meters and 
some greater depth, to be determined at a later date.  Staff will provide analysis for that.  
Any discussion of that motion? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Would it be clearer to say close all bottom fishing or all snapper grouper 
complex or spell out what it is? 
 
Mr. Currin:  I think everyone understands the intent, but if you want to clarify it, we can perhaps 
offer a substitute of closed to harvest or -- The amendment specifies the particular species under 
consideration. 
 
Mr. Harris:  I thought that was related to red snapper.  Was it related only to red snapper?  No, it 
was not?  It’s closing it to all bottom fishing?  Thank you for the clarification. 
 
Mr. Currin:  It was done on behalf of red snapper, Duane, but it was to close those for bottom 
fishing.  
 
Mr. Geiger:  That’s why these things need to be spelled out, because when we read them on 
Sunday, you’re not going to know -- I’m not going to know what the heck we did. 
 
Mr. Currin:  We appreciate you spelling that out for us and taking note of it.  This is offered as a 
substitute motion and so we will need a second for that.  Is there a second to that motion?  It’s 
seconded by Roy.  The substitute motion is to modify Alternative 5 to read: In order to close 
the harvest of snapper grouper species in the Logbook Grid Squares 2880, 2980, 3080, and 
3180 between a depth of thirty meters and a greater depth, to be determined at a later date.  
The staff is to provide analysis. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  On Alternative 5, I think what you’re doing is modifying that language and if you 
look back in the document, it does say prohibiting commercial and recreational harvest, 
possession, retention of species in the Snapper Grouper FMU, yada, yada.  Then it goes on to say 
to allow commercial and recreational harvest, possession, and retention of black sea bass and 
golden tilefish.  I think what our intent was is to modify this language with those grids. 
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Mr. Currin:  That’s exactly what the intent was.  
 
Mr. Cupka:  I made the motion, Mr. Chairman, and that was my intent.  That’s why we needed to 
go back and look at the wording in Alternative 5. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Perhaps it’s clearest if we withdraw the substitute motion. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  I will withdraw the substitute motion. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Now the main motion is still on the table.  Is there further discussion of that motion?  
Is there objection to that motion?  I see none and the motion is approved.  Thank you, 
Robert and Susan, for having the ability and foresight to look into that quickly. 
 
On behalf of the committee, I move to direct staff to analyze the impacts of a closure for 
red snapper on other species from previous regulations.  Is there discussion of that motion?  
Is there objection to that motion?  I see none and that motion is approved. 
 
Also, a motion from the committee to evaluate a red snapper monitoring program based on 
research set-aside to include an experimental headboat fishery with observers.  The intent 
is for scientists to develop recommendations on numbers of trips, areas to fish, et cetera.  
Any discussion on the motion?  Any objection to the motion?  I see none and that motion is 
approved. 
 
Another motion from our committee was to select Alternative 2B as the preferred 
alternative for black and red grouper.  Is there discussion of this motion?  Is there any 
objection to the motion?  The motion is approved with one objection. 
 
Another motion from the committee is to move the ACT Alternative 3A to the Considered 
but Rejected Appendix.  Is there discussion of this motion?  Is there objection to the motion?  
I see none and that motion is approved. 
 
Another motion from the Snapper Grouper Committee is to make Alternative 2C the 
preferred alternative for the recreational accountability measures.  Is there discussion of this 
motion?  Is there objection to the motion?  The motion is approved with one objection. 
 
Another motion from the committee is to remove Accountability Measure Alternative 4B to 
the Considered but Rejected Appendix.  Is there discussion of this motion?  Is there objection 
to the motion?  I see none and that motion is approved. 
 
Another motion from the committee is to not only include SEDAR for adjustments, but 
also include other avenues for adjustments.  Staff is to develop alternatives for adjustments 
to the framework procedure.  Is there discussion of this motion?  Any objection to this 
motion?  That motion is approved. 
 
The next motion is the one regarding the interim rule and I believe that Bob is going to conduct a 
roll call vote for that motion.  The motion from the committee is to request an interim rule to 
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implement no harvest of red snapper in the EEZ off of North Carolina, South Carolina, 
Georgia, and Florida.  The intent is to request an extension for a total of a one-year closure 
and to request the states to adopt compatible regulations. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Mr. Harris. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Yes. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Mr. Cupka. 
 
Mr. Cupka:  Yes. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Mr. Boyles. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  Yes. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Dr. Cheuvront. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  No. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Mr. Geiger. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Yes. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Mr. Iarocci. 
 
Mr. Iarocci:  No. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Ms. Merritt. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  No. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Mr. Robson. 
 
Mr. Robson:  No. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Ms. Shipman. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  Yes. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Mr. Swatzel. 
 
Mr. Swatzel:  No. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Mr. Wallace. 
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Mr. Wallace:  No. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  Dr. Crabtree. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Yes. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  It’s 6 to 6.  Chairman Currin, you need to break the tie. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I vote yes. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  The motion passes seven to six. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Also from the committee, a motion to request the RA not to publish the final 
rule prior to the June 2009 council meeting.  Is there discussion of that motion?  Is there 
objection to that motion?  I see none and that motion is approved. 
 
The last motion from the Snapper Grouper Committee for this meeting, Number 21, is to 
recommend the council to request NMFS to draft a red snapper monitoring program for 
review at the June 2009 meeting.  Is there discussion of that motion?  Is there objection to 
that motion?  I see none and that motion is approved.  Mr. Chairman, those are, in addition to 
the -- Rick, what else? 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  We have a timing and task motion on the screen here that you may want to take a 
look at. 
 
Mr. Currin:  This is the timing and tasks that we’ve implemented at every committee now and 
these are all of the motions that we hope we’ve captured.  We’ve gone through most of them for 
the Snapper Grouper Committee.  If you would, take a look at those and we need a motion to 
approve the timing and tasks.  They’ve done a good job of condensing these, but I haven’t 
looked at them closely enough to make sure they’ve captured everything. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  I would move the following motion, that we direct staff to: send a letter to 
Gray’s Reef National Marine Sanctuary notifying them that the council has decided to 
defer to Gray’s Reef National Marine Sanctuary for rulemaking in terms of the 
establishment of the research area; that we request that they incorporate the council’s 
changes to Amendment 17 and have a draft ready for the council’s review and approval for 
taking to public hearings and that this occur at the June 2009 meeting; that we modify Red 
Snapper Management Measure Alternative 5 in order to close the Logbook Grid Squares 
2880, 2980, 3080, and 3180 between thirty meters and a greater depth to be determined at a 
later date, staff to provide the analysis; provide license to the amendment team to analyze 
and include for the council’s consideration in June any other closure alternatives that 
achieve the necessary reductions.  The council would like staff and state/National Marine 
Fisheries Service scientists to evaluate a red snapper monitoring program based on a 
research set-aside to include an experimental headboat fishery with observers.  We would 
hope also in developing that scientific design they would, if they need to, fill in data gaps to 
consider other sectors of the fishery and that we task the Scientific and Statistical 
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Committee to investigate the 30 percent versus 40 percent SPR on a broad, overarching 
level. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by Ms. Shipman.  Is there a second? 
 
Mr. Harris:  Second. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Second by Duane Harris.  Any discussion of this motion?  Is there any objection to 
this motion?  I see none and that motion is approved.  Unless Rick tells me differently, Mr. 
Chairman, that will conclude my report of the Snapper Grouper Committee. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Thank you, Mac.  Excellent job.  I hope you go out and have a great meal tonight.  
You deserve it.  Thank you all very much.  The next item on the agenda -- I’m going to go into 
that.  While Carolyn is coming up, so that she can get ready to give us the SSC Report, I’m going 
to give you the SOPPs Committee Report.  Hold on to your chairs. 
 
The SOPPs Committee met the afternoon of March 2, 2009 in Jekyll Island, Georgia.  The 
minutes from the December 2008 committee meeting were approved.  Bob Mahood informed the 
committee that the proposed rule addressing the regional council SOPPs has not been finalized 
and consequently, there were no actions for the council to take during this meeting and therefore, 
no action was taken.  We have no timing and tasks to deal with and Bob owes Susan Shipman a 
steak dinner and that completes my report.  The next item we’ll take up is Dr. Carolyn Belcher 
will give us the SSC Report. 
 
Dr. Belcher:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  Basically, I was going to give everybody an update relative 
to our task this past week, which was to work on an ABC control rule.  The group, which was 
actually half of the SSC, was able to make some pretty good progress in fleshing something out.  
The majority of us are very, very happy with what we have and we still need some further 
information to fill it in relative to Amendment 17 species. 
 
What I have for you here is basically some of our recommendations and requests.  First off, this 
is relative to our data for unassessed stocks.  What we’re requesting is as an emergency interim 
action, the SSC recommends that the SEDAR schedule be adjusted to accommodate 
development of basic assessment analyses, such as surplus production models, and this is also 
catch curve analyses, that will generate estimates of MSY for South Atlantic data-poor 
unassessed stocks. 
 
The SSC has developed a process for determining ABC values, as required under the MSRA, 
and these basic analyses are essentially for applying this process and developing more reliable, 
scientifically defensible ABC values for data-poor stocks.  The SSC requests that these analyses 
be completed by December of 2010. 
 
The SSC recognizes that this request will necessitate that currently scheduled SEDARs, such as 
black sea bass and cobia benchmarks and update for spiny lobster, golden tilefish, snowy 
grouper, and gag be delayed until after 2011.  To facilitate completing this work within the 
available time, we recommend a modified SEDAR process as follows: 1)two data workshops 
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addressing multiple stocks; 2)two assessment workshops, one to develop methods and a second 
for refining preliminary models; and 3)review provided by the SSC. 
 
Where this is coming from is as we were looking at data, those stocks where we only had catch 
streams of data, we were really -- After what happened in June, we really tried to sit back and try 
to figure how we would best assess these relative to what we had in front of us, which was the 
catch landings.  Knowing how the SEDAR process has accounted for catch in the past, there’s 
been standardization techniques that have been applied, which was further than we could do 
during the meeting. 
 
There was a lot of other discussion about methodologies that we may be able to use to look at F 
values and MSY values.  Originally, we were thinking about requesting the Southeast Fisheries 
Science Center to run these numbers, but recognizing the amount of manpower it would take to 
run this for the fifty species that are left in the fishery management unit for snapper grouper, it 
would take one person quite a bit of time to do it and felt that if we could do this over two 
workshops and kind of split the species up amongst those two workshops, we would be able to 
do that with the personnel that would be available during that time period.  That’s where this 
request is coming from. 
 
We wanted to do something that pretty much got away from trying to find an average time 
period at which we assume the fishery was fishing around MSY and just get ourselves in a better 
situation that the data we’re giving is better information than what the catch itself was giving us. 
 
Our second request is relative to gag and vermilion, again, under 17.  The SSC is requesting the 
Southeast Fisheries Science Center provide the following analyses: quantile tables of MSY 
values for gag and vermilion, total removal estimates for speckled hind and warsaw grouper 
under species-specific moratorium and under deepwater species prohibition.  This was to get at 
the issue of our setting the ABC at zero. 
 
With conversations with Mark Nelson with NMFS, we were kind of understanding the issue that 
the council was butting up against.  In the past when we’ve given you a zero, that’s been the total 
allowable catch.  You have always adjusted after the fact for some of the bycatch relative to 
management actions and we’ve not done that.  In this particular sense, we were giving you a 
number we’ve given you in the past, but under the new Magnuson, it doesn’t give you any 
wiggle room. 
 
That request for those particular removal estimates was so that we could actually try to give you 
some sort of buffer to work on, where, again, you might be able to set it at zero or some limit 
within, but understanding from us that the uncertainty that normally we would be able to account 
for in a scientific model, it’s kind of an ancillary bubble to that.  It’s not embedded within the 
SEDAR process the way it had been in the past, but, again, recognizing the quandary that the 
council was in, butting up against this zero with no adjustment space, we were trying to come up 
with an alternate solution at that point. 
 
We’re also requesting that a list serve and an FTP site be made available.  A lot of this is because 
of the data that we keep requesting from John.  It would be easier if it was available from an 
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FTP, because there’s a lot of these that are repeat requests and rather than keep getting them over 
to CDs and we have to keep transferring back and forth, if we had a central storage area, that 
would always be available to us through an FTP link.  The list serve is just to keep everybody 
together, because we’ve had some issues with emails kind of hit or missing a few folks. 
 
Lastly, the NS-1 Guidelines mention that ecosystem component species will be determined by 
the council.  However, the SSC feels that these decisions should be made with scientific input.  
The SSC recommends that the council consider consulting with the SSC as species are being 
added or removed from the ecosystem component species grouping. 
 
This was another thing we were hoping to get at with the original request at the top.  As we’re 
looking at those fifty species that we haven’t done any assessments for, this may give us that 
ability to sit down and actually see species that we can actually push over to that ecosystem 
grouping or ecosystem component grouping.  With that, I’ll open the floor to questions. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Questions for Carolyn?  She’s given you a lot to chew on. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Carolyn, it’s not a question as much as a grateful acknowledgement of your last 
point regarding the ecosystem components.  Personally, I would very much welcome the SSC 
weighing on those, to provide us with the scientific advice and expertise that is going to be 
necessary to determine whether those species qualify, in fact.  From my perspective, that’s a very 
good move. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Bonnie, did you have any questions about the SEDAR schedule or Roy? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I had talked to Duane about under Other Business talking about the SEDAR 
schedule, because I feel like we need to move some assessments up in the schedule, one of which 
is black sea bass that was last assessed in 2005.  The next assessment is a benchmark scheduled 
in 2011.  I think we need to move it up to 2010 as an update. 
 
Red porgy was last assessed in 2006 and an update is scheduled for 2012.  That’s going to put us 
six years between assessments and so I mean I’m supportive of the analysis that the SSC is 
asking for.  I think that’s great, but it’s going to put us in a position where we’re going six or 
more years between stock assessments on our major fisheries and I think that’s too long, frankly. 
 
I have a lot of concerns about black sea bass.  The quotas aren’t being caught and I’m not seeing 
much evidence that we’re seeing improvements in that stock and at least some fishermen are 
telling me it’s in terrible shape.  I don’t know what it is, but if we don’t move it up, we’re going 
to be six years between the assessments and so I don’t know how to reconcile all of that, but I 
think it puts us in a difficult to defend position when we’re going six and seven years and if we 
move some of these assessments back until after 2011, then I think we would be going seven 
years between stock assessments and we’re going to be putting in place ACLs in critical fisheries 
that are based on very old assessments.  That’s my concern about it. 
 
Dr. Belcher:  The one thing that the SSC was focused on relative to that -- Again, we understand 
that plight, but we do still have these fifty stocks that are considered part of the fishery and under 
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the wording under the most recent NS-1 Guideline version that we have, it says that any of the 
stocks that are in the fishery still need to have status determinations made.  Until we can either 
put them in an EC situation, where they’re part of the ecosystem component, they still are going 
to have to be considered. 
 
There’s still a push on those species and our thought was the data that we have -- If we’re 
waiting for more data to be able to go through with a full-fledged SEDAR, it’s going to be, 
again, waiting for that.  They’re going to be an unknown status until we somehow manage to get 
more data to push up their elevation and run them through a SEDAR and right now, that’s not 
going to happen. 
 
Our hope is that by pushing this through the way it is, we get them through and we get the 
determinations, the ones that we need to be concerned with, on an elementary level, still knowing 
there’s a degree of uncertainty with what we’re doing, but it’s still putting a good faith step 
forward relative to these fifty species and it should help with that separation for those EC species 
that we really don’t have a determination for right now. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I don’t disagree with anything you just said.  It’s just if the tradeoff is for our 
major fisheries we’re going to go seven, potentially longer, years between assessments -- 
Particularly for things that are in rebuilding plans that have finite lengths, that’s a recipe for 
disaster.  I think you’re going to have a very difficult time defending ACLs when they’re based 
on assessments that are that old. 
 
There’s a real cost to doing what you’re suggesting, in my view, and I’m not sure whether 
refining what we know about these, in many cases, very, very minor stocks is worth that tradeoff, 
but that’s something, I think, you as a council are going to have to grapple with.   
 
Mr. Geiger:  Earlier, Roy, you intimated that we were going to have a discussion about 
modifying the SEDAR or potentially talking about modifying the SEDAR process or talking 
about the process in some way that we could eliminate the boutique stock assessments and get it 
down a standardized stock assessment. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  What I have done and what I wanted to talk about when we get there, is that I’ve 
asked the Science Center to look at possible ways to streamline SEDAR.  I haven’t suggested 
anything about how we might do that and I’ve asked them to come up with some proposals as to 
how that might be done and to talk to the council staffs about those proposals, with the idea that 
when the SEDAR Steering Committee meets in May that we would have some pretty well 
fleshed out things we could look at and ways to speed up the SEDAR process. 
 
It’s apparent, when you look at where we are right now, that we’re not producing sufficient 
numbers of assessments and at least some of that is because it’s so time demanding and labor 
intensive. 
 
Now, one way to do that would be to go to a more structured assessment rather than customizing 
it as much for every one, but I’m not prepared to offer any notions as to exactly how we do it.  I 
think if we don’t find some way to produce more assessments that we’re going to have a lot of 
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problems.  That’s what that was about, George. 
 
Dr. Ponwith:  We at the Center are looking at the current SEDAR process and looking at ways 
that we might be able to expedite that SEDAR process to get us out of the jam that we’re in, in 
having a higher number of assessments, both benchmark and updates, that are due than really can 
fit, according to the schedule that we’ve got right now. 
 
We’re going to go ahead and put together some alternatives that can be considered.  We’ll get 
those put together early enough that we’ll be able to distribute that to the SEDAR Steering 
Committee, so they can review them prior to the meeting in May and then have a good dialogue 
on that.  The likely cost of an expedited review process or assessment process will be -- It will be 
fewer number of participants or doing multiple assessments in one sitting. 
 
If you have ideas that you think have utility, if you’ve been through either data workshops or 
assessment workshops and have ideas that you’re interested in sharing with me as we go through 
this evaluation, I urge you to be in contact with me. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  We’ve got two crushing deadlines to meet, as you all are well aware, 2010 for our 
overfishing species and 2011 for all the others.  The SSC is telling us in order for them to deliver 
what we need to go in the Comprehensive ACL Amendment that they need these analyses.  If we 
don’t back this request, then we’re not going to meet our 2011 deadline and maybe I missed it, 
but I didn’t hear a reply from the Center that they can’t meet these requirements and what Roy is 
asking for. 
 
Dr. Ponwith:  That is indeed the case.  To be able to do this -- We’re in an either/or situation. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  The only point I was going to make, Bonnie, is I assume you will be talking to 
John and Julie and the folks involved.  They may have some ideas also of how to streamline the 
process. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  It seems to me this recommendation needs to go to the Steering Committee.  
Obviously you are going to have to weigh out not only this council’s needs, but the needs of the 
Gulf and the Caribbean and short of bringing some independent resources to bear to do some of 
this, I just don’t see how internally within the system -- I don’t see how it can be done. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Susan is right.  The Steering Committee meets in May and so we need guidance 
from the council at this meeting to take to the Steering Committee and I happen to agree with 
what Gregg said.  We’re kind of between a rock and a hard place.  I also agree with what Roy 
said.  It puts us in a terrible situation, waiting as long as we’re having to wait between 
assessments for some of these very important species.  What are the wishes of the council on this 
issue? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Carolyn, there are alternative ways to come up with ACLs for these species.  You 
could take recent landings and reduce them by some amount.  I know that’s not as satisfactory to 
you guys, but we’ve got to deal with harsh realities here. 
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Dr. Belcher:  Our biggest concern with that is, again, we tried doing that in June and people were 
not happy with the way that we had assessed the penalties to them, that 10 and 5 percent 
reduction values, what were we basing that on and the concern that they might not have been the 
most scientifically-based choices.  The only other thing we can really pull from is what has been 
done in the North Pacific with the 25 percent.  That’s the only basic premise that we have out 
there to kind of base or go on. 
 
Even then, the time series, how that time series that they’re applying that to, it’s not very clear to 
us what the criteria is, because it’s a truncated time series through like 1995.  We have to find the 
method by which we can be comfortable with a time series where the fishery was believed to be 
at MSY.  That could stagger across different species, which may not be acceptable for folks, and 
that was where a lot of our discussion and debates went around the table relative to using those 
catch streams and that’s why we backed away and said we felt that this method was probably one 
of the more sound methodologies that we would be able to apply. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Can you assure us that this method will be successful in generating these values or 
is there a reasonable chance that the method will be done and they’ll conclude that they couldn’t 
figure it out and so we still don’t have them? 
 
Dr. Belcher:  Until we have a chance to apply it, we can’t say one way or the other.  All we know 
is that this gives us estimates.  I say it will, but the comfort was that we would be able to, at least 
for some of those species, be able to come up with an estimate of an MSY value that we could 
use, at which we could start basing ABC levels on.  It may not be for every species, but, again, it 
would give us the dialogue to start looking at these ones that may be actually part of that 
ecosystem component grouping.  That would be a time for us to reflect on that. 
 
Some species, everybody felt comfortable that there would be a chance that this would yield 
some results.  Again, without being able to see the data firsthand, no one can give you that 
certainty on what the outcome will be. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  No, I agree with you.  I know for quite a few of the stocks in this plan that there 
are virtually no landings in the time series to begin with and I don’t believe you’re going to come 
to any sort of resolution on those and I think it’s not going to just be a few stocks.  It’s going to 
be quite a few and we’re still going to be in a position where we’re going to have to come in and 
have very little basis and have to deal with what’s the ACL for these. 
 
The other approach that I think could be applied to some of these are species groupings and I 
know the SSC has had problems with doing some of those kinds of things, but we’re simply 
getting ourselves into a position now where we have to do something and we don’t have the 
ability to come up with the things folks want. 
 
The timeline that’s in the request, if these analyses are not finished until December of 2010, we 
need to be very close to voting to submit to the Secretary at that point and I think if that’s when 
we get these analyses to the SSC that we’re going to be well into 2011 before we even can 
complete the document.  There are just an awful lot of problems here. 
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Dr. Belcher:  I don’t think there’s any one perfect solution to it.  It’s just, again, when we’re 
trying to really flesh out a methodology that is going to address all of those questions, the only 
way we can really see that is to have the ability to put them to the test and separate them out. 
 
Mr. Harris:  The Steering Committee needs some guidance from the council.  What is your 
desire?  It’s a tough one, isn’t it?  This one is almost as tough as snapper grouper. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  I’m not sure that we want to say that the schedule be adjusted.  I think we want to 
say that this needs to be accommodated somehow.  I think I feel like some of the others, 
especially black sea bass -- I totally agree with Roy.  I think we’ve got to stay on track with that.  
I think we’ve got some risks with that if we do not, litigation risk or whatever they are.  I think 
the SEDAR schedule needs to be thoroughly evaluated to accommodate development of that.  It 
may be by adjustment and adding this on.  I’m just not willing to put this other stuff off.  This 
has got to be fit in, I feel like, somehow.  Short of outside resources, I don’t know how to do it. 
 
Mr. Harris:  If you remember what Roy said, he didn’t say not put it off.  He said move it up.  
That’s a little bit different. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I don’t want to sound flippant or anything, but is this shovel ready?  Is this 
proposal by the SSC, is there some way that we can find the additional funds and resources that’s 
needed to do this?  Obviously this is a very seriously thing and does not NMFS have money for 
helping to develop these ACLs or something that is an additional burden that’s put on the 
councils or is this just considered part of what you’re expecting us to do? 
 
Mr. Harris:  There is some additional ACL money.  We don’t know how it’s going to be parceled 
out to the councils and Bonnie funds the SEDAR program out of her Center budget.  We can’t 
tell you right now, until the budget is passed and we hear from the folks in Washington, how 
much, if any, additional ACL money we might receive. 
 
Mr. Currin:  To that point, Duane, money is one thing, but personnel and capable people to do it 
is another.  You can’t hire me to do it, because I’m incapable.  There may be people around that 
could fill in, but I wouldn’t expect it. 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  The SSC is looking for, as they said, as basic as there can be, rapid assessment 
methods applied to these to fill in all these unknowns.  They understand some there aren’t going 
to be enough landings even or regular enough to do anything, but I think the sense of the people 
that were in the room was that once you go through this and at least look, in a structured fashion, 
at every stock and decide which ones you can do a production model and which ones maybe you 
can do a length analysis and which ones maybe you do something else and which ones you just 
have landings, then they’ll have them broken up. 
 
They realize that there will probably be some species for which they do have to pick a year of 
landings and one of their thoughts is that after they go through this and they get a lot of 
observations that they may be able to look at groupings of fish and find groupings for which 
there is a period of time when the stock was not overexploited.  Then they would feel more 
comfortable in using only landings for those stocks for which there’s partial landings. 
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Another part of this exercise is finding ways to get longer landings series, because our landings 
series in a lot of our fisheries are very short, but we know the exploitation is much longer.  
Scaling it back to the 1970s or something are all options that need to be considered, but no 
person can sit there -- The SSC is not able to sit there and do this. 
 
It would be bringing a lot of things up to some basic level and trying to go through it and it may 
not answer everything, but it would answer a lot.  I think if the council believes this is 
worthwhile -- The SSC certainly does.  We’ve given them landings at three meetings and every 
time, they’ve said no, we can’t do that.  They finally came out at this meeting and said we will 
not set ABCs looking at average landings.  We may have to, but before, we need to look at a lot 
of stocks where we think some type of assessment can be done.  That’s how they came up with 
this. 
 
If the council believes that there’s a stock, like black sea bass, where there’s this dire need and  
considerable concern, perhaps there’s a compromise, do this and do an update of black sea bass 
or do this and do an update of black sea bass and another fish, if there’s another species for 
which there’s a concern. 
 
You can try to get this done by September of 2010 or perhaps by June, but we do know that the 
SEDAR-19, which is dealing with black and red grouper, which are two overfished and 
overfishing species that are in the Amendment 17, aren’t going to be wrapped up until like 
March or April, I believe, of 2010.  We would be starting after that is done, right about the time 
of the review workshop occurring for that, because of the overlapping on that.  That’s a South 
Atlantic assessment as well. 
 
The SSC was thinking if we could get this by December of 2010, perhaps that would get us time 
to get it in there.  Maybe it needs to be done a little bit sooner and then maybe you can do black 
sea bass immediately thereafter. 
 
Dr. Ponwith:  I have, in anticipation of problems just like this, broached the notion with 
headquarters and the leadership of poaching highly skilled, very seasoned stock assessment 
scientists from other science centers that have fewer species that are in the overfishing category.  
That gives them a little bit more leeway to get their ducks on order on the all other species by 
2011. 
 
I’ve put forward the notion of recruiting them to come down here as sort of a stock assessment 
swat team to help us get through the kind of back log of species we need to work on.  I’m not 
sure if they believed me the first time I asked.  After having a discussion like this on the record at 
the council meeting, I think they’re more apt to understand the predicament and it’s a little more 
quantifiable at this point. 
 
That, coupled with the fact that at least I’m hearing an openness to try and create some sort of an 
expedited process, both for the benchmark and the update, and as long as we can be attentive to 
the necessary inclusivity that we all desire and the transparency we desire -- As long as there is 
an openness to try and modify those two processes, that if we’re doing all we can and are still, 
when we do the math, not able to meet these deadlines, it makes a stronger business case for an 
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infusion of existing stock assessment scientists. 
 
I say that because if you handed me a brand-new, wet-behind-the-ears rookie, I don’t think I 
could get them up to speed.  If you handed me half-a-dozen of them, I still don’t know if that 
would help solve the problem.  We need the Rick Methot’s of the world to be able to come and 
help us out on this. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Thanks, Bonnie.  We’ll certainly support your swat team approach. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Here’s some things to think about.  To be honest with you, I don’t see how we’re 
going to resolve this at this point.  It’s late in the meeting and I just don’t know how we’re going 
to -- Black sea bass, right now we’re 2009 and we’re in year four of a ten-year plan.  The 
assessment right now is scheduled for 2011, which is year six of a ten-year plan.  If we got bad 
news at that point and it took us a year to do something, we’re close to the end of that. 
 
Red porgy, we’re in year eleven of an eighteen-year rebuilding plan and the update is not 
scheduled until 2012 and so that puts us, I think, at year fourteen of an eighteen-year rebuilding 
plan.  With the case of black sea bass, we’re going to have put things in place and then we’re 
going to wait until we’re almost at the end of the ten-year rebuilding plan before we assess to see 
if it’s working. 
 
I just think that’s just not something we can live with, but I don’t know how to sort this out.  I 
can promise you that when I get back to my office on Monday that I will personally put a call in 
to Jim Balsiger and explain to him the bind that we are in and what the problem is and that we’ve 
got to come up with some alternatives and I’m sure Bonnie will be happy to reinforce me on that. 
 
Right now, all of the regions and all of the centers are pressed for these things and so having just 
gotten this today, I have a hard time weighing whether this justifies putting them off.  I agree 
with John that maybe there’s some compromise that we can reach out of this, but I don’t know 
how we’ll sort through all of that right now. 
 
I can also tell you that the issue of moving assessments up is not just a South Atlantic.  I’ve got a 
number of Gulf assessments which we feel like need to be moved up and then we’re also pushing 
the Center for more information and analyses in the Caribbean and we’ve got a Caribbean 
Council meeting the week after next.  I’m not sure how to resolve all these kinds of things. 
 
This is an excellent instance of why we need to stop having concurrent meetings like this, 
because we needed to -- If we would have known about this weeks ago, we could have tried to 
deal with it and come in with some plan to deal with it, but when you find out at the tail-end of a 
meeting, it’s really difficult.  That’s no criticism of the SSC at all.  It’s just a problem with how 
we’re scheduling these things. 
 
Mr. Harris:  We thought we were doing the right thing when we did it and we’ve learned 
something different. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  I am going to make a motion and my intent in doing it is to hopefully give Bonnie 
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and Roy more ammunition as they talk to Dr. Balsiger, et cetera.  My motion is that the South 
Atlantic Council endorses the SSC’s recommendation and it’s that first paragraph, that 
language, and then I do not want to include the first sentence of the second paragraph, but 
I do want to then pick up and say the South Atlantic Council recommends the 
consideration of a modified SEDAR process as follows and then Number 1 and Number 2 
as stated there and that that be forwarded to the SEDAR Steering Committee. 
 
Mr. Harris:  You’ve heard the motion.  Is there a second?  Second by Brian.  Is there discussion 
on the motion?   
 
Dr. Crabtree:  The motion says we would like to have this done, but we’re not willing to accept 
moving assessments back?  Is that -- 
 
Ms. Shipman:  That’s what my motion is saying, yes. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  If the Center tells us you can’t have it both ways, then we’re going to say give us 
the assessments and don’t do this? 
 
Ms. Shipman:  What we’re saying is we’re endorsing their recommendation that this needs to be 
done for those fifty species we don’t know.  We do not want to sacrifice the schedule that we’re 
already on.  We want you all to take that into consideration, the Steering Committee, along with 
Bonnie’s plan that she can bring to the table, but if nothing else, to hopefully give you all some 
ammunition to go to headquarters and say here is the pickle we’re in and in order to meet the 
mandates of the law, we need all of this done. 
 
I still believe, just speaking for myself and my intent in the motion, I still believe those SEDARs 
that we have scheduled need to remain on track and potentially that black sea bass needs to be 
moved up.  That can be a separate motion. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Further discussion on the motion?  Susan, would you read the motion? 
 
Ms. Shipman:  The motion is that the South Atlantic Council endorses the SSC’s 
recommendation that the SEDAR schedule be adjusted to accommodate development of 
basic assessment analyses (e.g., surplus production models, et cetera) that will generate 
estimates of MSY for South Atlantic data-poor unassessed stocks.  The SSC has developed 
a process for determining ABC values as required under MSRA and these basic analyses 
are essential for applying this process and developing more reliable and scientifically-
defensible ABC values for data-poor stocks.  The SSC requests these analyses be completed 
by December of 2010.  My motion is that we endorse that recommendation to the SEDAR 
Steering Committee.  Further, that we endorse the SSC’s recommendation that to facilitate 
completing this work within the available time that a modified SEDAR process as follows: 
two data workshops addressing multiple stocks; two assessment workshops, one to develop 
methods and a second for refining preliminary models; and a review provided by the SSC. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Is there any objection to the motion?  Seeing none, that motion is approved.  
Any other questions of Carolyn?  Roy, anything else?  Do you want to offer another motion? 
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Dr. Crabtree:  No.  I continue to believe that in fact we need to move some of these assessments 
up and I’m going to continue to raise that.  If I had to make the tradeoff now, I would go with 
move the assessments up or at least keep the assessments where they are and we just have to 
forge ahead without this. 
 
I don’t agree with Gregg’s assessment that if we don’t do this we won’t get it done.  We have to 
put annual catch limits in place.  If the SSC won’t give us fishing level recommendations, then 
we’ll have to do it by other methods, but we have to do it.  It’s required by the law.  I don’t 
know.  Hopefully we can work this out and find something that we can live with and we can get 
all these things done. 
 
Mr. Harris:  If you want to make a motion that we move the assessment up if we can get the 
approval of the -- What we’re up against is two other councils that are in the same box. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I know and I don’t see that we need a motion here.  I think all of us would like to 
see the assessments moved up and do that.  I think we’re just going to have to work with the 
Center and work with the Steering Committee and see what we can work out and do the best we 
can. 
 
Mr. Harris:  I think you’re right. 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  For the benefit of those that will be at the SEDAR Steering Committee, would 
you consider accepting a black sea bass update that occurs sooner, as opposed to doing that as a 
benchmark?  There may be a possibility to run this as a SEDAR benchmark cycle, if you did that 
in lieu of the benchmarks of sea bass and cobia and try to get it done sooner.  Then perhaps we 
can do updates faster.  It may be feasible to do an update of black sea bass in 2009 as SEDAR-19 
is underway, perhaps.  That’s something Bonnie could ask with the workforce there in Beaufort.  
That might get the black sea bass out of the hole right away. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  We’ll look at that and that’s part of what I sent to Bonnie.  I want to move sea bass 
up, but let’s just do it as an update, because there’s no way we’re going to get those things done.  
I would be fine with doing a number of these as updates. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Any other questions of Carolyn? 
 
Mr. Currin:  Just a comment, Duane.  I don’t think I’m wrong, but I think today in Snapper 
Grouper we actually addressed ACLs for black and red grouper, based on those landings.  
There’s methodology there to do that.  It wasn’t all that painful.  In fact, it was what the SSC had 
recommended earlier and then withdrawn. 
 
I appreciate the work that you guys have done to come up with a potential approach for this and I 
know it’s got value, but we’re going to have to weigh the whole thing out and our needs for other 
important species.  If we’ve got a methodology, another methodology, however inferior, but 
useable to meet the mandates of the Act at this point, then we’ll just have to see.  We may have 
to do that here and then move into this new analysis in the future. 
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Dr. Crabtree:  What we did on red and black grouper was not what the SSC recommended and 
withdrew.  It was based on what we did in Amendment 16.  What they recommended and then 
withdrew was a 90 percent reduction and a 95 and that’s not what we -- 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you.  Those landings will be different, but they weren’t much different.  It 
was like a 90 percent reduction was their recommendation and a -- 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  They’re about 20 percent different, 20 to 30.   
 
Mr. Waugh:  Just to clarify, the SSC never recommended those values as ABCs for ACLs.  What 
they did was they endorsed the actions in Amendment 16 and what we’re doing is concluding 
that that’s their recommendation for an ACL.  That information will go to them at their June 
meeting and they’ll have a chance to review it and we’ll get their comments on it at that stage. 
 
Mr. Currin:  In response, I’m not trying to put words in their mouth.  I’m just saying that there’s 
another methodology that we used to establish an ACL with nothing but some landings for some 
species that we’re going to assess very quickly in the future. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Any other questions of Carolyn?  Carolyn, thank you and your committee very 
much.  You did a great job this week and sorry it’s so difficult, but we didn’t do it to you.  Thank 
you all very much.  The next item on the agenda is -- Let me just say this.  I don’t think we’ve 
got a whole lot longer to go.  We can push on through or I can be democratic and let you vote on 
it.  A vote?  Everybody that wants to push on through, raise your hand; everybody that wants to 
wait until tomorrow, raise your hand.  We are moving on.  The next item on the agenda is a Joint 
Executive Finance Committee Report and David Cupka. 
 
Mr. Cupka:  The Executive Finance Committee met in joint session on the afternoon of March 2, 
2009 at Jekyll Island, Georgia.  The minutes from the December 2008 Joint Executive Finance 
Committee were approved.  The committee received presentations on the following agenda 
items.  Number 1, Status of the Calendar Year 2009 Council Budget. 
 
Bob reminded the committee that a budget has not been approved, pending determination of the 
council’s actual funding level.  He referred the committee to Attachment 1, which shows the 
placeholder council budget, based on level funding.  Bob reminded everyone how we had to 
develop our initial placeholder budget for FY2009 prior to knowing exactly what our funding 
level would be and what has transpired subsequent to establishing the budget. 
 
He indicated the council is on track with expenditures to date.  Chairman Cupka asked why the 
health insurance line seemed high at this point in the year and Mr. Collins indicated that was due 
to the staff HSA insurance plan already being funded for the entire year.  Bob reported on the 
budget discussions that occurred at the CCC meeting February 25 through 26 in Silver Spring. 
 
Preliminary indications, based on the recently passed House Appropriations Bill, are that 
additional funds will be available to the council for Calendar Year 2009.  When the council’s 
funding for Calendar Year 2009 has been determined, Bob will work with the staff and Chairman 
Harris and Cupka to develop a proposed budget for the council’s consideration at our June 2009 
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meeting.  Brian Cheuvront requested that an increase in the state liaison contract be considered if 
additional funding becomes available.  Chairman Cupka noted that that will be considered. 
 
Number 2, Congressional FY2009 Budget for the Department of Commerce.  The House of 
Representatives has passed the Department of Commerce budget that is expected to move 
forward for the President’s signature.  The third item was Approval of the 2009 Budget.  The 
council’s Calendar Year 2009 budget will be considered and approved at the June council 
meeting.  Mr. Chairman, there were no motions made and so that concludes my report. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Thank you, David.  Are there questions for David?  Rita, are you ready with the 
LAPP Committee Report? 
 
Ms. Merritt:  The LAPP Committee met on Monday, March 2, in Jekyll Island, Georgia.  The 
committee received a brief summary from Kate Quigley, council staff, regarding recent 
implementation of new LAP programs in the Gulf of Mexico, Pacific, and New England.  Kate 
Quigley provided a summary of a letter written by golden crab fishermen and sent to the council 
chairman and included in the briefing book. 
 
Kate Quigley provided a summary of scoping comments submitted by the public regarding 
actions proposed to be included in Amendment 18.  Matt Ruby of Little River Fish House in 
South Carolina provided a summary of a meeting he attended with other fishermen last week in 
Washington, D.C.  The committee made the following motions. 
 
Motion 1, the committee recommended the council provide staff time to work on 
development of a golden crab LAP with the provision that the snapper grouper economic 
work is not compromised.  On behalf of the committee, I so move.  Is there any discussion on 
the motion?  Is there any objection to the motion?  Seeing none, that motion is approved. 
 
Motion 2 was to prioritize work on LAPs initially as separate amendments, with the 
possibility of becoming a comprehensive LAPP amendment, with the priority first for the 
wreckfish fishery and secondly, golden crab and golden tilefish, which would be worked on 
in conjunction with wreckfish, where possible.  On behalf of the committee, I so move.  Is 
there any discussion?  Is there any objection?  That motion is approved by the council. 
 
Motion Number 3 is the committee recommends to the council that staff work on the 
following items: 1)prioritize work on LAPPs initially as separate amendments with the 
possibility of becoming a comprehensive LAPP amendment with a)wreckfish first and 
b)golden crab and golden tilefish worked on in conjunction with wreckfish, where possible; 
2)Golden Crab AP to meet during the June 2009 council meeting; 3)staff may meet with 
the golden crab industry prior to the June 2009 meeting; 4)staff to present a revised 
timeline and staffing analysis at full council; 5)staff prepare an analysis of work required to 
prepare an LAPP for the entire snapper grouper fishery and present the results at the June 
2009 meeting.  On behalf of the committee, I so move.  Is there any discussion?  Are there 
any objections?  Seeing none, that motion is approved.  That concludes our report from the 
LAP Program Committee. 
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Mr. Harris:  Thank you, Rita.  Gregg, did you have anything on that staff workload that you want 
to present at this time or should we wait?  Should we look at it now?  Let’s go ahead and look at 
it, because that was something that the committee had requested that we receive at the council 
meeting and so here we go. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  This was updated.  It shows that we are finished with Snapper Grouper Amendment 
14.  That’s been implemented.  The mackerel framework is done and 15A is done.  15B was sent 
to NMFS on July 30, 2008.  That’s still in the review process.  Snapper Grouper Amendment 16 
was sent to NMFS on October 21, 2008.  That’s in the review process.  Shrimp Amendment 7 
was sent to NMFS on November 26, 2008 and is still in the review process. 
 
As far as staff workload, we’ve finished all of those items.  What we are currently working on -- 
Again, this is our analysis of the staff workload for 2009.  Amendment 17 is our major item and 
this is a rough percentage of each staff person’s time.  The concern was looking at Kate’s time as 
our economist. 
 
We’ve got 30 percent of her time with Amendment 17.  She’s done a lot of the analyses that are 
necessary for that and she’s already completed those.  Snapper Grouper Amendment 18 includes 
three LAP type programs and we’ve got 20 percent of her time delegated to that.  If we split out 
and create a comprehensive LAP amendment, she would spend 20 percent of her time on that.  
Really, she’s going to be spending approximately 40 percent of her time working on all these 
LAP programs and the other items in Amendment 18. 
 
The Comprehensive ACL Amendment, we don’t have a lot of work on that this year.  There’s 
some prep work, but the major work on that will occur after we get Snapper Grouper 
Amendment 17 completed.  We decided to pursue joint amendments for spiny lobster and 
mackerel with the Gulf and so the Gulf is the administrative lead on those two and so that 
doesn’t involve a lot of our time.  I will work on coordinating that. 
 
The snapper grouper interim rule, that doesn’t require much of our time.  The EA is done and 
we’ve provided some review comments on that.  Ecosystem-related work is primarily Roger’s 
time.  The Fishery Ecosystem Plan and finishing that up and the FEP Comprehensive 
Amendment 1, basically we’re finished with 1, some more editing.  Once the FEIS is filed, we 
will address those comments and finish that after the June meeting. 
 
FEP Comprehensive Amendment 2, again, will involve some of our staff time.  Coral grants and 
issues is Myra’s time there.  Shrimp closure work, that’s not required this year and so that will 
free up a little bit more of Myra’s time.  SSC, we’ve got a little bit of our time blocked out and 
some for SEDAR.  I’ve covered our staff.  The SEDAR staff are shown here and our scientist 
position that’s open now.  These are basically the same percentages that you have seen before. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Questions for Gregg?  Seeing none, we’ll move along.  Golden Crab Committee and 
John Wallace. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  The Golden Crab Committee met on March 2.  The committee reviewed the letter 
from the golden crab fishermen concerning a LAP program.  The committee agreed to 
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recommend that council staff time be provided, as long as it does not negatively impact the 
snapper grouper economic work. 
 
The committee discussed a number of items to meet the new Reauthorized Magnuson-Stevens 
Act.  One was the timing.  The most recent guidance is that for the species not experiencing 
overfishing, the new requirements must be implemented before 2011.  The golden crab fishing 
year is the calendar year.  Species included in the fishery management unit are golden crab and 
those in the fishery management plan are the red and Jonah crab. 
 
Monica provided guidance that only species in the fishery management unit will be considered in 
the fishery, quote, and those are the species that would need to have the ACLs and the AMs 
specified.  
 
The committee also discussed the New England Council’s red crab FMP and how the plan 
extends through the South Atlantic Council’s area.  The committee directed staff to contact the 
New England Council and NMFS and NOAA GC and report back to the committee in June.  
How to implement, the committee discussed this and recommendations including golden crab in 
the Comprehensive ACL Amendment.  The committee approved the following motions. 
 
The committee recommended the council provide staff time to work on development of the 
golden crab LAPP with the provision that the snapper grouper economic work is not 
compromised.  On behalf of the committee, I so move.  Any discussion on the motion?  Any 
objection?  The motion is approved. 
 
Motion 2 is to include golden crab in the Comprehensive ACL Amendment to address new 
requirements for ACLs and AMs.  On behalf of the committee, I so move.  Is there any 
discussion on the motion?  Any objection to the motion?  So moved. 
 
Motion 3 was direct staff to contact the New England Fishery Management Council and 
NOAA GC to address the red crab fishery management unit.  On behalf of the committee, I 
so move.  Any discussion?  Any objection?  So moved. 
 
Motion 4 was the committee recommended to the council that staff work on the following 
items: 1)work on the development of a golden crab LAPP with the provision that the 
snapper grouper economic work is not compromised; 2)Golden Crab AP to meet during 
the June 2009 council meeting; 3)staff may meet with the golden crab industry prior to the 
2009 meeting; and 4)direct staff to contact the New England Council and NOAA GC to 
address the red crab fishery management unit.  On behalf of the committee, I so move.  
Any discussion on the motion?  Any objection to the motion?  The motion is approved.  That 
concludes my report. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Thank you, John.  Did everyone receive the letter that was passed out from the 
golden crab fishermen?  It’s different than the letter that’s in your package.  It’s a letter 
subsequent to that one. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  Yes and there was a letter that was passed out about the ACLs.  I think this letter 
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was addressed to Duane and it addresses their concern with the SSC’s -- They would like to meet 
with the SSC, because this is a stock with no assessment. 
 
Mr. Harris:  We talked about that earlier and that’s something that we are going to make happen.  
Thank you, John.  We appreciate your report. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  The Mackerel Committee met on the 2nd of March and we were given a decision 
document and the Mackerel Committee -- The report contains basically, because have to 
coordinate with the Gulf Council diplomatically, it contains basically the decision document that 
we used to walk through our action items. 
 
In the interest of time saving for everybody here, I’m not going to read the four pages of the 
decision document, but there were a number of motions that were made resultant from that and 
you do have that decision document in your briefing book and I would encourage you to look at 
it, because that’s what we’ll be using at our June meeting, when we meet jointly with the Gulf. 
 
As a result of that decision document, the committee made some motions.  Motion Number 1 
on Option 1, no action, do not develop separate FMPs, which was approved by the 
committee and on behalf of the committee, I so move.  Is there any discussion?  Is there any 
objection to that motion?  Two objections to that motion.  The motion carried. 
 
Motion Number 2 was to direct staff to evaluate moving cero and little tunny and Atlantic 
bonito into the fishery management unit or removing them from the fishery management 
plan.  It was approved by the committee and on behalf of the committee, I so move.  Is there 
any discussion?  Is there any objection to the motion?  Seeing none, that motion is approved. 
 
Motion Number 3 is concerning Option 2 and it was to develop a joint amendment to 
address new requirements for ACLs and AMs.  It was approved by the committee and on 
behalf of the committee, I so move.  Is there any discussion of that motion?  Is there any 
objection?  Seeing none, that motion is approved. 
 
Motion 4, which was to hold a joint Mackerel Committee meeting during the South 
Atlantic Fishery Management Council in June of 2009 meeting, was approved by the 
committee and on behalf of the committee, I so move.  Is there any discussion of that motion?  
Any objection?  Seeing none, that motion is approved. 
 
Finally, Motion Number 5 directs staff to work on the following items in preparation for 
the June 2009 meeting: 1)the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council staff to contact 
the Gulf Council staff to inform them about the South Atlantic Council’s decisions and 
offer to hold a joint Mackerel Committee meeting during the SAFMC’s June 2009 meeting; 
2)request staff, working with Gulf and National Marine Fisheries Service staff, prepare a 
decision document to use at the joint meeting outlining the decisions for the joint 
amendment; 3)request clarification on the cobia assessment.  That was approved by the 
committee and on behalf of the committee, I so move.  Is there any discussion?  Of course, the 
decision document that is the prelude to these motions is basically the decision document that 
we’re going to use to the go to the Gulf with in terms of getting ready for that joint meeting.  Is 
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there any objection to that motion?  Seeing none, that motion is approved. 
 
In addition to that, on your electronic copy, as an attachment to that electronic copy, is basically 
the motions that were passed at the joint South Atlantic/Gulf Mackerel Committee meetings last, 
which was on September 18, 2006.  I encourage everyone to look at those and that completes my 
report, Mr. Chairman. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  I would like to record my vote as a vote in opposition on Motion Number 1, 
please.  I’m voting with my colleagues from North Carolina. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Thank you, George.  Next is the Dolphin/Wahoo Committee Report and Tom. 
 
Mr. Swatzel:  I think we met on Tuesday, but it seems like a very long time ago.  The committee 
reviewed measures currently in the Dolphin/Wahoo Fishery Management Plan.  Dolphin has not 
been managed with an ABC TAC quota management program.   
 
Regulations include a commercial soft cap of 1.5 million pounds or 13 percent of total landings, 
whichever is greater, a recreational bag limit of ten dolphin per person per day in or from the 
EEZ and not to exceed sixty dolphin per boat per day, whichever is less.  Headboats with a valid 
certificate of inspection are allowed a bag limit of ten dolphin per paying passenger.  A 
prohibition on sale of recreationally-caught dolphin, except for-hire vessels that possess 
necessary state and federal commercial permits may sell dolphin, and a minimum size limit for 
dolphin of twenty-inches fork length off of Florida and Georgia and no minimum size limit north 
of Georgia. 
 
Therefore, an amendment will need to be prepared to set annual catch limits and accountability 
measures for dolphin.  Wahoo have not been managed with an ABC TAC quota management 
program.  Regulations include a commercial trip limit, landed head and tail intact, of 500 
pounds, with no transfer at sea allowed and a recreational bag limit of two wahoo per person per 
day in the Atlantic EEZ.  Allowable gear and a prohibition on the sale of recreationally-caught 
wahoo in or from the Atlantic EEZ.  Therefore, an amendment will need to be prepared to set 
annual catch limit and accountability measures for wahoo. 
 
The committee talked in some detail about the minimum size limit and a prohibition on bag limit 
sales of dolphin in the for-hire sector.  Council staff then presented an overview of the scoping 
comments. 
 
The committee reviewed the species in the fishery management unit, which consists of dolphin 
and wahoo, and these two species will need to have ACLs and AMs specified.  In terms of 
timing, guidance has been provided to National Marine Fisheries Service and NOAA GC that the 
amendment containing these values should be implemented during the fishing year 2011, which 
is the calendar year for dolphin and wahoo, to meet the deadline specified in the Reauthorized 
Magnuson-Stevens Act.  The committee had three motions. 
 
The first motion is to recommend the council pursue including dolphin and wahoo in the 
Comprehensive ACL Amendment to address new requirements for ACLs and AMs and 
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evaluate prohibiting bag limit sales of dolphin from for-hire vessels and establishing 
minimum size limits for dolphin off North Carolina and South Carolina.  On behalf of the 
committee, I would so move.  Is there any discussion?  Is there any objection?  The motion is 
approved. 
 
Motion Number 2 is to evaluate the prohibition on bag limit sales of dolphin from for-hire 
vessels and establishing a minimum size limit for dolphin in the Mid-Atlantic and New 
England areas.  I would so offer the motion, on behalf of the committee.  Is there any 
discussion?  With no discussion, it’s approved. 
 
Motion Number 3 is to direct staff to develop a detailed decision document evaluating the 
ACLs and AMs and bag limit sale prohibition and size limit for use at the June 2009 
meeting.  On behalf of the committee, I would so move.  Is there any discussion?  Hearing 
none, that motion is approved.  That ends the committee report. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Thank you, Tom.  Next is the Shrimp Committee Report and Susan. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  The Shrimp Committee met on March 2.  The committee discussed whether a 
closure of the EEZ to white shrimp harvest to protect overwintering stocks was necessary and 
each of the state representatives from North Carolina through Florida indicated that their state 
did not intend to request a closure and the committee concluded that a closure was not needed 
this spring. 
 
There were no scoping comments and I just want to affirm that with Myra.  She has said in the 
affirmative, that yes, that is correct, there were no scoping comments.  Council staff outlined the 
exclusion of the ACL/AM requirements for species that have a life cycle of approximately one 
year, unless the Secretary has determined the fishery is subject to overfishing of that species and 
we cite the Magnuson Act there. 
 
Pink shrimp are listed as overfished due to environmental conditions and none of the shrimp 
species are listed as undergoing overfishing.  The committee discussed this and concluded that 
all the species listed in the fishery management unit in the shrimp plan have life cycles of 
approximately one year and are thus excluded from the ACL/AM requirement.  I have a motion 
that I’ll come to in a moment on that. 
 
The committee discussed the pre-draft of the Comprehensive Amendment 3 to the Highly 
Migratory Species FMP.  Interestingly, the amendment addresses primarily sharks and the 
blacknose shark species has recently been assessed and determined to be overfished and 
undergoing overfishing.  Mortality must be reduced by 78 percent in fishing year 2010.  The 
measures under consideration would prohibit all directed harvest, but this is not sufficient. 
 
Therefore, bycatch mortality in the shrimp fishery, since it’s a large component of total 
mortality, will need to be addressed.  About 50 percent of the shrimp bycatch mortality is from 
the Southeast shrimp fishery and 45 percent from the Gulf shrimp fishery.  Efforts are being 
evaluated to modify the TED/BRD designs to reduce the level of bycatch.  Ultimately, this 
council and presumably the Gulf will be asked to amend our Shrimp FMP to implement 
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modifications to the TED/BRD requirements. 
 
The committee also discussed the recent capture of tiger shrimp.  We discussed that earlier and 
so I’m not going to belabor that, but I want to commend the North Carolina delegation, led by 
Dr. Laney, on your most expeditious completion of your homework assignment.  With that, I 
have two motions. 
 
The first motion is on behalf of the committee, I would move that we consider all the 
penaeid shrimp and rock shrimp as annual crops and therefore, we do not need to develop 
ACLs and AMs.  That was approved by the committee and is there discussion on that? 
 
Mr. Currin:  I remember some discussion of deepwater shrimp in a general sort of sense and 
questioning whether those were annual crops.  I didn’t recall that rock shrimp was included in 
that motion.  I thought it was penaeid and that may just be me, that I missed it.  My question is, is 
there any concern that rock shrimp is in fact not a one-year or approximately one-year life cycle? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Mac, I believe the discussion was about royal reds and we included rock shrimp 
because they were considered, but we excluded royal reds because it wasn’t clear, at least in my 
memory, that they were.  I remember we had a discussion and we left out royal reds, for that 
reason. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  Brian is correct.  The royal reds are not in the plan. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I understand that fully.  My question would be then do we have biological evidence 
that rock shrimp are in fact have approximately a one-year life cycle? 
 
Ms. Shipman:  I believe the reports we looked at early on, developing the first amendment 
dealing with rock shrimp, they can be a twenty to twenty-two-month species.  However, they 
rarely get beyond an annual crop, because of the high fishing mortality.  Is there any other 
discussion on the motion?  Is there objection to the motion?  Seeing none, that motion 
carries unanimously. 
 
Our second motion is on behalf of the committee, we request the council direct staff to send 
a letter to National Marine Fisheries Service indicating that the shrimp species in the 
Shrimp FMP are annual crops and therefore do not require the council to develop an 
amendment to specify the ACLs and AMs.  That was approved by the committee and is there 
discussion on that motion?  It’s a companion to the previous one we just acted on.  Seeing no 
discussion, is there objection to the motion?  Seeing none, the motion carries unanimously.  
That concludes my report. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Thank you, Susan.  It’s not on the agenda, but the next item we’re going to take up 
is the SSC Selection Committee Report. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  The SSC Selection Committee met on March 3.  The committee entered closed 
session to discuss SSC membership, including the resignation of one member and two 
applications.  The committee recommended that council staff advertise for applications to fill an 
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available SSC seat and that SSC applications be considered at the June 2009 meeting. 
 
The committee also discussed a letter from the North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries 
about possible conflict of interest on the SSC with respect to stock assessments.  The committee 
also discussed recent events concerning SSC stipends and will address this when guidance is 
available from NMFS. 
 
The committee received a report from SSC Chair Carolyn Belcher regarding the National SSC 
Meeting held in November and then we discussed SSC procedures.  On the conduct of business, 
the committee encourages the SSC to move toward consensus building, with less reliance on 
motions and voting.  The committee agreed that the SSC may be better served by meeting 
outside of council meetings.  This will provide additional scheduling flexibility, additional 
meeting time, and increased time available for the SSC to prepare a written report.  Staff was 
directed to consider scheduling that accommodates meeting preparation and other council 
activities. 
 
The committee recommended that SSC membership terms be set at three years, with one-third of 
the membership reviewed each year.  Staff was directed to develop a schedule of membership 
review based on time served, with the longest serving third of the membership reviewed in 2009.  
The committee recommended establishment of a socioeconomic technical advisory panel as a 
subpanel of the SSC to address social and economic issues.  This will allow the council to 
establish a larger panel of social and economic experts without incurring excessive additional 
costs, while providing social and economic scientists a dedicated forum to address social and 
economic issues. 
 
The committee considered whether SSC members should play a role in reviewing applicants and 
filling SSC seats.  Selection Committee members expressed satisfaction with the current 
approach and noted that the SSC Chair and other members could be brought in as needed during 
membership review.  No changes to the policy were recommended. 
 
The committee considered whether a formal public comment period should be established for 
SSC meetings.  Members did not note any problems with the current system, which allows the 
chair discretion to call on observers as necessary.  The committee was advised that the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act specifies that oral or written comment must be allowed on agenda items 
and encouraged greater use of written comment regarding SSC agenda items.  I have four 
motions to go through. 
 
Motion Number 1 is recommend that the SSC meet prior to full council meetings and I so 
move.  Is there any discussion?  Is there any objection to the motion?  Seeing none, the 
motion is approved. 
 
Motion Number 2 is the council establish three-year terms of service on the SSC and use 
staggered terms beginning on years of service.  The intent is to have one-third rotate at any 
one time and further, that there is no limit to the length of service.  Is there any discussion?  
Is there any objection to the motion?  Seeing none, the motion carries. 
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Motion 3 is the committee recommends establishment of a socioeconomic technical 
advisory panel appointed by the council to the SSC to be chaired by an SSC member and to 
convene in the most cost-effective method as needed and I so move.  Is there any discussion?  
Is there any objection?  Seeing none, the motion carries. 
 
Motion 4 is to direct staff to: 1)advertise for the open seat on the SSC, with the intent to fill 
the seat at the June 2009 meeting; 2)work towards having the SSC meet prior to council 
meetings; 3)advertise for the socioeconomic advisory panel, with the intent to appoint 
members at the June 2009 meeting; 4)SSC AP workshop, work to schedule workshops to 
help the SSC.  This was to work on annual catch limits.  I so move.  Is there any discussion?  
Is there any objection?  Seeing none, the motion carries.  That concludes my report, Mr. 
Chairman. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Thank you, Roy.  Next is Spiny Lobster. 
 
Mr. Iarocci:  The Spiny Lobster Committee met on Wednesday.  The committee received the 
status report on the import amendment.  The amendment was approved in December of 2008 and 
the final rule became effective on 2/11/09.  Mark Robson gave a report on the State of Florida’s 
activity to renew the trap certificate program. 
 
The committee received guidance from NMFS and NOAA GC to address the new MSA 
requirements that should be implemented during the 2011 fishing year to meet the deadline 
specified by Congress and that the ACL/AM requirements will apply to all species in the fishery 
management unit.  The committee approved development of a joint amendment with the Gulf 
Council to address the necessary changes. 
 
The committee then gave staff the guidance on times to include in the amendment and requested 
a draft list of potential items that could be delegated to the State of Florida to be developed for 
consideration at full council.  The committee also discussed potential impacts from the trap 
fishery on staghorn and elkhorn corals, closed areas where these corals occur, and a potential 
buffer area to the south and southeast could help reduce potential impacts. 
 
We’ll be coordinating a meeting with industry, some NGO groups, and NMFS.  Hopefully Andy 
Herndon will be able to come down representing NMFS at this time.  The committee approved 
the following motions. 
 
Motion 1 is to develop a separate amendment with the Gulf Council to bring the spiny 
lobster plan into compliance with the new requirements for ACLs and AMs.  On behalf of 
the committee, I so move.  Any discussion on this motion?  Any objection to this motion?  
The motion is approved. 
 
I’m going to move to Motion 3 and go back to Motion 2 at a later time.  Motion 3 is to develop 
the following tailing options in the amendment: a)continue to allow the possession aboard a 
fishing vessel of a separated spiny lobster tail in or from the EEZ is authorized when the 
possession is incidental to fishing exclusively in the EEZ on a trip of forty-eight hours or 
more and a federal tail separation permit specified in Section 640.4(A)(2) has been issued 
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and is onboard the vessel; b)do not allow tailing and this would require all lobster to be 
landed whole and this would help prevent the use of hooks and spears to harvest lobsters; 
c)allow tailing on commercial trap vessels and shrimp vessels making multi-day over forty-
eight-hour trips.  The motion was approved by the committee.  Any discussion on this 
motion? 
 
Mr. Easley:  I just want to put on the record that enforcement is in favor of Option (b) on this 
item. 
 
Mr. Iarocci:  Thank you for that.  Any more discussion on this motion?  Any objection to this 
motion?  The motion is approved. 
 
Motion 4 is the federal fifty short rule.  Develop the following short options in the 
amendment: a)continue to allow a live spiny lobster under the minimum size limit specified 
in Paragraph (B)(1) of this section that is harvested in the EEZ by a trap may be retained 
aboard the harvesting vessel for future use as an attractant in a trap, provided if it is held 
in a live well aboard the vessel.  No more than fifty undersized spiny lobsters or one per 
trap aboard the vessel, whichever is greater, may be retained aboard for use as attractants.  
The live well must provide a minimum of three-quarter gallons, 1.7 liters, of seawater per 
spiny lobster.  An undersized spiny lobster so retained must be released to the water alive 
and unharmed immediately upon leaving the trap line and prior to one hour after official 
sunset each day.  b)prohibit possession and use of shorts as attractants.  That was approved 
by the committee and I so move.  Any discussion on this motion?  Any objection to this 
motion?  The motion is approved. 
 
Motion 5 is do not address changes to the northern fishery and that is approved by the 
committee.  Any discussion on this motion?  Any objection to this motion?  The motion is 
approved. 
 
Motion Number 6 is updating the council/State of Florida process, to update the process, 
which is approved by the committee and I so move.  Any discussion on this motion?  Any 
objection to this motion?  So moved. 
 
Now we’re going to go back to Motion 2.  This includes an action to delegate certain 
operational aspects of the fishery off of Florida to the State of Florida with the agreement 
of the two councils and the State of Florida.  This is approved by the committee.  On behalf 
of the committee, I so move.  Any discussion on this motion?  Any objection to this motion?  
The motion is approved. 
 
Now we have to do a separate motion and if you look into this, there’s a list and it’s up on the 
board.  It’s an example and we would need a motion that would give us a list that would be 
included to be considered for this. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I would make that motion to include these ten items for consideration. 
 
Mr. Iarocci:  Is there a second?  Second by George Geiger.  Mark, would you read that into the 
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record, please? 
 
Mr. Robson:  The motion would include discussion of the following items for potential 
delegation: 1)numerical specification of ACL and a breakdown into sector-specific ACLs 
based on the definitions included in the amendment to the Spiny Lobster FMP; 2)commercial 
quotas and recreational allocations based on the allocations specified in the amendment to the 
Spiny Lobster FMP; 3)size limit modifications; 4)bag limit modifications; 5)trip limits; 
6)modifications to the length of the season; 7)application of the accountability measures, 
including closing the fishery when a sector reaches its quota and/or allocation; 8)rules and 
regulations for the possession of traps, including gear marking, tagging, et cetera; 9)data 
collection and reporting requirements; 10)closed areas and this may be difficult and Florida 
might need to have National Marine Fisheries Service prepare an EA. These would be items for 
discussion in terms of delegation. 
 
Mr. Iarocci:  Thank you, Mark.  Is there any more discussion on this or are there any additional items 
that members of the council would like to add?  Seeing none, any discussion?  Any objection?  The 
motion is approved. 
 
We have a draft motion that will be needed to be made into a motion concerning timing and tasks for 
staff to work on between now and the June 2009 meeting and we’ll need a motion to direct staff to do 
the three items on the board. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I would make that motion, Mr. Chairman, to direct staff to provide the South 
Atlantic Council actions to the Gulf Council and discuss the Gulf Council’s timing for work on 
this amendment and then to report back to the committee in June of 2009 and further staff 
direction to contact the State of Florida representatives concerning the schedule for a stock 
assessment update and report back to the committee in June of 2009 and to develop a detailed 
decision document for use at the June 2009 committee meeting that begins to evaluate the 
alternatives to be included. 
 
Mr. Cupka:  Second. 
 
Mr. Iarocci:  Second by David Cupka.  Any more discussion?  Any objection?  The motion is 
approved.  That, Mr. Chairman, concludes the Spiny Lobster Report. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Thank you, Tony.  Just a matter of information, the Law Enforcement Advisory 
Panel will be meeting at the June meeting to go over some of these items that we have been 
discussing.  The next item on the agenda is to Review and Develop Recommendations on 
Experimental Fishing Permits, as necessary.  I believe we have two.  Jack, are you going to 
handle those? 
 
Dr. McGovern:  The first exempted fishing permit request is from the North Carolina Aquarium.  
They have requested for an EFP that’s almost identical to the one issued in 2005 and this is to 
collect native North Carolina species for educational aquarium exhibits.  They request the 
collection of over thirty snapper grouper species, ranging from two warsaw grouper to 200 
tomtate.  They also request authorization to collect 300 pounds of live rock.  
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The gear that they would use to collect the species include hook and line, trap, and scuba off of 
North Carolina.  The application includes all the required information, except vessel registration 
documentation.  They request the EFP be effective for two years. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Does that council have a recommendation on that EFP request? 
 
Ms. Shipman:  I move we support that. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Second. 
 
Mr. Harris:  It’s been moved and seconded.  Is there discussion on the motion?   
 
Mr. Geiger:  It was interesting.  We were just in Atlanta, at the catchability workshop, and I was 
talking to somebody about the Atlanta Aquarium, an aquarium for which we have in the past had 
some approvals for -- They said that primarily the fish in that aquarium were Pacific species and 
is that correct? 
 
Mr. Harris:  No. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  They’ve got a lot of species in that aquarium and they have some Pacific species, 
but certainly they have South Atlantic as well. 
 
Mr. Harris:  The whale sharks are right off the coast of Georgia here.  Are there other comments 
or questions?  Are you ready to vote?  Is there any objection to the motion?  Without 
objection, that motion is approved.  Jack, do you have another one? 
 
Dr. McGovern:  Yes, Mr. Chairman.  The second one is from Tom Burgess and Paul 
Rudershausen and this is a continuation of the work that Paul talked about yesterday to do the 
sonar work in the vicinity of the Snowy Wreck MPA.  It’s pretty much identical to a previous 
EFP request that they made and they intend to compare the sonar data to data that they collect 
with hook and line and Chevron trap gear and try to develop a predictive mode to estimate 
biomass of deepwater fish from the area.  This is pending funding from a CRP proposal that they 
submitted.  They’ll probably find out next week if it gets funded or not and the request is for 
May through December of 2009. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I move we recommend approval, pending funding through the CRP program. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Second by several people.  Rita, we’ll give her the second on this one.  Is there 
discussion on the motion?  Is there objection to the motion?  That motion is approved.  
Thank you, Jack.  Anything else?  The next item is Status Reports and Dr. Crabtree. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  The status of all of our quotas was emailed out to you and so you should all have 
that and I would be happy to answer any questions if anyone has any.  Seeing none, that 
concludes my report. 
 
Mr. Harris:  There are several other items on your list. 
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Mr. Mahood:  I put Amendment 14 on there so you could say it’s all done.  We haven’t had a 
meeting, I don’t think, that you were able to say that. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Yes, it’s all done. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Thank you, Roy.  Any questions of Dr. Crabtree?  Seeing none, NMFS Southeast 
Fisheries Science Center Status and Bonnie. 
 
Dr. Ponwith:  I just have one thing to report, Mr. Chairman.  Since we met last, we have made a 
selection for a permanent Deputy Director at the Southeast Fisheries Science Center and I’m 
happy to announce that we’ve selected Dr. Theo Brainard, who is no stranger to the area.  He’s a 
welcome addition to the staff.  He’s a current member of the staff, but very welcome in this new 
role and he’s doing just a great job already. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  He was trained at the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Please extend him our congratulations and send him an email if you have not already 
done so.  That’s all you have, Bonnie?  Thank you very much.  Agency and Liaison Reports, 
we’ll start with the Coast Guard and Brian. 
 
Lt. Sullivan:  First, I would like to say thank you for your hospitality last night and the great 
food.  Just a couple of things I have.  First of all, as most of you know, Lieutenant Chad Brick 
took ownership of his own cutter down in Miami and so he’s now a CO.  It still hasn’t gone 
underway yet.  It’s been in the yard since he took command.  I don’t know if that’s a sign that 
they just trust him to go underway or not. 
 
Just a couple of things that I have is I would like to report that all three of the Coast Guard 
sectors on the east coast, Charleston, Jacksonville, and Miami, have all done joint fisheries 
operations in the past two months with their state and local partners and basically, there have 
been no major fisheries violations, but a lot of safety violations that we’ve been seeing out there 
with the commercial fishing fleet.  That’s something to just take note of. 
 
Also, there’s been a couple of Oculina Bank operations which there’s been four sightings in the 
couple that we had of boats actually out there.  There’s not many boats that have been out there 
lately and the two that they did board out there, the two commercial fishing vessels, had safety 
violations and were terminated and were told to come back in, but they didn’t have any gear in 
the water or anything like that and so that’s a positive sign.  We’re also continuing to do over 
flights of Gray’s Reef, which have been pretty productive for the Gray’s Reef people and for the 
Coast Guard.  I think that’s about all I have, Mr. Chairman. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Thank you, Brian.  Are there questions for Brian? 
 
Mr. Wallace:  You haven’t found me a cheap boarding ladder, yet? 
 
Lt. Sullivan:  No, but I would hope that nobody tells the Coast Guard not to come onboard 
because they don’t have the proper ladder.  That’s going to give them a worse fine than not 
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having the proper ladder.  Also, one thing that I would like say, just on a side note for search and 
rescue, is I was informed that -- Everybody obviously knows about the football players that were 
lost at sea the other day, but a couple of days before, the guy who owns the boat was told by one 
of his friends that he might want to get an EPIRB and explained what an EPIRB was to him and 
he didn’t -- He has the money.  He obviously would have the money to go and get one, but if 
they would have had an EPIRB, they would have probably been found in less than an hour and 
they probably would have been all safe.  That’s just a note that when you see people out there on 
the water, let them know, if they can afford it, to get it.  It’s a very good tool for the Coast Guard. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Thank you, Brian.  Great advice.  Monica? 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  I pass, Mr. Chairman. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Thank you, Monica.  I just wanted to give you the chance.  Otha and Law 
Enforcement? 
 
Mr. Easley:  The Oculina Report was submitted to the Snapper Grouper Committee and it should 
be available.  Our quarterly activity report has been submitted to the council as well.  CD copies 
have been made by Mike and hard copies are around also.  It’s time for the JEA applications.  
They have come in from the coastal states and we’re reviewing those proposals and I received a 
call today from North Carolina that Captain -- I can’t remember his name, but a captain with 
North Carolina’s Marine Patrol.  It was Steve Anthony.  He called to let me know that there’s a 
couple of legislators that want to see a draft JEA application agreement and so there’s a little bit 
of hope there to grasp onto. 
 
Otherwise, we do not have a budget yet, just pretty much like the rest of Fisheries, but we hope 
to get one new agent when that budget does come around.  Otherwise, that pretty much 
concludes my report. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Thank you, Otha.  Questions for Otha?  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Wilson. 
 
Dr. Laney:  I’ll keep it short, in deference to my colleague, Mr. Geiger. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Don’t keep it short for me.  I want to hear everything you’ve got to say.  We’re here 
now for the duration. 
 
Dr. Laney:  Those of you who did not get a copy of the summary report for the Cooperative 
Winter Tagging Cruise, shoot me an email and I’ll be happy to send it to you.  In brief, we could  
not find the striped bass in their traditional wintering grounds this year.  We finally did find them 
twenty miles off of Virginia Beach.  Why they were out in deep water, there’s a lot of 
speculation, but I have no real idea.  We only tagged 146 striped bass this year, which is way, 
way, way below the annual average, which was hovering up around 2,000 or 2,100, about 2,100, 
until this year. 
 
On the positive side, we had a very good year, again, for Atlantic sturgeon.  We caught thirty-
one Atlantic sturgeon this year and we put sonic transmitters in thirteen of those fish.  We’re 
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collaborating on that work with Dr. Duane Fox at Delaware State University and his graduate 
students.  We also caught quite a few spiny dogfish, although the numbers were way down in 
comparison to past years, and we put fifty sonic transmitters out in spiny dogfish, in 
collaboration with graduate students at East Carolina University, and we’re working closely with 
the Northeast Fisheries Science Center to provide the entire time series of data for spiny dogfish 
for use in the upcoming track on that species. 
 
We measured and counted and gendered a whole bunch of other species and if you’re interested, 
again, I’ll be happy to send you the summary report.  The only other thing I’ll mention is that last 
week in Callaway Gardens, Georgia, on the other side of the state, we held the first ever U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service Southeast Region Biologist Conference, focusing on landscape level 
conservation and climate change and I think it was an unqualified success.  Our Regional 
Director, Sam Hamilton, has promised that that won’t be the last such meeting that we have.  I 
think it was very beneficial to have all those biologists together for the first time ever.  Mr. 
Chairman, that will conclude my report. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Thank you, Wilson.  Are there questions for Wilson?  Seeing none, state agencies, 
starting south and Mark. 
 
Mr. Robson:  Just one item.  We’ve rescheduled a planned state/federal coordination workshop 
with our agency commission and invited guests from National Marine Fisheries Service and the 
councils.  That’s now scheduled for June, either the day before or the day after our commission 
meeting.  That will be about a four or five-hour workshop with our commissioners. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Thank you.  Any questions for Florida?  Georgia and Susan. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  We’re broke.  That’s about the report.  Budget seems like it dominates our every 
waking thought and the Senate, I think they just passed the 2009 adjusted budget and now 
they’re starting to work on the 2010 budget.  For 2009, our agency took a twenty-four-and-a-half 
million dollar cut, eighteen-and-a-half percent.  We don’t know what 2010 is going to look like. 
 
Mr. Harris:  It sounds like South Carolina. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  I said that for Robert’s benefit, to make him feel better. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Any questions for Susan?  Robert and South Carolina. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  Mr. Chairman, I would like to request a small recess, so I can get my speech ready.  
I would like to read into the record Senate Bill 470, which is our effort to improve MRIP in 
South Carolina.  I think it would probably take about twenty minutes.  I’m just kidding.  We are 
broke as well.  We took a 31 percent budget cut here in 2009 and so we’re broke, just like our 
colleagues in Georgia. 
 
However, all is not lost.  We are committed to improving our mechanisms for getting good 
information and data to help us manage our resources and to that end, we did get a favorable read 
at a Senate subcommittee hearing just yesterday on our bill to make some changes to our 
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saltwater recreational fishing license and that bill now goes to our Senate full committee.  Just 
this morning, we had a similar action to deal with some coastal shark issues that were required of 
us to be in compliance with the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission Coastal Sharks 
Management Plan.  That also received a favorable hearing in subcommittee and we’ll await 
further action in the House.  Those are the two things that we’re really working on and I can read 
it into the record if you want, but maybe I’ll get offline with George later and do that. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Questions for Robert?  Thank you, Robert.  North Carolina and Brian. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Not to sound like a broken record, but we’re broke, too.  We actually -- 
 
Mr. Robson:  I would request a reconsideration of my report. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Our commission has cut down the number of meetings this year.  We’ve 
canceled our fisheries forum.  We gave back 5 percent of our budget and then we had to give 
back 9 percent permanently and we’re told that it’s going to be higher than that, between now 
even and the end of the year, probably, and who knows what’s going to happen in Fiscal Year 
2010. 
 
Our goal is to try to hold on to programs and people, but I wouldn’t be surprised if I don’t come 
back in September, or June even, and announce that we’ve had to lay off folks.  We’re definitely 
headed in that direction if cuts are going to be any worse. 
 
I did want to point out that our commission voted unanimously to recommend state-by-state 
quotas for the snapper grouper management by the South Atlantic Council, just to support where 
some of this is coming from.  Also, the commission requested our General Assembly to consider 
allowing a LAP in our ocean commercial striped bass fishery.  I’ve heard rumors that it’s not a 
slam dunk and there may even be some troubles with it, but at least the commission is really 
considering this and for people who are in fisheries management in the state, it really makes 
sense to do it in this fishery, if nowhere else in North Carolina. 
 
We also just funded, this January -- I guess it was the January meeting of the commission.  They 
recommended funding for eleven projects based out of our recreational license receipts.  We use 
that money specifically to earmark for improvements for research and access and things that will 
benefit recreational fishing and all sorts of fishing activities and coastal access and things as 
well.  This is pretty good that we’ve gotten this out.  It’s about $1.3 million. 
 
We actually have more money in the fund, but we just chose not to fund everything and actually, 
it’s a joint committee through the Marine Fisheries Commission and the Wildlife Resources 
Commission that determines what projects get funded.  Mac is a member of that committee and 
it was our first year to do this and I think it went off really pretty well.  Mr. Chairman, that 
concludes my report. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  I have two questions.  The 5 and 9 percent, was the 9 percent after the 5 percent off 
the top or in addition to it? 
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Dr. Cheuvront:  That was after the 5 percent. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  What is the Florida budget?  What did you do? 
 
Mr. Robson:  We took a permanent 4 percent cut last year.  They’re looking at potentially 
another 4 percent this year and additional cuts up to 10 percent. 
 
Mr. Harris:  It’s a sad time for the states and hopefully the federal government is going to fare a 
little bit better.  Anyway, that concludes the agency and liaison reports.  Is there other business to 
come before the council? 
 
Dr. McGovern:  I would just like to let everybody know that the South Atlantic team has a new 
member and it’s Mr. Nick Metta back there and he’s helping out with developing all the 
amendments with Kate and Carla and the South Atlantic staff and in addition to working on the 
amendments, he’s been doing work on SAFE reports, too.  He’s been a big help in the short time 
he’s been with us. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Thank you, Jack, and thank you, Nick.  Good luck to you.  We’ll look forward to the 
SAFE reports. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I have three very quick things.  One, I was remiss this morning when we came to 
order not to thank you and your wife for your great hospitality and wonderful food and the great 
time last night.  Thank you very much.   
 
The second item I would just pose for your consideration.  This is the first time we’ve done it 
and approached things with the timing and task approach.  I think that, in my opinion, it works 
great for the committees.  Sitting here in the council, it seemed a little redundant at this level.  I 
just maybe urge the staff and the chairman to think about that and the utility and necessity of 
repeating that during the council session.  If you want to do it, that’s fine, but it just seems like 
there’s probably not going to be much that’s going to be picked up at this level, especially with 
our timing, to warrant that, but it’s not a big deal. 
 
The third and probably second most important thing, after thanking you, is that I would like to 
request that the South Atlantic Council draft a letter to the Governor of North Carolina outlining 
the importance and utility of North Carolina’s Fishery Resource Grant Program to the efforts of 
the council. 
 
There have been a number of projects that both Jeff Buckel and Paul Rudershausen have 
presented the results of and preliminary results to the council.  That program is threatened now.  
I wouldn’t suggest that we mention that, necessarily, but just point out that we had attendance 
from participants in that program here and that the information is useful to the management of 
species important to the South Atlantic Council.  If I need to move that, I will. 
 
Mr. Harris:  I don’t think you do.  I think that could be just direction to the staff, unless Susan 
wants to move it. 
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Ms. Shipman:  I was just going to move that.  To me, it’s more than important.  It’s essential to 
our ability to develop these amendments. 
 
Mr. Harris:  There’s a motion on the table.  Is there a second? 
 
Mr. Robson:  I’ll second. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Second by Mark.  Is there discussion on the motion? 
 
Mr. Currin:  I’ll be happy to help work, and I’m sure Brian will as well, with the staff to put that 
together and if you’ll just send me a reminder, I’ll take a first shot at it and we can get something 
that’s acceptable. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I’m going to need to abstain from the vote on this, because it involves funding 
through my agency. 
 
Mr. Harris:  I understand.  Is there any further discussion on the motion?  Is there any objection 
to the motion?  Are there any abstentions to the motion?  One abstention and the motion 
carries.  Any other business to come before the council?   
 
Let me just say this.  We enjoyed having you all last night and thank you very much.  You were 
very well behaved and you parked well and thank you all for being there.  Thank you to 
everyone in the audience, the fishermen that were here today.  The comments that were made 
were very good comments and very respectful to the NGOs that are here it seems like always 
now.  We appreciate you all being here and we appreciate your help and your input.   
 
Mr. Iarocci:  One last thing.  Susan, last night we did have a few alternatives and I just wanted to 
finish up with that, if we could close that right now to maybe take a vote on it. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  We’re naming the rooster that is actually the mascot of the Coast Guard station 
and our building and we had several alternatives, but our preferred alternative is Rooster Roy and 
I would like to move that we name the mascot Rooster Roy. 
 
Mr. Iarocci:  So moved. 
 
Mr. Harris:  There’s a motion and a second.  Is there any objection to the motion?  Without 
objection, the rooster will be named Rooster Roy.  I’ve got some other people to thank.  Thanks 
to all of our friends at the National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA Fisheries, for all the work 
they did in preparation for this meeting and as always, thanks to the staff of the South Atlantic 
Fishery Management Council, without whom we certainly wouldn’t be here today and couldn’t 
do what we’ve done.  With that, we are adjourned and I will see you in Stuart. 
 
(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 7:15 o’clock p.m., March 5, 2009.) 
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PAGE 28:  Motion to select Alternative 2 as the preferred alternative, to establish a LAP for the 
golden tilefish fishery.  The motion failed on page 30. 
 
PAGE 34:  Motion to move Alternative 7 to the Considered but Rejected appendix.  The motion 
carried on page 34. 
 
PAGE 35:  Motion to add a sub-alternative under the Black Sea Bass Pot Alternative 8 to allow 
fishermen to leave the pots in the water for no more than seventy-two hours.  The motion carried 
on page 36. 
 
PAGE 39:  Motion to add an Alternative 6 that would close the longline fishery when the 300-
pound trip limit goes into effect.  The motion carried on page 39. 
 
PAGE 39:  Motion to move Alternative 5 under each of Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 as a sub-
alternative.  The motion carried on page 40. 
 
PAGE 42:  Motion to consider recommending a finer measurement in the logbook squares to 
match what is currently used in the headboat logbook.  The motion carried on page 42. 
 
PAGE 44:  Motion to move Alternatives 2 and 3 to the Considered but Rejected appendix.  The 
motion carried on page 44. 
 
PAGE 45:  Motion to modify the Wreckfish ITQ program to keep the Wreckfish ITQ program 
and to update it to meet the new requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act.  The motion carried 
on page 45. 
 
PAGE 46:  Motion to make the new wreckfish alternative the preferred alternative.  The motion 
carried on page 46. 
 
PAGE 47:  Motion to add a new EFH alternative to track the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council’s EFH and EFH HAPC designations.  The motion carried on page 47. 
 
PAGE 51:  Motion to have the staff look at allocations of not only the fish that are not 
undergoing overfishing, but those that also are and consider that in the ACL Amendment.  The 
motion carried on page 52. 
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PAGE 57:  Motion to approve the FEP for submission to the Secretary with editorial license 
given to staff to address the NMFS comments.  The motion carried on page 59. 
 
PAGE 59:  Motion to recommend to the council that sargassum be addressed in the 
Comprehensive ACL Amendment.  The motion carried on page 59. 
 
PAGE 59:  Motion to task the staff to address the following items in Ecosystem-Based 
Amendment 2: a)potentially modify the limited take of octocorals and/or octocoral reporting; 
b)examine the potential for a lease program for octocoral culture; c)potentially allow the take of 
the erect forms of the briareum  species (deadman’s fingers) and erythropodium species 
(encrusting corals); and d)potentially establish a permit system to harvest the invasive 
scleractinian coral species tubestrea coccinea (orange cup coral).  The motion carried on page 
59. 
 
PAGE 59:  Motion to direct the staff to: 1)address the NMFS comments on the FEP and finalize 
the FEP for submitting to the Secretary of Commerce after the June 2009 meeting; 2)the CEBA 
1, Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 1, the committees did not make any changes to 
the actions and directed the staff to continue editing the document for DEIS filing.  The intent is 
to have the comment period end prior to the June 2009 meeting so that the council can finalize it 
at the June meeting; 3)regarding the Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 2, direct the 
staff to evaluate the alternatives related to corals and octocorals.  The motion carried on page 59. 
 
PAGE 60:  Motion to direct the staff, in regard to Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 
2, that the staff draft alternatives related to corals and octocorals based on scoping items and 
include it in the Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 2 options paper.  The motion 
carried on page 60. 
 
PAGE 62:  Motion to defer to Gray’s Reef National Marine Sanctuary for rulemaking in terms of 
the establishment of the research area.  The motion carried on page 62. 
 
PAGE 62:  Motion to establish an ACL equal to zero for speckled hind and warsaw grouper and 
prohibit all fishing for and possession of retention of all deepwater snapper grouper species 
seaward of forty fathoms.  Allow harvest of golden tilefish in a specified area and to select that 
as a preferred alternative to be contained in Amendment 17.  The motion carried on page 62. 
 
PAGE 62:  Motion to add Alternative 5 to the golden tilefish measures.  The motion carried on 
page 62. 
 
PAGE 62:  Motion to adopt Golden Tilefish Alternative 5 as the preferred alternative in 
Amendment 17.  The motion carried on page 62. 
 
PAGE 62:  Motion to establish a recreational daily bag limit of one snowy grouper per vessel 
limit.  The intent here is to prohibit hi-grading and recreational targeting.  The motion carried on 
page 63. 
 
PAGE 63:  Motion to move Snowy Grouper Alternatives 2 and 5 to the Considered but Rejected 
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Appendix.  The motion carried on page 63. 
 
PAGE 63:  Motion to add a recreational accountability measure to use the three-year running 
average of recreational snowy grouper catches and allow the Regional Administrator to shorten 
the following season to ensure the catches do not exceed the recreational ACL, with the intent 
being to track wording for Alternative 2C under Section 4.4.  The motion carried on page 63. 
 
PAGE 63:  Motion to select new Snowy Grouper Alternative 2 as the preferred alternative and 
that is to establish the recreational bag limit of one snowy grouper per vessel and add a 
recreational accountability measure to use the three-year running average of recreational snowy 
grouper catches and allow the RA to shorten the following season to ensure the catches do not 
exceed the recreational ACL.  The motion carried on page 63. 
 
PAGE 63:  Motion to exclude wreckfish from the deepwater closed area alternative.  The motion 
carried on page 63. 
 
PAGE 63:  Motion to move closure Alternatives 3 and 4 to the Considered but Rejected 
Appendix.  The motion carried on page 64. 
 
PAGE 64:  Motion to provide license to the amendment team to analyze and include for the 
council’s consideration in June any other closure alternatives that achieve the necessary 
reductions.  The motion carried on page 64. 
 
PAGE 64:  Motion to modify Alternative 5 in order to close the Logbook Grid Squares 2880, 
2980, 3080, and 3180 between thirty meters and some greater depth, to be determined at a later 
date.  Staff will provide analysis for that.  The motion carried on page 65. 
 
PAGE 65:  Motion to direct staff to analyze the impacts of a closure for red snapper on other 
species from previous regulations.  The motion carried on page 65. 
 
PAGE 65:  Motion to evaluate a red snapper monitoring program based on research set-aside to 
include an experimental headboat fishery with observers.  The intent is for scientists to develop 
recommendations on numbers of trips, areas to fish, et cetera.  The motion carried on page 65. 
 
PAGE 65:  Motion to select Alternative 2B as the preferred alternative for black and red grouper.  
The motion carried on page 65. 
 
PAGE 65:  Motion to move the ACT Alternative 3A to the Considered but Rejected Appendix.  
The motion carried on page 65. 
 
PAGE 65:  Motion to make Alternative 2C the preferred alternative for the recreational 
accountability measures.  The motion carried on page 65. 
 
PAGE 65:  Motion to remove Accountability Measure Alternative 4B to the Considered but 
Rejected Appendix.  The motion carried on page 65. 
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PAGE 65:  Motion to not only include SEDAR for adjustments, but also include other avenues 
for adjustments.  Staff is to develop alternatives for adjustments to the framework procedure.  
The motion carried on page 65. 
 
PAGE 65:  Motion to request an interim rule to implement no harvest of red snapper in the EEZ 
off of North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida.  The intent is to request an 
extension for a total of a one-year closure and to request the states to adopt compatible 
regulations.  The motion carried on page 67. 
 
PAGE 67:  Motion to request the RA not to publish the final rule prior to the June 2009 council 
meeting.  The motion carried on page 67. 
 
PAGE 67:  Motion to request NMFS to draft a red snapper monitoring program for review at the 
June 2009 meeting.  The motion carried on page 67. 
 
PAGE 67:  Motion to direct staff to send a letter to Gray’s Reef National Marine Sanctuary 
notifying them that the council has decided to defer to Gray’s Reef National Marine Sanctuary 
for rulemaking in terms of the establishment of the research area; that we request that they 
incorporate the council’s changes to Amendment 17 and have a draft ready for the council’s 
review and approval for taking to public hearings and that this occur at the June 2009 meeting; 
that we modify Red Snapper Management Measure Alternative 5 in order to close the Logbook 
Grid Squares 2880, 2980, 3080, and 3180 between thirty meters and a greater depth to be 
determined at a later date, staff to provide the analysis; provide license to the amendment team to 
analyze and include for the council’s consideration in June any other closure alternatives that 
achieve the necessary reductions.  The council would like staff and state/National Marine 
Fisheries Service scientists to evaluate a red snapper monitoring program based on a research 
set-aside to include an experimental headboat fishery with observers.  We would hope also in 
developing that scientific design they would, if they need to, fill in data gaps to consider other 
sectors of the fishery and that we task the Scientific and Statistical Committee to investigate the 
30 percent versus 40 percent SPR on a broad, overarching level.  The motion carried on page 68. 
 
PAGE 77:  Motion that the South Atlantic Council endorses the SSC’s recommendation that the 
SEDAR schedule be adjusted to accommodate development of basic assessment analyses (e.g., 
surplus production models, et cetera) that will generate estimates of MSY for South Atlantic 
data-poor unassessed stocks.  The SSC has developed a process for determining ABC values as 
required under MSRA and these basic analyses are essential for applying this process and 
developing more reliable and scientifically-defensible ABC values for data-poor stocks.  The 
SSC requests these analyses be completed by December of 2010.  The motion is to endorse the 
recommendation to the SEDAR Steering Committee.  Further, to endorse the SSC’s 
recommendation that to facilitate completing this work within the available time that a modified 
SEDAR process as follows: two data workshops addressing multiple stocks; two assessment 
workshops, one to develop methods and a second for refining preliminary models; and a review 
provided by the SSC.  The motion carried on page 77. 
 
PAGE 80:  Motion that the council provide staff time to work on development of a golden crab 
LAP with the provision that the snapper grouper economic work is not compromised.  The 
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motion carried on page 80. 
 
PAGE 80:  Motion to prioritize work on LAPs initially as separate amendments, with the 
possibility of becoming a comprehensive LAPP amendment, with the priority first for the 
wreckfish fishery and secondly, golden crab and golden tilefish, which would be worked on in 
conjunction with wreckfish, where possible.  The motion carried on page 80. 
 
PAGE 80:  Motion that staff work on the following items: 1)prioritize work on LAPPs initially 
as separate amendments with the possibility of becoming a comprehensive LAPP amendment 
with a)wreckfish first and b)golden crab and golden tilefish worked on in conjunction with 
wreckfish, where possible; 2)Golden Crab AP to meet during the June 2009 council meeting; 
3)staff may meet with the golden crab industry prior to the June 2009 meeting; 4)staff to present 
a revised timeline and staffing analysis at full council; 5)staff prepare an analysis of work 
required to prepare an LAPP for the entire snapper grouper fishery and present the results at the 
June 2009 meeting.  The motion carried on page 80. 
 
PAGE 82:  Motion that the council provide staff time to work on development of the golden crab 
LAPP with the provision that the snapper grouper economic work is not compromised.  The 
motion carried on page 82. 
 
PAGE 82:  Motion to include golden crab in the Comprehensive ACL Amendment to address 
new requirements for ACLs and AMs.  The motion carried on page 82. 
 
PAGE 82:  Motion to direct staff to contact the New England Fishery Management Council and 
NOAA GC to address the red crab fishery management unit.  The motion carried on page 82. 
 
PAGE 82:  Motion that staff work on the following items: 1)work on the development of a 
golden crab LAPP with the provision that the snapper grouper economic work is not 
compromised; 2)Golden Crab AP to meet during the June 2009 council meeting; 3)staff may 
meet with the golden crab industry prior to the 2009 meeting; and 4)direct staff to contact the 
New England Council and NOAA GC to address the red crab fishery management unit.  The 
motion carried on page 82. 
 
PAGE 83:  Motion to not develop separate FMPs on mackerel.  The motion carried on page 83. 
 
PAGE 83:  Motion to direct staff to evaluate moving cero and little tunny and Atlantic bonito 
into the fishery management unit or removing them from the fishery management plan.  The 
motion carried on page 83. 
 
PAGE 83:  Motion to develop a joint amendment to address new requirements for ACLs and 
AMs.  The motion carried on page 83. 
 
PAGE 83:  Motion to hold a joint Mackerel Committee meeting during the South Atlantic 
Fishery Management Council in June of 2009.  The motion carried on page 83. 
 
PAGE 83:  Motion to direct staff to work on the following items in preparation for the June 2009 
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meeting: 1)the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council staff to contact the Gulf Council 
staff to inform them about the South Atlantic Council’s decisions and offer to hold a joint 
Mackerel Committee meeting during the SAFMC’s June 2009 meeting; 2)request staff, working 
with Gulf and National Marine Fisheries Service staff, prepare a decision document to use at the 
joint meeting outlining the decisions for the joint amendment; 3)request clarification on the cobia 
assessment.  The motion carried on page 84. 
 
PAGE 84:  Motion to recommend the council pursue including dolphin and wahoo in the 
Comprehensive ACL Amendment to address new requirements for ACLs and AMs and evaluate 
prohibiting bag limit sales of dolphin from for-hire vessels and establishing minimum size limits 
for dolphin off North Carolina and South Carolina.  The motion carried on page 85. 
 
PAGE 85:  Motion to evaluate the prohibition on bag limit sales of dolphin from for-hire vessels 
and establishing a minimum size limit for dolphin in the Mid-Atlantic and New England areas.  
The motion carried on page 85. 
 
PAGE 85:  Motion to direct staff to develop a detailed decision document evaluating the ACLs 
and AMs and bag limit sale prohibition and size limit for use at the June 2009 meeting.  The 
motion carried on page 85. 
 
PAGE 86:  Motion to consider all the penaeid shrimp and rock shrimp as annual crops and 
therefore, do develop ACLs and AMs.  The motion carried on page 86. 
 
PAGE 86:  Motion to direct staff to send a letter to National Marine Fisheries Service indicating 
that the shrimp species in the Shrimp FMP are annual crops and therefore do not require the 
council to develop an amendment to specify the ACLs and AMs.  The motion carried on page 
86. 
 
PAGE 87:  Motion to recommend that the SSC meet prior to full council meetings.  The motion 
carried on page 87. 
 
PAGE 87:  Motion that the council establish three-year terms of service on the SSC and use 
staggered terms beginning on years of service.  The intent is to have one-third rotate at any one 
time and further, that there is no limit to the length of service.  The motion carried on page 87. 
 
PAGE 88:  Motion to recommend establishment of a socioeconomic technical advisory panel 
appointed by the council to the SSC to be chaired by an SSC member and to convene in the most 
cost-effective method as needed.  The motion carried on page 88. 
 
PAGE 88:  Motion to direct staff to: 1)advertise for the open seat on the SSC, with the intent to 
fill the seat at the June 2009 meeting; 2)work towards having the SSC meet prior to council 
meetings; 3)advertise for the socioeconomic advisory panel, with the intent to appoint members 
at the June 2009 meeting; 4)SSC AP workshop, work to schedule workshops to help the SSC.  
This was to work on annual catch limits.  The motion carried on page 88. 
 
PAGE 88:  Motion to develop a separate amendment with the Gulf Council to bring the spiny 
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lobster plan into compliance with the new requirements for ACLs and AMs.  The motion carried 
on page 88. 
 
PAGE 88:  Motion to develop the following tailing options in the amendment: a)continue to 
allow the possession aboard a fishing vessel of a separated spiny lobster tail in or from the EEZ 
is authorized when the possession is incidental to fishing exclusively in the EEZ on a trip of 
forty-eight hours or more and a federal tail separation permit specified in Section 640.4(A)(2) 
has been issued and is onboard the vessel; b)do not allow tailing and this would require all 
lobster to be landed whole and this would help prevent the use of hooks and spears to harvest 
lobsters; c)allow tailing on commercial trap vessels and shrimp vessels making multi-day over 
forty-eight-hour trips.  The motion carried on page 89. 
 
PAGE 89:  Motion to develop the following short options in the amendment: a)continue to allow 
a live spiny lobster under the minimum size limit specified in Paragraph (B)(1) of this section 
that is harvested in the EEZ by a trap may be retained aboard the harvesting vessel for future use 
as an attractant in a trap, provided if it is held in a live well aboard the vessel.  No more than fifty 
undersized spiny lobsters or one per trap aboard the vessel, whichever is greater, may be retained 
aboard for use as attractants.  The live well must provide a minimum of three-quarter gallons, 1.7 
liters, of seawater per spiny lobster.  An undersized spiny lobster so retained must be released to 
the water alive and unharmed immediately upon leaving the trap line and prior to one hour after 
official sunset each day.  b)prohibit possession and use of shorts as attractants.  The motion 
carried on page 89. 
 
PAGE 89:  Motion to not address changes to the northern fishery.  The motion carried on page 
89. 
 
PAGE 89:  Motion to update the council/State of Florida process.  The motion carried on page 
89. 
 
PAGE 89:  Motion to delegate certain operational aspects of the fishery off of Florida to the 
State of Florida with the agreement of the two councils and the State of Florida.  The motion 
carried on page 89. 
 
PAGE 90:  Motion to include discussion of the following items for potential delegation: 
1)numerical specification of ACL and a breakdown into sector-specific ACLs based on the 
definitions included in the amendment to the Spiny Lobster FMP; 2)commercial quotas and 
recreational allocations based on the allocations specified in the amendment to the Spiny Lobster 
FMP; 3)size limit modifications; 4)bag limit modifications; 5)trip limits; 6)modifications to the 
length of the season; 7)application of the accountability measures, including closing the fishery when 
a sector reaches its quota and/or allocation; 8)rules and regulations for the possession of traps, 
including gear marking, tagging, et cetera; 9)data collection and reporting requirements; 10)closed 
areas and this may be difficult and Florida might need to have National Marine Fisheries Service 
prepare an EA. These would be items for discussion in terms of delegation.  The motion carried on 
page 90. 
 
PAGE 90:  Motion to direct staff to provide the South Atlantic Council actions to the Gulf Council 
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and discuss the Gulf Council’s timing for work on this amendment and then to report back to the 
committee in June of 2009 and further staff direction to contact the State of Florida representatives 
concerning the schedule for a stock assessment update and report back to the committee in June of 
2009 and to develop a detailed decision document for use at the June 2009 committee meeting that 
begins to evaluate the alternatives to be included.  The motion carried on page 90. 
 
PAGE 91:  Motion to support the EFP request from the North Carolina Aquarium.  The motion 
carried on page 91. 
 
PAGE 91:  Motion to recommend approval of the Tom Burgess/Paul Rudershausen EFP request.  
The motion carried on page 91. 
 
PAGE 97:  Motion that the South Atlantic Council draft a letter to the Governor of North 
Carolina outlining the importance and utility of North Carolina’s Fishery Resource Grant 
Program to the efforts of the council.  The motion carried on page 97. 
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