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Ms. Merritt:  The Limited Access Privilege Program Committee is brought to order.  The first 
item on the agenda is the Approval of the Agenda.  Do we have any changes, corrections, 
additions?  Seeing none, the agenda is approved.  We also have Approval of the June 2007 LAP 
Program Committee Meeting Minutes.  Are there any additions or corrections to that?  Seeing 
none, the minutes are approved.  We have Gregg Waugh sitting in for Kate Quigley to give us an 
overview. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  As Rita said, I am no Kate Quigley.  I’ll try and do my best here.  Kate was very 
diligent.  She sent me an email with all the crib notes and so I shouldn’t mess this up too badly.  
In terms of updates and issues concerning the Limited Access Privilege Program Exploratory 
Workgroup, the first item is overview of changes made the LAPP Workgroup working 
document. 
 
You have this material.  This is also outlined in the overview document, Section I.  The 
December LAPP Workgroup meeting has been changed to December 5th and 6th.  It was 
previously scheduled the 4th and 5th.  The proposed LAP objectives have been modified so that 
the reader can distinguish between objectives developed by this committee and those developed 
by the workgroup. 
 
A section called “Prerequisites for a LAPP Workgroup Supported LAP Program” has been 
added.  Sections IV, A, B, C and D, these sections have been expanded to include objectives 
satisfied through the options identified, as well as including direct language from the Magnuson 
Reauthorized Act and workgroup discussions. 
 
Section IV, D, the multispecies share definitions section, has been expanded to include an 
explanation of how aggregate quotas might work in the South Atlantic fishery and workgroup 
discussions have been summarized also.  Section IV, F, an additional option has been added and 
also, three notes have been added that may influence revision of the options already identified. 
 
Section IV, I, an option identified at the August meeting, has been added and workgroup 
discussions summarized.  Section IV, J, K, and L, these options identified at the August meeting 
have been added and workgroup discussions summarized and finally, Section IV, Sections P, Q, 
R, and S, background information has been provided on several monitoring, enforcement, and 
real-time data collection tools, including onboard observers, VMS, electronic monitoring, paper 
logbooks, electronic logbooks, and dockside monitoring.  A summary of the outreach 
subcommittee has also been included. 
 
This is a document that’s available that sort of keeps track of where the committee is in its 
deliberations and we’ve got John Reef from the workgroup here who will be making a 
presentation later on, but if you have any questions, between the two of us we’ll try and answer 
them.  That’s the first item.  I don’t know if there are any questions. 
 
Then you were emailed the reports from the August and September workgroup meetings.  The 
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August 1st and 2nd, the workgroup met in North Charleston and they received presentations from 
Bob Spaeth, looking at an overview of his experience with Gulf red snapper IFQ and his 
participation in the Gulf Grouper IFQ Advisory Panel. 
 
Lee Green and Dietmar Grimm of Redstone Strategy Group provided a presentation looking at 
potential impacts of LAPs in the snapper grouper fishery.  South Carolina Sea Grant Extension 
Agent Amber Von Harten and North Carolina Sea Grant Extension Agent Scott Baker led a 
discussion on possible outreach efforts and a subgroup, outreach subcommittee, has been 
formed.  It’s Amber Von Harten, Scott Baker, Ben Hartig, Charlie Phillips, and Sean McKeon. 
 
The outreach subcommittee met following the close of the LAPP Workgroup Meeting and the 
subcommittee also reported back to the group at this September meeting.  The report you have 
before you and it’s projected up here indicates what the workgroup reviewed.  I’m not going to 
go through that in any detail. 
 
They discussed development of options for quota and pounds transferability, caps on quota 
ownership and control and individual overage and underage provisions.  They include one 
recommendation, that the LAPP Workgroup recommends that the LAP Program Committee 
request NOAA GC to provide information on the legality of aggregate quotas and rollover 
provisions, including, but not limited to, those as they are defined in the LAPP Workgroup 
document.  We’ve got a discussion item later on, Item F, where I think Monica is going to give 
us what she has so far on that and that’s what resulted from the August meeting.   
 
The September meeting just took place here, concurrently with some of our meetings.  They 
received presentations from Amber Von Harten and Scott Baker, an update on the LAPP 
Workgroup Outreach Subcommittee’s work.  They also led a discussion on possible timing for 
Sea Grant holding some informational meetings.   
 
The idea here is to use Sea Grant as a non-regulatory agency to provide some opportunities for 
information exchange with fishermen beyond those on the workgroup.  Paul Raymond, Manny 
Antonaras, and Beverly Lambert, NMFS Office of Law Enforcement, provided presentations on 
various aspects of NMFS Law Enforcement. 
 
Lee Green and Dietmar Grimm, again of Redstone, provided a presentation looking at LAP 
options.  John Reed and Kate provided the group an overview of the data being used to analyze 
various initial allocation scenarios and John Reed provided the workgroup with a presentation on 
real-time data collection. 
 
The workgroup approved several recommendations.  First, the LAPP Workgroup requests that 
the LAPP Committee discuss the issue of making full landings history associated with a permit 
available to current permit holders.  
 
What has developed is some of the individuals that are buying permits -- John, jump in and help 
here if it needs further clarification, but when they purchase a permit, two-for-one, they’re not 
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getting access to the full catch history until they become the permit holder.  They’re sort of 
buying an unknown quantity and so one recommendation here from the workgroup is to look at 
ways that that information can be given to them ahead of time.  It involves confidentiality issues. 
 
The second recommendation is the LAPP Workgroup requests that the LAPP Committee make 
limited snapper grouper permit holders eligible to participate in a possible LAP program, but 
disallow transferability of limited snapper grouper permits.  These are the 225-pound trip limit 
permits and we’ve got an item later on where we’ll discuss that in a little more detail. 
 
The workgroup provided additional guidance and, again, you all have this report before you.  I’m 
not going to go into it in detail, but they did -- They were scheduled to meet for the last time in 
December and they have asked for one to two additional meetings next year and I believe Kate 
has started some discussions with Bob on how we work that into the budget and that covers the 
August and September meetings and I would be glad to answer any questions. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Any comments or questions from the committee?  Seeing none, we can go on to our 
next -- 
 
Mr. Waugh:  I must be doing a really good job. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  You are doing a great job. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  I was kind of holding back.  Rita, could you kind of give us a general sense of your 
impression of how this is all going and what -- Kind of the acceptance and -- Not all of us were 
able to get in and hear and have not been able to hear the type of dialogue that has taken place 
and I think it would be helpful if maybe we heard from your perspective how this is being 
perceived and how general acceptance and how the discussions are going and that type of thing. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  George, up until this week, I have been attending the workgroup meetings as much 
as possible, but I didn’t get to listen in on anything yesterday at all and maybe even John and 
Gregg can pass along some comments from that, but up to that point, it seemed to be going pretty 
well. 
 
The things that I’ve been hearing is that they feel good about the fact that they’re getting 
information that appears to be non-biased, in that it’s coming from people who are pro-LAPs as 
well as people who have expressed some concerns about it.  They’ve been glad that the council 
staff has been so open and available to them with as much information as they’ve asked for. 
 
As far as their attitude about LAPs in general, it’s still somewhat guarded.  It’s a very 
complicated issue and I think they’re recognizing that there is an awful lot more to it than 
originally thought.  There is still -- There is the self interest aspect of it, is what is it going to do 
for me and what is it going to do to other people and I think that that is probably the biggest 
stumbling block at this point, to come to unanimous decisions about anything.  That’s about all I 
can -- How about you, Gregg? 

 4



 
Limited Access Privilege Program Committee Meeting 

North Myrtle Beach, SC 
September 20, 2007 

 
 
Mr. Waugh:  I was not in for any of the meeting and so I would defer to John. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  John, do you care to make any comments? 
 
Mr. Reed:  Yes, just a couple of elaborations.  I agree with you that there are still hesitations as 
to whether or not the workgroup will recommend a limited access privilege program to this AP.  
Some of those hesitations are based on regional differences, the regional characteristics of 
fishing between maybe North Carolina and south Florida, but probably they’re most sensitive to 
what initial allocations might be. 
 
They also have hesitation as to whether to recommend to this committee a full multispecies LAP 
or limit that to a series of single species.  We hope in October to present to the workgroup a 
model of different ways to compute the initial allocation to develop some context there and we 
hope also to present to them more definitive data in terms of landing data and how that might be 
managed. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Thank you, John.  We have a comment from George Geiger and Sean McKeon 
wanted to add something from his observation of the workgroup. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Let me follow up to John for just a second.  You said something in there, John, that 
kind of peaked my interest and that was the fact that you guys were considering possibly single 
species LAPs as an alternative to a whole snapper grouper limited access program.  How much 
discussion has taken place in that arena and did I hear you say that you’re planning to talk about 
that more or has that kind of died on the vine or what? 
 
Mr. Reed:  The discussion will continue in October regarding that.  There is a sense now that 
multispecies is very, very complex and the ability to develop a management plan might be better 
served if we started with a series of single species and learned more about the characteristics of 
an LAP in the South Atlantic.  I think that’s more a point of wisdom than it is planning.  There’s 
a great deal of discussion yet to be dealt with in that area. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Sean McKeon, did you want to interject some information that came out of the 
meetings? 
 
Mr. McKeon:  Sean McKeon, North Carolina Fisheries Association.  From my talk with not just 
the fishermen that I represent, but the other fishermen, most of the discussion has been centered 
on one of the points that the Redstone group made.  They made it in Charleston and they also 
made it again yesterday and I believe -- As I recall yesterday, they said they’re going to be 
sending a document to everyone or actually to Kate.  It will be a twenty-page summary or report 
of what they presented yesterday and the issue that they raised that has been raised before is the 
issue of recreational overages and their summary that regardless of what program is put in place, 
whether it’s status quo or whether it is a LAP program that does eventually come to this fishery, 
it will have little or no positive impact until recreational overages are addressed. 
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I believe that’s a fairly accurate paraphrase of what their report said and you will get that report 
in short order.  We have also had a lot of discussion about not necessarily knowing how to 
phrase it yet, in line with what Magnuson discusses, but state allocation or regional allocation, 
particularly since the fisheries are so different, even from Wrightsville Beach and Southport up 
to Cape Hatteras.  These are very different fisheries and so there’s a lot of concern about that. 
 
Everything then went back to the allocation issue and one of the issues that concerns us and not 
to -- Obviously I have my spin here and my agenda and I put that on the floor, but it was a 
discussion and I think it was one that a lot of people are very concerned with and that is the 
allocation being current and forward looking, as most of the recreational interests would like, or 
whether it would be an actual historical perspective, where pre-regulation, before landings and 
before effort was reduced as a result of regulations in place now, the fishery -- The actual fishery 
would look quite a bit different. 
 
That was a topic that came up many times, the fact that if there is going to be a LAP, that a one-
size-fits-all will not work and the recommendation is that until recreational overages or 
recreational effort is codified with some degree of certainty, there’s a lot of skepticism as to 
whether or not any program will work in that fishery and then third, just from our point of view 
that the issue of allocation is very important as we move forward, whether or nor it will be 
current or forward looking, to quote some of this council’s literature, to address the changing 
demographics in the fishery or whether it will be an actual picture of what the fishery looked like 
pre-regulation.  I think those are issues that are very much of a concern to the fishermen that are 
involved in those discussions.  Thank you. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Thank you, Sean.  Anyone else? 
 
Mr. Iarocci:  It was hard trying to be between Snapper Grouper -- I wish a few more council 
members could have been in to hear some of the dialogue, but Sean hit on some valid points, as 
John did. 
 
One thing I do want to get across to everybody is I think the knowledge right now that’s coming 
out about the difference between a hard-core ITQ and what a LAP could be, whether it be 
regional or whether it be a sector or whether it be state or a different species, single species, like 
what tweaked George’s interest, that’s all coming out now. 
 
Having a new member, Bruce Irwin from the Florida Keys -- He came up to my room last night 
for a half-hour and sat there and said I didn’t know this and I didn’t -- He said this is totally 
different from what I had heard and what I had thought and what everybody is telling me.  I think 
a lot of that information needs to get out to the fishermen and to the council members by the next 
meeting and get the truth of what’s being said and what the possibilities really are. 
 
I had to get up on the record and state, because I forgot who it was that put that this is a done 
deal at the beginning of it, that we’re going to jam it down their throats and I said in no way is 
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this council jamming an ITQ down anybody’s throat.  We’re here to listen and we’re waiting and 
we’re giving you the opportunity to put together -- Like I said earlier, whether it’s a sector or 
whether it’s some form of a LAP and so work through this process and get it to us and then we’ll 
see where we go with this. 
 
I think there was good dialogue and I think, like I said, more and more people are figuring out 
what’s going on and whether this thing is going to work or it’s not going to work and I have to 
compliment Ben Hartig.  This is a hard thing to try to pull together and he’s doing a great job. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Tony, I have a question.  What is it you’re looking for or you think that they’re 
looking for when you said that we need to have more information given to the council and to the 
members? 
 
Mr. Iarocci:  It’s hard when you have concurring -- We had Snapper Grouper going on here and 
the LAPP going on there and so I wish we could get, as we did from John, which was great 
getting that and Sean’s.  I would like to see more of exactly a clearer statement, once they get 
some more concrete information or their opinions, to us so there isn’t that failure to communicate 
between the two by the time we move on, so we know exactly what’s going on. 
 
I would love to see in the future maybe to have a joint LAP AP and LAP Committee, where we 
could sit and listen to most of that stuff and then maybe pull the two together, but I don’t know if 
maybe it’s premature for that at this time. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Thank you, Tony.  Anyone else?  Gregg, do you want to go on to the longline 
representative? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Next is 4(c), Update on the Use of Proxies.  This is laid out in your overview 
document.  We actually need some guidance here.  We’re asking for the committee to vote on 
who will be the longline representative to the LAPP Workgroup.  This seat was held available 
until August 1, but has not been filled yet. 
 
Steve Shelley is from Pawley’s Island and Jeff Oden is from Hatteras, North Carolina.  There’s a 
little bit of information about both of them in there.  Any of these appointments to the LAPP 
Exploratory Workgroup are pending law enforcement background review. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Do we have anyone who wants to speak on behalf of either of these potential 
representatives on the workgroup? 
 
Mr. Wallace:  I have a question, I guess.  I know Jeff was here for this one.  Is it too little late?  
We don’t have but a couple more meetings and can they catch up that fast?  It’s kind of an issue 
to me and that would be something that maybe John or an AP meeting may be able to take, do 
they think they could catch up and -- 
 
Mr. Waugh:  We certainly have been trying to get someone from this sector from the get-go.  It’s 
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just been very hard to get somebody.  I don’t think it’s too late.  I don’t think Kate does either.  
She would have mentioned that.  There’s still a lot of work to be done.  There’s been a lot of 
information presented thus far and they’re developing some options, but I think there’s plenty of 
time left for them to have input.  Remember, the workgroup has asked for one or two meetings 
next year as well. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Are we looking for a motion at this point?  I would like to make a motion that 
we select Jeff Oden.  I know he was here for the meetings and he has definitely shown an interest 
in LAPs.  He’s been involved in quite a few of our fisheries and sometimes in a rather 
contentious way.  I just think it’s a perspective that we definitely need and so I would like to 
make the motion that we appoint Jeff Oden to the LAPP Workgroup. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  John Wallace seconds that motion.  Is there any discussion? 
 
Mr. Currin:  I was trying to get this in before there was a motion, but that’s okay.  My only 
question was whether Steve Shelley -- It appears he was a snapper grouper longline fisherman 
and I thought that was kind of the perspective that we wanted on here.  Is that in fact the case?  It 
appears that he worked in the golden tile fishery. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  I think it’s been expressed in the past that the preference was for that type of 
background. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I don’t know whether Jeff has participated in the snapper grouper longline fishery or 
not.  I know he does longline some.  He pelagic longlines and has done some shark longlining as 
well, but that was going to be my question. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  I have just another question about -- Is there any consideration that we need to have 
regarding geographical make-up, just before we go in and make this selection? 
 
Ms. Merritt:  I haven’t heard that expressed to this point.  Gregg, do you have any knowledge of 
that? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  No, but we could look to see the workgroup and where they’re from.  I haven’t 
heard that concern expressed. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  We can certainly run down that real quickly if you would like, Robert. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  I think so.  I know this is an important perspective that we had held and going back 
to the January meeting, where we talked about the make-up.  I know this is something that we 
would be well served to get this taken care of.  I just didn’t know if there was any particular 
consideration that we needed to give before we made the appointment. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  I think it certainly is something for us to consider, particularly in light of the fact of 
how the number of permits that will be affected are divided. 
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Mr. Cupka:  I was just going to raise the same issue that Mac did and I feel a little uneasy voting 
on this without knowing the background on particularly -- I don’t know if Jeff has done any 
longline snapper grouper fishing, but certainly the intent was, I think, to get somebody who had 
participated in that fishery.  I feel a little uneasy voting on the motion without really knowing the 
background of these individuals a little more fully.   
 
Mr. Reed:  Just some insights, without prejudices.  Mr. Shelley, I believe, has been in attendance 
in the audience for the last two meetings, or at least a good portion of those meetings.  It’s my 
understanding that he is a longliner and I’m not sure what geographical characteristics. 
 
Mr. Cupka:  Again, I don’t think the geographical -- It’s not a concern to me.  It’s more 
important to get someone who has actually participated in that fishery that can represent that 
segment.  I’ve sat in several of the earlier meetings and I don’t think we’ve ever indicated that it 
had to be a geographical consideration. 
 
To me, like I say, it’s more important to get somebody who is knowledgeable of that segment of 
the fishery and can provide input.  At least to my way of thinking, I don’t really care what area 
he came from, as long as he participated in that fishery. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I was just checking to find out -- To confirm whether or not Jeff had actually 
participated in the snapper grouper longline fishery and I just talked to Sean McKeon and he said 
he had just talked with Jeff and yes, he has actually participated in snapper grouper longline.  I 
know he’s been doing longline fishing and I know he’s involved in snapper grouper, but I just 
couldn’t make the connection.  Sean confirmed that for me. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  We have a motion on the floor.  Is there any further discussion? 
 
Mr. Wallace:  Is there consideration of only one?  We looked forever to get one and now we’ve 
got two.  Since we have such a short meeting time left, you may get more information out of the 
two of them, but what’s your pleasure? 
 
Ms. Merritt:  We also have to consider the fact that the background check is going to have to be 
done anyway and if we do vote for one, we need to consider whether or not we would also want 
to consider the second person or not. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Just something to consider along that line is we’ve tried to get people from different 
sectors within the fishery and the bottom -- The longline fishery in the snapper grouper is a 
relatively small sector and you would be giving them two seats on this committee, which may 
ruffle some feathers on the other sectors’ parts.  I just raise that as an observation. 
 
Mr. Cupka:  Another thought that crosses my mind is I know Jeff is a member of the Snapper 
Grouper AP, whereas Mr. Shelley is not and hasn’t been formerly a part of the process.  I don’t 
know whether that’s -- From the standpoint of getting more people involved in the process, if it 
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would be better to go with someone like Mr. Shelley.  I’m assuming at some point all this is 
going to come back to the Snapper Grouper AP anyway, where they would have input into it.  
That’s something that I’m considering also. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  What you’re saying is a fresh or a different perspective may add something to the 
mix versus the fact that Jeff has already been a participant in the AP?  Is that what you’re trying 
to say? 
 
Mr. Cupka:  Like I say, get more people involved in the process, instead of using some of the 
same people.  At some point, it’s going to go to the Snapper Grouper AP anyway and so Jeff is 
going to get a shot at it.  I would just like to see us maybe broaden the representation.  Maybe 
this is an opportunity to do that.  It’s not that I’m opposed to either one, but thinking in terms of 
trying to increase or maximize the number of people involved in the process. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Sure, I understand. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  In an effort to move us along, I would make a motion for a substitute motion to 
invite Steve Shelley to the LAPP Workgroup. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Robert has a substitute motion and we would appoint rather than invite.  Susan has 
seconded that motion.  Do we have further discussion? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I guess I’m the one who has to agree to whether to allow this other motion?  No?  
My reason -- I’m just trying to figure out the parliamentary procedure here.  I just want to find 
out from Robert the reasoning behind substituting then. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  My sense is picking up on what David commented on, in terms of just casting a 
broader net and getting another perspective on this.  I don’t have really strong feelings one way 
or another, but I know this is something we need to do to just keep us going down the road.  It is 
great that we’ve got two folks who have expressed interest, but I just think it’s time for us to 
make a decision and move on.  I offer that motion in that vein. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  To follow up with that, are there other Snapper Grouper Committee members 
who are also on the LAPP? 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Yes, there are.  Let me see.  Ben, the chairman, is -- He’s not on Snapper Grouper? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  He’s on Mackerel. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  He’s on Mackerel, I’m sorry.  Mark Marhefka, Charlie Phillips, Phil Conklin -- 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  You’ve basically answered my question.  I just wanted to make sure that there 
was adequate representation of members who were on part of both committees, because I’m sure 
if this is going to the snapper grouper that there’s going to be a lot of discussion there and it 
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would be really important to have LAPP Workgroup members who participated throughout the 
whole process who were there to represent what actually happened. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  All in favor raise your hands, six; all those who are opposed, two.  The 
substitute motion becomes the main motion.  Is there any further discussion on the motion, 
which is to appoint Steve Shelley to the LAPP Workgroup?  Seeing none, I’ll call for the vote 
and all those in favor raise your hands, eight; any against.  Seeing none, the motion is 
carried unanimously.  
 
Mr. Waugh:  The next item is 4(e), Discussion Regarding Eligibility of the 225-Pound Trip 
Limited Permit Holders, and just a little bit of background on this.  In Amendment 8, when the 
council set up the limited entry program, we heard from a lot of fishermen, primarily in Florida, 
that they had made plans for their retirement and being in the snapper grouper fishery as a part of 
that plan and that they would not meet the entrance requirements for getting a limited entry 
permit. 
 
What the council did was created a 225-pound trip limit permit that was not transferable and not 
to be harsh, but basically this was a permit until that group of individuals died off and that it 
gradually would decay, so to speak. 
 
We’ve had some and here’s the information showing that in 1999, the first full year after 
implementation, we had 281.  This column shows the number of permits on the first day of the 
year and the Column F over here, and the graphs are below them, show the number with valid 
snapper grouper permits for that entire year.  You can see that it’s gone from 355 in the first year 
down to -- If you just look at 2006, it’s 185 in 2006.  These percentages are the annual decline 
and you can see this in the charts presented below. 
 
Now what we’re doing is we’re coming up -- The AP has pointed out before that as we’ve 
ratcheted down regulations and put in trip limits that we’ve left this group untouched and they’re 
starting to get this 225-pound trip limit, which seemed like a very low and restrictive trip limit, 
all of a sudden is not looking like it’s very restrictive anymore. 
 
When you start talking about a LAP program, the question comes in of what do you do with this 
group?  Certainly the council made a commitment to them initially to allow them to have that 
until they exited the fishery.  The question is now what do we do in terms of moving to a more 
permanent LAP program?  
 
Do you build in provisions for these individuals or recognizing that we’ve got to make some 
significant reductions from the existing number of permits that we have, such that this group just 
would not be included in that?  They have had -- From 1999 to 2007, there would be several 
more years before any regulations would likely come into place. 
 
The workgroup had a recommendation and it was the LAPP Committee make limited snapper 
grouper permit holders eligible to participate in a possible LAP, but disallow transferability of 
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limited snapper grouper permits.  The retired quota share resulting from retirement of the limited 
permits should be reallocated for new entrants or reallocated to remaining unlimited quota 
shareholders. 
 
You’ve got a letter from Ron Myers that addresses this issue as well and so what we’re looking 
for is guidance from the LAPP Committee to the LAPP Workgroup as to whether or not, as they 
continue their deliberations, they should factor this group into that program. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Any questions or comments or concerns? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I like the LAPP Workgroup’s recommendation and the reason behind that is that 
we kind of made an agreement with these guys who took these lower limited permits early on 
that they could continue to fish off of those things until they ended their fishing careers.  This 
would be an abrupt change to that that kind of goes -- It’s a breech against that agreement that 
was made with them. 
 
I don’t have any problem with any of the restrictions that the LAPP Workgroup has made on that 
group.  I really think that we need to keep it as it was intended.  However, we need to be careful 
to make sure that this group doesn’t somehow get an advantage of some sort over the other group 
in terms of the allocation. 
 
I understand the reasoning behind it.  There’s no way they’re going to be able to land more than 
225 pounds on a trip or whatever.  I would presume that that provision would stay in, but their 
overall allocation -- If there’s reductions, then they clearly need to have reductions of at least the 
same amount. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I think the working group’s recommendation is reasonable.  When you think about 
it, I have a hard time imagining that someone with a limited permit such as this would actually 
have landings of a single species that might allow them up to a 225-pound share of whatever 
LAP might be developed. 
 
It’s likely to be, in my mind at least, to be less than that.  I would be curious to see what the 
distribution of the landings are within those permits among the different species.  That might 
give you some more insight, but certainly for now, I think that’s a very reasonable way for the 
working group to proceed. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I guess I’m trying to figure out quite what that would mean, assuming we’re going 
to go to some type of an IFQ-type program, which I guess that’s what we’re talking about.  We 
have had an experience similar to this in the red snapper IFQ program.  Remember there were 
Class 1 red snapper licenses, which were subject to a 2,000-pound trip limit, and there were 
Class 2 licenses that were subject to a 200-pound trip limit. 
 
Most of the Class 2 license holders got fairly low allocations in the red snapper fishery, but once 
the IFQ program went into place, the Class 1 and Class 2 licenses ceased to exist and I’m 
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assuming that our current snapper grouper permit system would likely cease to exist in its 
present form. 
 
There were though some Class 2 license holders, I believe, who got as much as almost 20,000 
pounds, as I recall, of quota allocation, which is quite a lot.  If you think about it, if you fish a lot 
of trips in a year, you can catch a lot of fish under a 225-pound trip limit, but I’m assuming under 
an IFQ program that the 200-pound limit, trip limit, would go away and these folks would get an 
amount of quota share and they could fish it however they choose. 
 
What we’re saying here is we would disallow the transferability of their limited snapper grouper 
permit, but I’m not sure that permit necessarily even exists and even if it does, we would still 
allow them, I think, to sell all their quota share out before they went anyway.  It’s not clear to me 
what the specifics of what they’re saying to do and how it would work. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  As I recall from earlier conversations when they talked about this, I don’t think that 
they quite knew what they wanted to do with it.  They just didn’t want to leave them out from 
being considered in a LAP program.  That’s the way I took it. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I have a question, Roy, because I don’t know about that fishery that you’re 
talking about in the Gulf, but my question is that there was the 2,000-pound permit and there was 
the 200-pound trip permit.  Was there a sunset clause on that 200-pound permit that was not 
transferable or that somehow when they stopped using it that it would go away?  That’s the issue 
that I think that we see here. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  No, there weren’t.  The only thing that I’m getting at is I guess under this system 
that you could still have their -- You could disallow transferability of their limited snapper 
grouper permit, I suppose.  You would have to restructure that permit, but they could still 
transfer all their quota share away, unless you made their quota share non-transferable, so that 
when their permit expired, their quota share went away. 
 
Then that’s going to -- One of the things you’re looking for in an IFQ program generally though 
is to let the market consolidate and come to some measure of the capacity.  If you make these 
small players’ quota share non-transferable, that’s going to interfere with the efficient operation 
of the IFQ in terms of consolidation and likely, a lot of the very small allocation holders would 
be these trip-limited permits and they may be the ones that most logically might choose to sell 
out when this happens.  There are a lot of things, I think, that would need to be looked at and 
thought through very carefully on this. 
 
Mr. Iarocci:  I sat through most of the discussion on this part and I remember there was a motion 
made to do away with the 225 permits that was voted down.  The majority of these permits are 
held by spiny lobster and stone crab fishermen in south Florida that go off season and catch 
yellowtail and mangrove snapper, which are not the species at risk here at this time. 
 
Most of those people do need those permits, but it was also discussed that any reduction that they 
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would take at the unlimited permits should be taken at the 225, but I understand completely what 
Dr. Crabtree is saying.  At this time, until we move forward with this LAP and see the way it is 
going to be structured, I think it should stay status quo and we keep them intact and see what 
comes out of the outcome of this LAP and then look at it seriously, because Dr. Crabtree did 
make some valid points. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Did you want to put that in the form of a motion? 
 
Mr. Iarocci:  That Dr. Crabtree made valid points?  No, I would rather not do that on the record 
in the form of a motion.  No, I’ll go along with the AP’s recommendation and stay status quo 
with that.  I always like to go along with what the AP says. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  You want to make the recommendation by the AP as your motion?  Okay.  We’re 
going to get this up on the board in just a minute.  Do we have a second?  Brian has the second 
and now we can have discussion. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I was going to ask how critical it is that we deal with that at this meeting, because I 
would like to ask the working group for some clarification of their intent here.  Roy has raised 
some good issues and I think I know what they want or what they’re trying to say, but I would 
like some clarification about what they exactly mean regarding transferability, because Roy is 
right that they won’t have any permits to transfer. 
 
I think what the working group is after is that they don’t want them to be able to transfer quota 
shares, but I don’t want to put words in their mouths and so that’s why I would like to -- Before I 
fully endorse this, I would like to have some clarification from the working group or from 
somebody, to make sure that we know exactly what they were talking about. 
 
Mr. Iarocci:  I would rather have John do this. 
 
Mr. Reed:  Madam Chair, to give some insights into that recommendation, the working group 
intent there was that we issue quota share to that group of fishermen, consistent with the 
methodology that the AP chooses to initiate quota share, but that particularly community of 
fishermen would not be able to transfer those shares, maintaining that consistency of the 
council’s desire there during the permitting process, but it would be the shares that would not be 
transferable. 
 
As those shares retired, those shares would either be, one, redistributed to all participants 
proportionally according to their holdings or two, pooled in such a way that could be made 
advantage to new entrants, consistent with Magnuson-Stevens and requirements of new entrants. 
 
Mr. Currin:  John, one more question then.  Would that imply that those shares for the 225 
permit holders would not be leasable during that period?  They would be stuck with that?  If they 
couldn’t fish, they couldn’t say do a temporary transfer or lease those to somebody within a 
fishing year?  Was that their intent as well? 
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Mr. Reed:  Not necessarily.  We really didn’t discuss the leasing of allocation or number of 
pounds.  I think the goal of the workgroup was to limit the privilege of that segment of the 
fishing community, rather than the activity of that. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I apologize, but I’ve been sitting here so long on the Snapper Grouper Committee 
that I thought I was a member of this committee and I voted on that advisory panel -- I’m not a 
member of this committee, but I do want to make a comment about this issue.  I think to me it 
seems that this is a general recommendation, assuming a LAP program that is very broad 
reaching and would apply to the entire snapper grouper fishery and that that was the intent and 
that may not be where this ends up. 
 
I think it may be premature to assume that that sector of small permit holders would have to be -- 
There’s a possibility that they could be treated uniquely, if in fact they are a very specific fishery 
on very specific species of snapper grouper.  It just seems like this is a little premature, based on 
where LAP programs may be going, particularly if you’re looking at communities or sectors or 
species groupings of fisheries. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Thank you, Mark.  I don’t think your vote really mattered, because it wound up 
being unanimous, but I appreciate your input. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I would like to have thought it mattered, but I realize it didn’t. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Your thoughts matter and your input matters, but not your vote.   
 
Mr. Waugh:  From my discussions with Kate, what I think is important here is not so much any 
specific role for that group, but the question that we were hoping to get guidance from is should 
the workgroup consider them in the program or should they not consider them in the program?  
To me, that’s the more critical guidance to give the workgroup at this time, rather than crafting 
any specific role for them. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  It sounds to me like, from all the discussion that we’ve had -- It doesn’t sound 
like anybody has made a suggestion to leave them out of the process and so I guess if all it is that 
you’re looking for is guidance on this, I think that we probably ought to include them in there 
and we just don’t know how to do that yet or what the caveats of such a program would be, but I 
think folks pretty much are saying yes, we do need to include them in the process. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Brian, do you feel like the current motion that’s on the floor is sufficient to include 
them without it being set in stone? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Maybe it’s overly sufficient at this point and that what we need to do is back up 
with the motion and make it much simpler, but that’s -- It’s been withdrawn? 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Tony made the motion. 
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Dr. Cheuvront:  Tony made the motion and I was the seconder of it, but we have to go to him 
first, right? 
 
Ms. Merritt:  I hope you’re all on the committee.   
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I think we have a long way to go on this, but my two-cents on IFQ-type programs 
like this is you want to put as few constraints on what people do with their quota share as 
possible, because the whole premise of this is to have the quota share end up where it’s most 
valued and the people who want it. 
 
It’s not entirely -- I understand the logic about these guys were thought that they would leave the 
fishery at some point, but they do have landings and if they qualify for quota share, it’s not clear 
to me why we would really want to treat them much different than anyone else.  There are 
probably a lot of ways you could -- Some of these guys who have Class 2 permits may decide 
they want to acquire more quota share and become larger participants in the fishery and I think 
that gets complicated as to how you would handle that. 
 
We have a long way to go on this, but just remember that what we’re trying to do is get out of 
these guys’ business decisions and let them figure out where the quota share belongs.  The more 
constraints we put on that, then it seems like to me that we’re interfering with the markets that 
are going to develop. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  I’m wondering, for the maker and the seconder of the motion, if we just lop off 
the tail-end there, after the phrase “possible LAP” and just a period.  I’m wondering if that 
gets us where we want to go.  I guess I look to Tony and to Brian for that.  In other words, not to 
be too prescriptive at this point. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  I take it this would be an amendment to the motion?  Would that be agreeable? 
 
Mr. Boyles:  I’ll offer that if that’s what the committee wishes to do.  I look to Tony as the maker 
of the motion if he wants to consider it a friendly amendment or I’ll offer another substitute 
motion. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Tony, would you consider that as a friendly -- Okay.  The seconder, do you 
agree?  Thank you, Brian.  I’ll read it.  The motion now reads: The LAPP Workgroup requests 
that the LAPP Committee make limited snapper grouper permit holders eligible to participate in 
a possible LAP. 
 
Mr. Robson:  Madam Chair, I’m not a member of this committee, but we’re changing the LAPP 
Workgroup’s recommendation and I think this is really a motion of the LAPP Committee and the 
workgroup should be -- 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Yes, thank you.  Your voice does matter and your input matters, but your vote does 
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not.   Tony, you were the original maker of the motion.  Does this read -- 
 
Mr. Iarocci:  We can just leave that off and if you want to make it short and sweet, that we 
recommend, that the committee recommends, the LAPP Workgroup and start with “the 
committee” instead of the “LAPP Committee.” 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Thank you.  Brian, is that okay with you as the seconder? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Yes. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Is there any further discussion?  I’ll reread the motion.  The committee 
recommends that the LAPP Workgroup make 225-pound limited snapper grouper permit 
holders eligible to participate in a possible LAP.  Any further discussion?  All in favor 
pleases raise your hand if you’re on the committee, nine; any opposed.  Seeing none, the 
motion carries unanimously. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  The next item is Item (f), Discussion of the Potential for Incorporation of Overage 
and Underage Options and Aggregate Quota Options into a Possible LAP.  Attachment 4 has 
been prepared.  That’s an overage fact sheet and that’s been included in the briefing book 
materials.  The letter that the council sent to Monica requesting clarification on these points is 
also included. 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  The letter asked guidance on the legality of the use of aggregate quotas as 
well as individual overage allowances and the legality of the individual underage allowances as 
defined in the LAP Program Exploratory Workgroup Working Document.  My version of that 
was dated, I think, late August of this year. 
 
I’ve looked at the Magnuson Act and talked to one of our attorneys in GCF who specializes in 
LAP programs and we see no reason why under the Magnuson either of these -- Well, either, but 
there’s three of them, but either underages, overages or aggregate quotas would not be allowed.  
I can think of a lot of practical reasons that it’s going to be very difficult to monitor some of 
these things, but as far as further consideration of them by the working group or the committee, I 
think that’s fine.  I see no problem with that. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Thank you, Monica.  Any discussion or comments?  Next up is John Reed, to give 
us a presentation on the red snapper IFQ. 
 
Mr. Reed:  While Gregg is loading the PowerPoint presentation, I’ll go ahead and introduce two 
caveats for this presentation.  One, I’m John Reed, Information Specialist at the Regional Office, 
not John Reed the previous heard scientist this morning.  We did agree though that he is taller 
and I’m better looking.   
 
Two, this presentation, howbeit, is couched in Gulf of Mexico red snapper terminology.  Its 
purpose is to introduce to this committee concepts and one way to implement those concepts.  
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It’s certainly not intended to be guidance of any sort or to limit the creativity of the workgroup or 
the AP.  Now we just depend on Gregg’s technical abilities. 
 
A few of the aspects that I would like to share with you from the Gulf of Mexico are some of the 
characteristics of the red snapper IFQ that the workgroup had sensitivity to and one of the first 
sensitivities was the share distribution and initial allocation.  I’ll share with you how the Gulf of 
Mexico did that and then as the presentation unfolds, I would also like to annotate it with lessons 
learned, things that I can bring to the workgroup in terms of what things we did that need to be 
matured or possibly done a little bit better. 
 
The share distribution and initial allocation of the Gulf of Mexico was based on the reef fish 
permit holders.  As Dr. Crabtree alluded to earlier, they were two classes of holders or actually 
there were three.  There was a very small third class, but the Class 1 permit holder had a 2,000-
pound trip limit and the Class 2 had a 200-pound trip limit and there was a third category that 
had one or two participants in it called a historical captain.  Those were a number of fishermen 
that were grandfathered in early in the red snapper endorsement program. 
 
The Class 1, their initial share was based on historical fishing of the best ten consecutive years, 
1990 through 2004, while the Class 2 was any five years, or the best of any five years, in 1998 to 
2004.  Initially, we distributed 97 percent of all of the shares available.  We held back 3 percent 
for appeals. 
 
After the appeals process was concluded, we had agreed to -- There were actually seventeen 
appeals that we agreed to, resulting in a 0.9 percent redistribution.  The 2.1 percent remaining out 
of the set-aside was proportionally redistributed to the original shareholders.  The minimum 
share was established administratively, just because the math required it to have something 
small.  It was 0.0001 percent, based on at that time 2.25 million pounds of commercial quota and 
that was about one fish. 
 
The maximum share currently is approximately 6.3 percent.  That’s still under evaluation.  The 
regulation required shareholders who were also a member of a corporation -- They required 
corporations who were shareholders to disclose to us their members who were shareholders also.  
The regulation in the determination of cap requires us to know the individual holdings of a 
shareholder and the collective holdings of a shareholder.  The idea obviously is to limit potential 
monopolization of the fishery. 
 
The other aspect of a limited access privilege program is establishing the actual privilege.  
Privilege in the Gulf of Mexico was based on two separate activities, two distinct activities, the 
activity of fishing, at-sea activity, is based on the reef fish permit being in good standing and an 
IFQ endorsement. 
 
A separate activity, distinct from fishing, was landing and that’s bringing the fish into the dock.  
It requires a reef fish permit and an IFQ endorsement and succinctly, a sufficient amount of 
allocation to cover that endorsement.  That’s a bit subtle, because the regulation does not require 
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a shareholder to have a sufficient amount of allocation when they go fishing. 
 
They can actually go fishing with zero pounds in their account.  Before they hit the dock, they’ve 
got to have enough pounds to have been transferred to them to cover their catch and so that was 
an important enforcement aspect. 
 
During the fishing activity, you noticed that there is the requirement of having an IFQ 
endorsement.  That was not a very difficult thing.  What it required the fisherman to do is log 
into his account and ch4ange his password.  That was really all that was necessary, but what that 
did was established the technical capability for him to gain allocation before he hit the dock. 
 
If he had not logged into his account and set it up, he would not have the ability to actually have 
allocation transferred to him before he hit the dock and so the IFQ endorsement being a part of 
the fishing activity also allowed him to meet that sufficient allocation requirement before he 
came in. 
 
One aspect of the program that differed from the Alaska IFQ was that the shareholder was not 
required to be onboard the vessel, but that shareholder is required to be personally at the dock 
when that fish is landed or have a predetermined designate.   
 
The program allows the shareholder to designate a person to be at the dock for them and in some 
cases, they designate the captain of the vessel so that they can land fish for them.  The system 
generates another account for that person and the vessel is then restricted at that point and only 
that person that the shareholder has identified can land fish on that vessel. 
 
Data collection is an important aspect.  To the best of my knowledge and if I’m wrong, I’ll 
apologize, which I have a lot of experience in, but this is the only IFQ, I believe in the world and 
maybe Environmental Defense can correct me if I’m wrong, that is collecting data real time.  
There is no delay when a fisherman hits the dock.  There is a landing transaction that has 
occurred online and that landing transaction is recorded in real time. 
 
The fisherman’s allocation is debited in real time and we know at any given time, and I’ll show 
you in a moment, I’ll bring the system up and show you, how many pounds are left that has not 
been expended and we know who landed it, where they landed it, what time they landed it, how 
much they landed, what the ex-vessel value was.  Maybe more importantly to enforcement is 
where the fish went after it left the dock. 
 
It is a web-based internet system.  The regulation requires if you’re going to be a participant in 
the Gulf of Mexico red snapper IFQ that you have to have internet access and there’s no ifs, ands 
and buts about that.   
 
Each participant is qualified at the time of transaction.  If the participant is -- For instance, a 
participant is selling allocation to -- Participant A is selling to Participant B and when that page 
comes up, we automatically offer to the participants who is qualified to get allocation and that’s 
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based on their permit and good standing with law enforcement and that’s real time. 
 
If that person is not in that list, then they’re not qualified to receive that allocation.  We have that 
occur sometimes, because their permit is maybe in the renewal cycle and it for a moment is 
expired.  As soon as that permit expires, they fall out of the list of qualified participants and 
therefore, they can’t receive any new allocation, nor can they land fish at the dock. 
 
One of the strong aspects -- If you recall from reading Magnuson-Stevens in regards to limited 
access privilege, the centerpiece of an LAP program is enforceability.  One of the strong aspects 
of the Gulf of Mexico IFQ ensuring enforceability is that the fishermen, by virtue of the fact they 
have a reef fish permit and an IFQ endorsement, are allowed to catch, possess and possess the 
fish.  
 
Once they get to the dock, the dealer has no right to possess or transport the fish.  They have to 
obtain that right from us.  They have to log in.  The dealer tells us what vessel it is and tells us 
which fisherman it is and tells us the total amount of pounds of the landing and the ex-vessel 
value and then the fisherman agrees with all that information by entering his PIN on the system. 
 
At that point, if the fisherman has sufficient allocation, we give the dealer an approval code to 
move the fish off the dock.  That, in summary, means that the fish can’t move off the dock unless 
it has an approval code and that approval code is correlated to an exact amount of pounds.  If law 
enforcement stops a truck that has a thousand pounds of red snapper, they would request from 
that driver a sufficient number of approval codes to come to a sum of a thousand pounds.  I think 
I can say that just a bit more confusing if I get time. 
 
Again, enforcement is clearly a core of any limited access privilege program.  Enforcement in 
the Gulf of Mexico starts off with there is the requirement that the fisher notify us no sooner than 
three hours and no later than twelve hours where he’s coming in at and what dock he’s going to 
be landing at and what vessel he is and who he is and what dealer he’s going to be dealing with. 
 
That is one of the areas where technology sort of failed us and we’re moving aggressively to add 
to the VMS unit the ability to make that notification.  Again, just to repeat under enforceability, 
the approval code that we issue to the dealer to give them the right to transport the fish is a tool 
that law enforcement can use and it also requires the establishment of the exact amount of fish. 
 
Also embedded in the system are certain enforcement qualifications, like the participant is -- His 
permit is good and he has no sanctions and has sufficient allocation to do certain things.  We log 
every transaction.  As a security factor, we give, every time there is a transaction, whether it’s a 
landing transaction or share transfer or an allocation transfer, we notify all of the participants that 
that occurred. 
 
That seems a little bit of overkill, but we’ve already had one incident of a fisher calling and 
saying look, I got this message where I landed fish over in Destin, Florida and I’m out of 
Matagorda, Texas and I don’t land fish in Destin, Florida, which indicates one of two things, 
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somebody has maliciously taken his PIN or has gotten his PIN and is misusing his account.  We 
always tell the fisher or the participant to immediately change their PIN until we look into it.  
That turned out to be just an administrative error that was quickly corrected. 
 
The one other enforcement aspect of the program is the visibility that enforcement has to the 
data.  Enforcement can get from the system at any time the current allocation that any 
shareholder has.  They can get the reef fish permit numbers, they can get the validity of that.  
There’s a large amount of data about the fisher that the enforcement has available to them that 
they’ve never had before. 
 
Management from the point of view of the regional office or NOAA Fisheries, I would like to 
just take an opportunity to brag for a moment, because we did some good things.  We introduced 
something that had not been done before, which we thought was healthy. 
 
The system was built off of Amendment 26 of the red snapper FMP.  We established a 
multidisciplinary business rule team made up of law enforcement, the General Counsel, fishery 
managers and IT folks like myself.   
 
We established the business rules first before we went to regulations and so the regulations and 
the system were built off of that set of business rules which was predicated by Amendment 26 or 
the version of Amendment 26 at the moment.  That gave us a sense that the system would be 
automatically consistent with the regulations.  That turned out to be very healthy. 
 
I wanted to show you a timeline not necessarily because of this activity, but because of this 
activity over here, these improvements.  We started development before the ratification of the 
amendment.  We knew we were taking a risk there, but our time was short.  Amendment 26 was 
ratified in March of 2006 and on January 1 of 2007, we deployed a system. 
 
The final rule wasn’t approved until November of 2006, of which two months later we deployed 
a real-time system.  The reason that I wanted to emphasize that for lessons learned is we’re still 
improving the system and we’re proactively listening to the fishing community to make 
improvements.  We’re certainly bounded by final rule and we’re bounded by the intent of 
Amendment 26, but to whatever extent we possibly can -- I would encourage the South Atlantic 
to be similar, to listen to the fishing community. 
 
I think one of the things that I personally learned out of this exercise was the wisdom that was 
expressed by the fishing community.  Many of the fishermen are very good natural resource 
managers. 
 
Again, the whole system is based on a reef fish permit.  The IFQ -- One of the characteristics of 
an IFQ is that it is a participant-supported buyout.  The rationalization of the fleet is supported by 
the participation of those in the fishery.  In other words, the government is not going in and 
buying allocation to reduce the level of effort.  The fishermen are buying allocation from each 
other to reduce the level of effort.  The fleet is being rationalized internal to the fishery, 
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stimulated by open commerce. 
 
We have an active support system, which is one of the lessons learned.  We support the fishing 
community via telephone and via email.  We encourage the email practice because it gives the 
community a written answer rather than a voice.  I would like to bring up the actual system and 
show it to you, but if there’s other questions, I would certainly entertain those. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Are you going to bring up the system now? 
 
Mr. Reed:  Yes, is that okay? 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Yes. 
 
Mr. Currin:  John, great outline of the way that thing works and you indicated -- You pointed out 
one place where you had some problems that you were able to correct or are working on.  Are 
there any other hints you can give us if we go down this road of pitfalls to look out for or other 
things that you have identified that need improving as you go along? 
 
Mr. Reed:  That timeline I showed you was very, very aggressive.  One of the things that we did 
accomplish, but not to a degree of at least the team’s satisfaction is we visited nine cities during 
that period of time between the proposed rule and the final rule and we gave -- There was nine 
outreach sessions.  We made mistakes in those early days, during those outreach sessions, 
because we were working off a proposed rule and some things got changed. 
 
One of the lessons learned there is when we do outreach, we should say the things that we know 
and not what we assume to know.  We made some errors and the team made some errors in 
regard to that and that took a while to undo.  I would just quickly note that this being a real-time 
system that there is actually two pieces of paper in it that are not real-time and we’re working on 
a third. 
 
When a share transfer occurs, a share is a representation of a lifetime privilege.  The General 
Counsel thought that was a very serious thing and it shouldn’t be done online, that there should 
be a notarized application for that.  That’s the piece of paper that we have in the normal system.  
A share transfer requires a notarized affidavit that is mailed into the regional office for review. 
 
The other piece of paper that we currently have is a disaster contingency form.  In the event that 
Dr. Crabtree deems a particular geographical area as under disaster, like a hurricane or a tornado 
or something like that, each dealer has a booklet we hope they never have to use to document the 
transactions and send it into us.  That’s the only time they can use that, is when the Regional 
Administrator has given privilege to use that. 
 
We’re currently developing a third piece of paper based on a lesson learned.  Our program was 
designed as if nobody ever made a mistake, which that’s inconsistent with the team.  We are now 
developing a way that a participant can document an error and request that error be corrected.  
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We don’t do that trivially, because if we start doing that as automatically or too trivially, 
malfeasance will creep in, unbeknownst to us. 
 
This page here, if I can get it all the way up, is a public page.  It is not restricted to any 
participant and anybody can see this.  You’ll notice there’s some real-time data here.  This is 
actually the remaining quota as of today and probably, I’ll show you in a moment, as of a few 
minutes ago.  Dr. Crabtree, we have reached less than a million pounds remaining. 
 
We are still on a linear path.  The catch history for the year indicates the potential, if we stay at 
this level of effort, of about 180,000 pounds remaining in the biomass at the end of the year.  
Notice that we have a toll-free number.  That’s part of our support and we have an email that’s 
part of our support and we try to keep the freshest information possible for each of the different 
documents that we have available. 
 
If you’ll allow me to log in, I have a generic account that can play any role.  Now, this system is 
role oriented.  There is the role of the shareholder and they can do certain things in the system.  
The dealer can do certain things in the system and the manager can mess up anything in the 
system. 
 
We have other roles, like law enforcement.  That gives them the visibility that they tend to enjoy.  
We’re still developing the General Counsel role and we have the role of the permit.  The client 
role is the -- The permit is the permit managers at the regional office.  The client role is a generic 
role.  Currently, the three-hour notification that comes in on the toll-free number during the after 
hours, during the after federal office business hours, goes to an answering service and that client 
-- They log in as that client and I’ll show you the form they fill out. 
 
I’ll log in as manager first, so that you can see some of the intricate aspects of the program.  
What I’m not going to be able to show you, since this is live and this is production -- This 
particular user account I’m logging in does not have a reef fish permit and so I can’t show you 
much about allocation transfers or share transfers or that sort of thing.  There is -- Let me see if I 
can do this. 
 
What I’m hesitating on is this is the list of current participations.  This particular shareholder 
here, if I submit that, I’m going to bring up confidential information that’s inappropriate to 
disclose to the public and I thought I might be able to mask that off, but I don’t think I’ll be able 
to.  General Counsel has ruled that the amount of shares that a shareholder currently possesses is 
not confidentially held.  That’s public, but the current allocation that a shareholder currently 
possesses is protected.  If I open that up, it will give you that information and so I’ll not do that. 
 
One of the aspects of Magnuson-Stevens that’s new to at least me -- Dr. Crabtree, I’m not sure if 
there’s any other representations in the Southeast of the cost recovery fee, but the Act allows us 
to collect a maximum of 3 percent cost recovery fee to help offset some of the cost of running 
the program and that’s exactly how much we collect. 
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I have been telling the fishing community that that program is used specifically for 
improvements and for the needs of that particular fishery.  I’ve also been telling them that the 
team is accountable to Dr. Crabtree at the end of the year to ensure that we have used that money 
appropriately and except for that one trip to the Bahamas, I think we have. 
 
Let me show you what we have collected.  You’ll notice that in the first quarter there was 
enough landings that the ex-vessel value in the first quarter was about two-and-a-half million 
dollars.  The cost recovery fees off of that was about $77,000.  We have collected $77,000 and 
we have reconciled it to the penny. 
 
There is no paper involved in this.  The dealer is responsible for submitting those monies to the 
government.  They go online and they go to pay.gov, which is a Department of Treasury facility.  
They can transfer that money directly to the Bank of Cleveland, which is the bank account that 
the government has, either via ACH, Automatic Clearing House, or debit or credit card.  We 
can’t process a check.  We’ve actually had one dealer send us a check and we sent it back to him 
and said you’ve got to do this online.  That’s automatic. 
 
At the end of the quarter, I submit a cost recovery fee report to our budget analyst, because we 
wanted the independent management control there, and then they reconcile that all the monies 
that were due to us got to us.  If a dealer -- A dealer has thirty days after the end of the quarter to 
pay the cost recovery fee due.  If they elect not to pay, on the thirty-first day, they get a 
politically correct but somewhat unnecessarily stern letter.  I think that was the way it was 
described. 
 
On the thirty-first day, a dealer is no longer able to do landings.  Their account becomes 
suspended to the point where all they can do is pay the cost recovery fee.  If they stay in arrears 
on the sixty-first day, we have yet another nice letter that we send them telling them that their 
dealer IFQ endorsement is suspended.  On the ninety-first day, we turn them over to NOAA 
Finance and they have one more letter of due diligence and then on the 121st day, we lose control 
of it, because we turn it over to the IRS.   
 
You’ll notice that in the second quarter the money was similar.  We are now in the third quarter 
and you’ll notice that there is a dealer in arrears in the second quarter.  Did you notice that?  He’s 
not happy.  In the third quarter, we have accrued almost $2 million in ex-vessel and the current 
value of cost recovery is about $60,000.  Obviously none of that has been paid.  We’re not near 
the end of the quarter. 
 
One of the aspects of the program -- Let me show you this real quick and I’ll quit.  I’m not going 
to talk faster.  I’m from Texas and I couldn’t if I wanted to.  This is real time.  The last landing 
that occurred was George Hessler on the Edna.  He landed 2,350 pounds with Milt’s Seafood and 
he did that this afternoon at 12:07. 
 
Notice that the ex-vessel value, average value, is $3.58 a pound.  That’s down.  It’s been 
decreasing for the last several months.  We’ve had 1,872 landings so far, representing the 1.9 
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million pounds.  Are there any questions?  I tend to be a little over exuberant about this system.  
I’m very proud of it and I tend to have a bit of an evangelistic attitude about IFQs and I have 
most of my sermons on tape that I can send you for a dollar. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Do we have any questions?  Thank you so much, John.  You do a great job and it is 
an impressive program.  Do we have any more business to come before the Limited Access 
Privilege Program Committee?  Seeing none, if you have any comments, please forward them to 
Kate and I appreciate your attention and this meeting is adjourned. 
 
(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 3:35 o’clock p.m., September 20, 2007.) 
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