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The Snapper Grouper Committee of the Whole of the South Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council convened in the Ballroom of the Renaissance Orlando Airport Hotel, Orlando, Florida, 
Tuesday afternoon, June 8, 2010, and was called to order at 3:15 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Mac 
Currin. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Duane, and I will do my best.  **The first agenda item is the 
approval of the agenda; and as usual if you allow me a little latitude to shift some things around 
to accommodate staff and our time, I would appreciate that.  Without objection, the agenda will 
stand approved.  **We also have minutes from our March meeting.  Are there any corrections, 
additions or changes to the minutes?  David. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Mr. Chairman, on PDF Page 47, the second paragraph, the second line, it has got 
me making a positive statement, “I think” so and so; and actually the statement was “I don’t 
think”; just 180 degrees out of turn, so if we could correct that, I would appreciate it. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  So noted by the staff, I’m sure, and that correction will be made.  Any other  
corrections?  If there is no objection, the minutes will stand approved.  I see no objection.  We 
have a number of presentations this afternoon.  We kind of got into that a little bit earlier in the 
Mackerel Committee.  Our first scheduled presentation is the SSC Report from Dr. Carolyn 
Belcher, who is the Chairman of our SSC.  You can find the report under your snapper grouper 
tab, and it is Attachment 1, if you would like to pull that up. 
 
DR. BELCHER:  I’m going to give you a brief summary of what the SSC discussed during its 
April meeting, which we held in Charleston.  A brief synopsis of what our main tasks were; we 
were asked to provide fishing level recommendations for those things that we’re currently 
lacking, OFL/ABC values, which included species in the Comprehensive ACL Amendment; 
values for shrimp, golden crab, coral, sargassum; those remaining stocks in the Snapper Grouper 
FMP; species in the Coastal Pelagic FMP; and the Dolphin and Wahoo FMP. 
 
We were also presented with the results from the black and red grouper assessments, and we 
were asked to review and provide fishing level recommendations from those assessments.  The 
black grouper assessment, the stock status was found to not be overfished nor was overfishing 
occurring.  Some of the discussion points that we had was the issue of constant catchability.  
There was discussion within the group as with other species of snapper grouper.   
 
We know that there has been a shift in technology over time where fish are more easily targeted 
with technology.  This particular model assumed that constant catchability over time, and that 
was a point of discussion.  Dome-shaped selectivity in the largest fishery; this was more 
associated with the fact that the selectivities were actually estimated within the model. 
 
Because this has a balance and tradeoff with natural mortality, this kind of led into the potential 
bias associated with M or natural mortality.  When you’re looking at the combined mortality 
rates, the higher your M the lower the influence of your F or your fishing mortality.  There were 
concerns that we might have had biases high towards natural mortality; therefore, looking like 
fishing mortality could have been lower than what it really is. 
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Also, there was a lack of sex-specific information.  This had to do with your SSBs; the fact that 
we didn’t account for males and females independently.  Even with all the discussion points on 
that, the group was still pleased with what came out of the assessment, and we accepted it for use 
for management. 
 
Some other discussion points we had relative to establishing our ABC; as has been an ongoing 
discussion point throughout probably the last couple of years is looking at these proxies of Fmsy 
and the use of F 30 percent.  Because this is what the review panel recommended, the SSC 
endorsed staying with what the review had put forward. 
 
The projections – this was kind of interesting because this is probably one of the first times in 
looking at the P-star and the resulting probabilities, what they associated with in landings, the 
values are very close to one another; 27 percent and 30 percent and 25 percent.  The values for 
landings were all stacked relatively closely, and it was a function of low variability relative to 
input variables. 
 
As such, the projections were modeled very tightly, so this was kind of an interesting dilemma 
that we have not seen before because of the high complexity of a lot of these models.  There is 
usually a lot more variability in it.  Because of this issue and the fact that we weren’t getting a lot 
of differential – or seeing a lot of difference in the landings, we wondered if we should look at 
some data-poor approaches to address some of these concerns. 
 
What ended up happening was some of the discussions within the group felt that we could 
actually use some approximations to help address this issue and get away from data poor because 
obviously there was good information within the assessment.  There wasn’t really a huge issue 
with it, but what we did was look to do additional P-star runs with some modifications; one using 
a standard deviation of 0.5 for recruitments, so this is giving some more variability in 
recruitment.  This was based on findings of Rick Deriso.  
 
We also applied variability for the Monte Carlo derived Fmsy values for the F 30 percent, 
because F 30 percent is a value that doesn’t have a lot of variability measured to it, so by using 
Fmsy we can apply that variability to that estimate.  We were able to go forward and apply the 
ABC Control Rule as we’ve developed. 
 
We found that the P-star for the assessment was 32.5 percent, but because of concerns within the 
group relative to the uncertainty, which were discussed as earlier points, we actually reduced this 
value to 27.5 percent.  This was actually based on changing out an appropriate tier; moved to 
Tier 2 within our Dimension 3, which I’m trying to remember – because of the insufficient 
characterization of uncertainty, we actually moved steps within that tier.  Because we felt there 
was more uncertainty, we buffered a little bit further for that based on the information and 
discussion points.  That was where that value was reduced to 27.5. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Mac, how do you want to handle questions? 
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MR. CURRIN:  I’ll leave that up to Carolyn.  Carolyn, would you like to take questions as we go 
along or go through your presentation? 
 
DR. BELCHER:  I’ll leave it to what the group would like to have done.  If it is more germane to 
go through, I’ll take questions as they come up or I can wait until the end.  It’s whatever the 
group feels is the best way to handle it. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  There are occasions when I’d kind of like to ask questions particularly as to 
some of the technical details when she is presenting them. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I’m okay with that. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  My question would be on changing the P-star value.  Can you kind of give us a 
little better description of the characterization of uncertainty; what does that mean when you say 
that? 
 
DR. BELCHER:  The characterization of uncertainty has to do with how well we capture the 
amount of noise within the model.  I’m trying to remember exactly because obviously without 
the table in front of me I have a harder time recalling it.  It is a function of whether we included 
things like environmental variability, I believe.  Actually, I’m taking this back now.  John, can 
you help me with this? 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  One of the tiers in the assessed stock’s control rule deals with how well 
uncertainty is characterized by the assessment.  For example, if it is complete, then it is a 
statistical carrying forward of all the major uncertainties in the assessment with the confidence 
intervals around the key data, and the important part being that it is carried forward in through 
the projections.  At this time there are no stocks that have been assessed in that manner. 
 
The next level is high and things like snowy grouper and tilefish, where there was resampling 
such as the bootstraps and the Monte Carlo, the inputs, and that is carried forward into the 
projections along with recruitment and into the reference points and things of that nature.  Then 
there is medium one, which is really the most common approach, where uncertainties are 
addressed through the sensitivities and statistical techniques, but they’re not always as fully 
carried through with their uncertainties into the projections. 
 
What happened here in the case of black grouper is as the SSC got into the details of the model 
that was used and its ability to carry forward some of the uncertainties, there was the feeling that 
the full uncertainty for some of the key data points was not being carried forward into the 
projections to the extent that is the case in the customized model such as the Beaufort 
Assessment Model that has been used, and they felt that some things that have uncertainties 
around them in the projections were being carried as fixed parameters. 
That is why they felt, upon looking into this in depth, they revised their scoring for the 
uncertainty tier in this assessment, which led to a slight change in the P-star.  As Carolyn said, 
even with these the ranges were quite close, the values were quite similar and it was not a big 
change in actually what the recommended ABC ended up being because there was very little 
span across the range of P-stars. 
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DR. CRABTREE:  And the P-star I think we heard earlier is essentially the risk of overfishing? 
 
DR. BELCHER:  Correct. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  So you decided to accept a lower risk of overfishing or at least you’re 
recommending that the council do that.  Can we back up to the 30 percent SPR?  You accepted 
that because that’s what SEDAR recommended.  What was the basis of SEDAR recommending 
that? 
 
DR. BELCHER:  My recollection on that, I can’t really tell you directly what the SEDAR one 
was.  I’m thinking back over a couple of months, so I just – 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, don’t be surprised but I happen to have it sitting in front of me.  
Basically it says because the steepness values in the range of 0.8 are reasonable for this species, 
and that 0.8 implies 90 percent of unexploited recruitment will be achieved at 36 percent SPR.  A 
higher 36 percent SPR should achieve 87 percent or more of the unexploited recruitment in the 
long term, so the review panel recommends that SPR of 30 percent is used. 
 
They go on to say 30 percent SPR appears consistent with an assumed steepness of 0.8 in this 
case.  I’m assuming in this case, though, that the steepness is very poorly estimated and poorly 
known.  My question is we have a red snapper assessment that is based on a steepness of 0.95, 
and that’s what we’re using on everything we’re doing yet there the recommendation was a 40 
percent SPR.  Here we have a stock that I would guess we know less about than red snapper, and 
we have a steepness that is assumed of 0.8 that is being used yet we’re going with a 30 percent 
SPR.  It is not clear to me how these decisions are consistent. 
 
DR. BELCHER:  Basically, the information that I can give you relative to that is that, again, this 
is an intense discussion.  We’ve had this with just about everytime that the proxies have come up 
for use.  The group has had that same split of leaning towards a 40 percent/30 percent, but the 
question is how do we carry forward in a consistent manner.  It was recommended through the 
SEDAR, and I think that was a large portion of why folks were – it is a question of arguing away 
from what the peer review put forward at this point was a lot of how I think that discussion was 
addressed within our group. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  But wouldn’t it make sense at some point that we need to sit down and have a 
very careful, well thought out discussion of this and make a policy call as to how we’re going to 
handle this rather than bouncing around from one assessment to another?  My concern is we’ve 
just got SEDARs coming to different conclusions, and we don’t have good explanations for why 
they are. 
 
That is going to get us in a great deal of trouble, and that’s my worry with it.  I understand 
because I’ve read through all of this that the SSC has had a lot of disagreements on this, but what 
worries me about this is coming in and changing proxies when there is still this debate going on 
and little or no resolution to us, and we’re not applying it consistently in either event. 
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DR. BELCHER:  I guess the main question, too, is that in the discussions that we have had – and 
the group has referred to a lot of papers that are out there – there are discussions that a lot of that 
use is going to be species-specific, so I don’t know that that is going to be a lock in as using that 
proxy.  It has been said that 40 percent is more suited to species like red snapper.  That was a lot 
of the discussion that came out when we were discussing that 18 months or 12 months back. 
 
In that situation I think that is where part of the problem has been is that there is a movement 
back towards the 40 percent but not everybody is in agreement for that for every specie that is 
within what we’re assessing. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Just one question; Roy, you said you have the red snapper or black grouper in 
front of you; what is the maximum age span for black grouper? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I think the oldest ages are in the late thirties, but there have been far 
fewer black grouper ever aged than there have been red snapper, so the odds of encountering that 
occasional very old fish is less.  Also, black grouper otoliths are not the easiest to read. 
 
DR. BELCHER:  Okay, Bob Muller, who actually gave us the presentation at the meeting was 
kind enough to actually do some updated projections for us.  Whether he did it on the plane or in 
his sleep I have no idea, but he was able to get them back to us within a 24-hour time period.  We 
had one minor hangup.   
 
The request was that we were adjusting the recruitment with a standard deviation of 0.5.  When 
Bob did the adjustment, he used a coefficient of variation set to 0.5 as well.  After discussions 
within the group; because of the relationship with CV and standard deviation, that this was not 
considered to be a large factor.  It wouldn’t change the results that much; so even though it was 
identified as an issue, it was identified as a minor issue.  The projection that was put forward for 
us should be used for the council to get an idea of where the stock is currently going, but we did 
recommend using just an annual value for right now with their recommendation that we be able 
to revisit as we go along.   
 
For red grouper, the stock status was overfished and overfishing is occurring.  Our discussion 
points within the group, discontinuity of the stock’s distribution – this is the fact that these 
animals are found off of North Carolina, then there seems to be a slight void in the middle states, 
and then off of Florida, so the SSC would actually recommend a two-stock scenario be 
considered in future assessments. 
 
Some of the uncertainties that were discussed were catchability issues, release mortality and the 
magnitude and composition of early catches.  Other points included model differences.  This had 
to do with the Beaufort Model and the Stock Synthesis 3 Model, as both of those were run; 
handling of uncertainties in the Monte Carlo Bootstrap approach versus the projections; and 
again the F 30 percent representing an appropriate proxy.  We did accept the red grouper 
assessment. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  What was the assumption about catchability for this assessment? 
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DR. BELCHER:  It was back to that constant versus time-varying catchability. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  So did they use time varying or did they use constant? 
 
DR. BELCHER:  That I’m not really sure of; I don’t have a recollection on that at this time. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  John, with red grouper did they use constant catchability or time-varying 
catchability? 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  They explored both alternatives and I think they used the constant 
catchability in the base run.  There was a lot of discussion about these different fisheries and how 
they might be prosecuted and whether or not they’re targeted and things that might have been 
going on. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  So constant catchability with both of these.  All right. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  This may be a question for Bonnie; I just wanted to know if the Beaufort 
Assessment Model is one of the approved models in the toolbox as we’ve had these discussions 
in the past about the use of models, so is it an approved model? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  The stock assessment that they use in Beaufort is not in the toolbox right now, 
but it has been peer reviewed. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  And the reason I asked that question is because the last review workshop I 
attended, which was the Spanish mackerel and vermilion snapper, that question came up by the 
reviewers from CIE, and they were somewhat critical of the use of models that were not in the 
approved toolbox.  I need to understand that. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  The stock assessment toolbox is designed to streamline the stock assessment 
process.  The way it is set up is if a model has been peer reviewed to meet the standard to land in 
the stock assessment toolbox, then the model itself, the peer review is done.  The model has been 
peer review.  It does not preclude us from using other models that aren’t in the toolbox.  It just 
creates a higher bar for the peer review of those assessments.   
 
There are always going to be circumstances, species or life history implications, that may require 
the use of different models or modeling techniques and that is an acceptable scientific practice.  
It is just to do that, then you need to slow down and take the extra steps to see to it that the model 
that is used is peer reviewed. 
 
DR. BELCHER:  So, again, we accepted the red grouper assessment.  Since the stock was found 
to be overfished, the ABC was determined by applying our control rule for rebuilding stocks, 
which means that we use a probability of rebuilding equal to 100 percent minus the P-star 
percentage.  The projection stream for rebuilding needs to have a 70 percent probability of 
rebuilding by 2020, so that means that the P-star for the assessment was 30 percent. 
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DR. CRABTREE:  So what was the decision in terms of the proxy for MSY or how that was 
handled in this assessment? 
 
DR. BELCHER:  My understanding is it was still the assessment results suggest the F 30 percent 
as representative for the appropriate proxy of Fmsy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Okay, because my understanding was they used an actual estimate of Fmsy 
for red grouper, which I believe in this case corresponds to an SPR of around 28 percent; is that 
correct? 
 
DR. BELCHER:  I don’t have that number in front of me. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, how did they come to the conclusion to go with that? 
 
DR. BELCHER:  Again, I have the report in front of me, and all I have is it says that the fact the 
assessment results suggest F 30 percent may represent an approximate proxy for Fmsy, the South 
Atlantic grouper Fmsy was equal to 0.221; F 30 percent was 0.189; and F 40 percent was 0.127. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, and what I’m reading is that they estimated a steepness of 0.92 for it, 
and basically it says steepness of 0.9, again consistent with a proxy such as F 30 percent.  Again, 
I come back to red snapper where we’re using a steepness recommended by the SSC of 0.95, and 
it seems inconsistent with the line of logic that is being used in these reports which we’re basing 
the proxy choice on the steepness used.   
 
I don’t think the steepness is any better known for these stocks necessarily than red snapper, and 
it just seems to be an inconsistent thought process.  This SEDAR group seemed to come at it 
from a different perspective than the red snapper SEDAR group did, and that is creating issues. 
 
DR. BELCHER:  Well, I think that is a hazard of the fact that you have different peer-reviewed 
groups looking on every SEDAR.  They’re all going to look at it from a different approach and 
an angle.  I don’t think there is any guarantee that every group will have the same approach to 
the same problem. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I agree with you there, but that’s partly why we have one SSC that looks at 
all of these and one science center that is involved in all of these, and somehow the science 
center and the SSC have got to make sure that we’re being consistent on how we’re doing things.  
I think the center has got to ensure that there is consistency not only among the different 
SEDARs in the South Atlantic but region-wide, in the Gulf as well.   
 
Yet again I come back to the fact that we have these different reviewed SEDARs coming to 
different conclusions about reference points and coming at them from very different ways, and it 
doesn’t seem like anyone is coming in and bringing any consistence into that, which causes me a 
great deal of concern on it.   
 
I don’t want to belabor the point and I’m going to let it go now because I know we’re going to 
come back to this issue later when we talk about red snapper, but that is my concern with it.  It is 
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not necessarily any individual decision.  I think these are uncertain things and no one really 
knows what the answer to these are, but the problem is the process we’re using and the rationale 
for how we’re getting to them appears to vary from group to group, and we’re not being 
consistent about it. 
 
DR. BELCHER:  I guess my question to you, then, is the consistency a problem from the process 
or is the consistency a problem in the output? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  It is not consistent – it is consistency in the process and making reasoned 
consistent decisions.  If you have two separate groups that look at the same set of facts and come 
to different decisions, that is a problem for us.  You have to have good explanations for why you 
reached this decision here and you reached a different decision here, and in my view we don’t 
have those kinds of things in many of these cases, and that does pose a problem for us. 
 
I think a lot of this really gets back to the way we’re presenting the uncertainties of these things 
to the councils, and I don’t think we’re capturing the overall uncertainties. I think there are some 
real issues that need to be resolved in terms of who the appropriate body to make some of these 
decisions are, in fact.  I know there have been discussions with respect to the reference point as 
to who ought to get to decide that on the SSC.  I think there are a lot of those kinds of issues that 
just haven’t been adequately resolved, and they are creating a lot of problems for us. 
 
DR. BELCHER:  So I guess then my question back would be what kind of guidance would the 
council provide to us in terms of what you’d like to see us do in addressing those issues? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I don’t know, I think we’re going to have a lot of discussion about that.  
Unfortunately, we had to cancel the SEDAR Steering Committee that was to have occurred 
about two weeks ago, and I think we need to bring that group back together.  I think at least for 
the reference point issue that we need to have some sort of regional meeting where we make 
some decisions.  I think fundamentally we need to take a look at the whole SEDAR process.   
 
There is a balance between continuity between assessments and consistencies between 
assessments and doing the very best assessment you can do every single time.  I don’t think it 
serves management well when the scientific advice is fluctuating widely and bouncing around, 
and clearly it creates a lot of problems with us when we don’t have good explanations for some 
of those.   
 
I think what we need to do is find a better balance between maintaining some continuity between 
our assessments but not stifling them to the point where it is too difficult to make changes on 
things.  I think that is the balance we have got to work on.  It is not an easy one, but I think that is 
something we have got to work on. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Carolyn, partly to the questions Roy asked, in the black grouper assessment 
there was a lot of time spent talking about cumulative optimism, about the 30 percent SPR proxy 
values; and then right when we get into red grouper the same proxy value was used there also, 
and also the steepness is very similar in those two species and there was some discussion about 
that also.   
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To me it just seems like if an assessment is done in Beaufort, it is the best assessment there could 
be and anything else isn’t based on your discussions.  I have problems with the cumulative 
pessimism from the Beaufort Lab.  There are a number of inputs into a number of assessments 
that have cumulative pessimism from Beaufort, and I could outline those later.  I don’t want to 
do it now.  Why was the discussion of cumulative optimism in black grouper so much different 
than red grouper when two of the major input parameters were the same? 
 
DR. BELCHER:  I wish I could answer that question.  The hardest part with what we do is the 
report captures the essence of the conversations, and the report is agreed upon by the group as 
the accurate representation of what went on.  Those are the kinds of questions that unfortunately 
reading between the lines is something I can do, but that is my view of that.  It is not the SSC’s 
view of that.  I can’t really comment to why there is that apparent split in what you are proposing 
with the cumulative optimism versus cumulative pessimism. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  To Roy’s comment about the different groups of people reaching 
different conclusions, it was discussed when we had the SEDAR Procedural Workshop on 
uncertainty.  We had people from around the country and it was acknowledged at that point that 
one of the realities of convening these independent peer review panels is that you can have 
different groups of people looking at information and reaching different conclusions. 
 
It doesn’t usually come down to their looking at facts, straight, clear, unarguable facts in 
reaching different information, it is more of they’re looking at uncertain information.  That is 
kind of the situation that we’re in.  The proxies of SPR are not certain information and we don’t 
have a clear relationship between steepness and the appropriate SPR proxy that allows you to 
calculate that. 
 
I think he is right in that there should be some regional guidance provided that helps the SSCs in 
dealing with this.  We have three councils in this region and we have a lot of different situations 
and we have to deal with a lot of proxies.  It will certainly be helpful to get some guidance as to 
how we deal with it. 
 
We have seen the situation of red snapper and now these two assessments of different review 
panels looking at these and making different recommendations for proxy SPR levels in the case 
of black grouper versus red snapper.  In red grouper they have the estimate of Fmsy, which is 
what they used here and they accepted it. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Did you penalize the ABC on black grouper because of cumulative 
optimism? 
 
DR. BELCHER:  My understanding was that we looked at the tiered system.  In that one 
particular instance we felt that the wording – we changed wording within that with relative of 
insufficient to lacking, and that was what prompted the shift over.   
 
I’ve heard there has been much discussion about the ABC approach applied to data-poor stocks.  
Point of clarification; this was not applied to everything.  We did have specific instances where 
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we discussed other approaches.  Spanish mackerel obviously was one of the ones where that 
approach was not within this particular realm. 
 
This particular approach was suggested during the meeting.  We had had a meeting back in 
January to discuss some of the other methodologies that are currently out there.  We were 
planning to discuss those, but there was an approach that was put forward by one of the members 
of the committee to consider as a means to how we calculate ABC values for these stocks in 
which we have specific landings’ values.  He basically suggested a four-tiered approach where 
we look at indication of depletion. 
 
The way this works is that the assumption is when we’re dealing with landings’ data we 
obviously don’t have information or very limited information relative to the population structure 
itself.  We just have landing trends or available effort trends, so we really don’t have a good 
strong fishery-independent indication of what is happening with the stock. 
 
The thought was in that situation to be risk averse you would set an ABC to zero.  What this 
approach would do is then increment from zero based on indications of what is happening based 
on information that you have at hand.  One level of it was looking at an indication of depletion; 
is it depleted; and if it is not or if it is unknown, these are the weights in which we are going 
apply up to increase the landings’ amount. 
 
If there is no indication of depletion, we put it at 15 percent of – we were looking at median 
landings for the time series.  You would be at the point of 15 percent of the median landings for 
the particular species.  Those that play a critical ecosystem role; if the answer is no, that is 
another 15 percent, so you would be at 30 percent of your median landings. 
 
Because we have information relative to these PSA or the productivity susceptibility analyses, 
this gives us an idea are they low-risk, medium-risk or high-risk fish.  The lower risk gets you a 
20 percent added to that, which puts you at 50 percent of your median landings.  Then looking at 
the reliability of what we’re using for an OFL estimate, the more reliable it is the higher the 
weighting. 
 
This one is obviously more subjective than the other three are, but the considerations under it are 
outlined below that.  If we have landings and effort trends, that helps us with looking at the 
reliability; data issues, how well is the landings known; do we have species’ identification issues, 
those kinds of things; the length of the landings and effort time series, is it a component of a 
complex; the absolute range of the animals; discard removal concerns; and then fishery issues, is 
it a directed fishery, incidental or bycatch fishery.  All of those would help to determine some of 
this reliability around the OFL.  In essence, when you total those up, you would be at 75 percent 
of the median landing stream. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  So you started from zero and worked up? 
 
DR. BELCHER:  Right. 
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DR. CRABTREE:  All right, the guidelines are pretty clear that you start at the OFL and reduce 
based on the level of risk specified by the council and the characterization of uncertainty, so you 
guys just abandoned the guidelines?  Can you explain it to me? 
 
DR. BELCHER:  Basically, the explanation I can give is that the thought was without having 
more knowledge or better knowledge of what is actually happening with the stock itself, we had 
to set ABC to zero.  That was the premise on which this was built. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Where did that premise come from? 
 
DR. BELCHER:  That was what the group gave as a starting point.  When we put it out as a 
strawman to work with, the premise for this to work would be to build it up from zero. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Okay, how does taking into account critical ecosystem role play into taking 
the OFL and reducing based on the risk level specified by the council and the uncertainty? 
 
DR. BELCHER:  Well, it doesn’t reduce down; it comes up.  If it doesn’t have a critical 
ecosystem role in the sense that it is habitat or a forage component, then it would be fine to be 
increased from zero; but the more critical position it plays within the ecosystem, then obviously 
we have a higher degree of uncertainty.   
 
With that, I will take directed questions.  I know obviously the report you have is 22 pages long.  
A lot of what is in it is actually the numbers and what we have applied for the rules.  I can speak 
to certain things if you want.  I just didn’t know how best to pick and choose with everything that 
was covered in those three days. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Carolyn.  Further questions or comments for Carolyn on the SSC 
Report? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I have loads of questions, but I’m not sure it’s productive.  I look at, for 
example, an OFL of zero for sargassum.  It is incomprehensible to me how that could be 
scientifically defensible.  There is no rationale whatsoever in the document for it.  The fishery 
management plan for sargassum estimates MSY at 220,460,000 pounds.  There are all these 
kinds of issues with it. 
 
I think the data-poor control rule that they used doesn’t comply with the guidelines.  Clearly, 
whether to take into account whether a species has ecosystem importance or not is a council 
decision to be made.  I think taking into account the status of the stock is a council decision to 
make.  I can’t see where the levels of risk talked about by the councils were addressed at all in it. 
 
I don’t know, Mac, that it is worth going through all of this at this point, but it seems to me that 
we have a report that goes well beyond the guidelines and has a lot of issues involved with it.  
What we really need to decide at this point is what do we do with it and how we proceed with it.  
I don’t really want to sit here and pepper Carolyn with questions, and I don’t think anybody 
wants to listen to me do that either. 
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MR. CURRIN:  I agree, Roy, and I don’t think that would be productive.  We are going to have 
to deal with each of those issues on each of the species as we go through the Comprehensive 
ACL Amendment and other amendments that this committee is going to deal with and decide 
either collectively how to approach the data-poor species in a manner different than suggested by 
the SSC or pick and choose or get through it somehow.   
 
Are there any specific questions for Carolyn or anyone else about the SSC meeting and report?  
All right, I see none.  I have one, Carolyn.  I know that there was some not confusion – that’s 
probably the wrong word, but some desire by at least some of the SSC members, as you guys 
kind of got to the end of your meeting and felt you were kind of pushed, and there is some sense 
or feeling that there were some things that were discussed early that they might want to revisit.   
 
Does that jive with your recollection?   I guess the other question I would have is do you guys 
have any plans to get back together to further discuss the data-poor control rule or any of the 
other issues that you had at your last meeting?  Was there anything left undone in a general 
sense? 
 
DR. BELCHER:  In a general sense, yes, there is stuff that I think needs to be discussed again.  
We did have some things that we needed to revisit and talk more about.  I know that we were a 
little bit perplexed with some of the issues, especially as we were putting through the data-poor 
rule with the lack of our ability to look at particular data; time series-wise either because it was 
confidential, we can’t look at that.   
 
Basically, even in that situation, as you’re trying to define a time series, if we can’t see the data 
points how do we know what is best considered a stable time period.  Those were some of the 
discussions we had, and the best thing that we felt we could do was give a broad time scale that 
would encompass all, because obviously we were not able to see that information.  There was 
discouragement with that relative to requests for data that we had asked and hadn’t received.  
Yes, there is probably stuff that needs to be revisited. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Before we leave this, I just want to thank Carolyn for the excellent job that she 
does as chairman of the SSC.  This is not an easy task as I’m sure all of us know and certainly 
the folks in the audience have figured out.  It just is a very, very difficult problem that we have 
right now with respect to how does the SSC provide this information to the council. 
 
I don’t know of anybody that is really satisfied with the recommendations that have come out of 
this report, but that is not a reflection on you, Carolyn, and I just want you to know that.  I think 
everybody around the council would agree with that.  Thank you very much. 
 
DR. BELCHER:  Thank you, Mr. Chair, and we would appreciate any guidance that could be 
provided our way to kind of help keep the box defined.  I really feel like the group did put their 
best foot forward in trying to come up with a solution, but again I think parameter defines would 
be very helpful for us. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  I was just going to say that it bothers me a little bit that we refer to this as a 
control rule for data-poor species because in some cases I’m not sure that is an accurate portrayal 
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of what is going on.  There is data associated with some of these species and obviously somehow 
we’ve got to be looking at data other just landings’ data.   
 
For example, in golden crab market conditions play a big role; wreckfish, we’ve got CPUE 
values, things like that.  Somehow we’ve got to incorporate all of this data into the system and 
consider all of it.  I think, Carolyn, I read some comments in your report where the SSC wasn’t 
happy with just using landing streams because it is somewhat subjective.  I don’t know how we 
incorporate this other data, but to say some of these are data poor, there are other types of data 
available that somehow we’ve got to figure out how we can incorporate that into this overall 
assessment, I think. 
 
DR. BELCHER:  Yes, and some of that was why – you know, those considerations, as we were 
picking those levels, those were those lists under those two particular categories of how we were 
trying to justify of being more towards the top of the tier than the lower part of the tier as far as 
getting towards 75 percent in the median landings.  We did acknowledge, especially for things 
like golden crab and wreckfish where you’re dealing with issues of not a fully exploited fishery, 
but all you have are landings to go on; or in the essence of an ITQ System, it is a severe handicap 
that is coming out of us being restricted to a landing stream.   
 
The group did have great discussions about that, so it wasn’t as completely blinded as just 
applying a rule or not paying attention.  It caused quite a bit of discussion amongst the group 
because of that acknowledgement of what do you do when it is not a fully exploited fishery.  We 
have a feeling it is not but we still don’t know what the OFL is. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Carolyn, don’t take this as shooting the messenger because that is not what I’m 
trying to do and it is not what I’m going to bring forward.  There were three different places – 
and I read most of the minutes.  I didn’t get through all of them, but I was fascinated by the 
discussions and where you all went in different areas, but three of the things that came out – one 
thing that came out three different times – I should rephrase that – is that these low values 
coming out would be incentive from the top down – or the bottom up, actually – to get better 
data.  I mean, that was the crux of those statements. 
 
I mean, someone who has tried to get better data the better part of my life, that is probably not 
the best way to go about doing it.  That was very, very hard for me to read those comments in 
that vein.  I’m hoping this is not a common view among the entire SSC and the particular 
comments were made by a particular individual, so that’s – I’ll leave it at that. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And I picked up on that as well, Ben, and frankly that was deeply disturbing 
to me.  I thought it was interjecting politics and was completely inappropriate and unprofessional 
and had no place.  I guess one thing – just my personal opinion – I guess the sense sometimes, 
Carolyn, that the SSC has felt compelled to come up with a number, but my view is when you 
guys don’t feel like you have the information you need or just don’t feel like there is an answer 
you can give, don’t give us the number. 
 
Don’t feel compelled to go beyond what you think the science allows you to do.  Making 
judgment calls is the job of this council.  The SSC’s job is to come up with science.  If the 
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science isn’t there, then I would prefer you just say we don’t know and then the council can do 
the best they can with that.  I hope that you don’t feel compelled that you have to come up with 
numbers that you’re very uncomfortable with it.   
 
I haven’t been to that many of these, but I hope we’re not getting into that.  I do want to thank 
you for being here.  I know we’re a tough crowd and it is a thankless job and we do appreciate it.  
I guess, Mac, what we need to talk about now is what do we do with the report and how are we 
going to handle this.  I’m not quite sure how we decide if we’re going to just do this as we go 
through these amendments or how you want to do this. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, if anybody can see a way, Roy, to boil this down to a usable approach that 
we can then use as we go through the amendments, I’m happy to do that now.  If we don’t think 
we can, then I think we’re left with trying to deal with each of these species on an individual 
basis and discuss some of the things like the golden crab fishery and the wreckfish fishery that 
are under ITQs and handle those differently than perhaps some of the other data-poor species.  I 
don’t really know the best way to go about it. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I don’t think the data-poor control rule that they came up with is the one that 
I have any interest in pursuing.  I think that the place to take into account ecosystem’s 
importance and things like that is when the council sets the ACL.  I would like to see a much 
more narrowly defined process of deriving the ABC where you start with an OFL proxy of some 
sort and reduced based on uncertainty as laid out by the council. 
 
The question is whether we want to try to reconvene the SSC and go through this again or 
whether we’re going to need to just move ahead and make some choices about control rules and 
build our record and move on.  We are already running late on getting this done within the 
statutory timelines that we have to deal with.   
 
I don’t know when it would be possible to bring the SSC back together or whether we would be 
able to get the materials and really make much progress on that if we did that, but we’ve got to 
move forward with this document.  I think we’ve got to figure something out at this meeting as 
to how to do that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, I guess whether there would be value in bringing the SSC back together 
would be a question for Carolyn and John, and that was the intent of my question about whether 
there were things left undone and you guys felt a need and a desire to get back together soon to 
try to deal with some of those, and now you’ve got more to consider with the concerns that Roy 
has raised over the ABC Control Rule for data-poor stocks. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And since we do have OFLs for most things, if we select an ABC Control 
Rule as the preferred alternative, then it would be a simple matter to calculate the ABC based on 
that ABC Control Rule and the OFLs that we have; would it not, John?  I think that is easily 
enough done. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  Yes, I think it would.  I guess we’re in a bit of a – I mean, where we are 
in the legal realm and you have recommendations for ABC, I think you recognize that they’re 
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from a control rule which the council is considering not accepting, my understanding of what the 
Act says and the guidelines say about control rules is the control rule is chosen by the council 
and it’s done based on advice from the SSC.   
 
Perhaps if the council feels for various reasons the current data-poor control rule has issues that 
the council is not comfortable with, I think the council can clarify those and perhaps the SSC, 
when they can meet again, could get into this further.  This is not something that is set in stone 
once it is done.   
 
We’ve recognized it is something that can change over time.  Maybe the council can move 
forward with the OFLs and one of the alternative control rules, because you do have several 
alternative control rules within your documents.  One of the comments that was made by an SSC 
member along the way was kind of a plea for more explicit guidance from the council and asking 
for terms of reference.   
 
I think if the council is feeling that current iteration of this data-poor control rule is inadequate 
for various reasons, the more specific those are listed and the more specific guidance can be 
given to the SSC in terms of going back and what to consider and how do they incorporate the 
risk level, maybe we can build off the 10 to 40 percent that the council has given advice on.  
Then I think the SSC can probably take it up and work on this further.  Recall that the data-rich 
control rule took nine or twelve months to come to fruition, so maybe it just needs to jell a bit 
more. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I think this is a relevant portion of the guidelines to read into the record, and 
it says, “The guidance is clear that the control rule policy on the degree of reduction appropriate 
for a particular stock is established by the council.  To the extent that it results in the ABC being 
reduced from the OFL, the SSC is carrying out the policy established by the council.”   
 
I think that is pretty clear in case that it is our policy decision to establish the control rule that is 
going to decide how this reduction is and that the SSC basically provides us the basis and 
calculates it.  I think that is what we need to do here is to go through and define these control 
rules because I think a lot of this is a problem of the council not giving enough explicit guidance 
to the SSC on what we wanted.  I think we need to correct that at this meeting to the extent we 
can. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  It seems to me that what would help make the determination of whether we 
need to bring the SSC back together is whether we can go with the input from the SSC and just 
choose a different control rule or whether we need to provide guidance back to the SSC, get 
another recommendation from them and move forward.   Perhaps Monica could give us some 
guidance of whether we can actually go forward now without sending this back to the SSC or 
whether we have to send it back to the SSC with some more guidance.  As Roy pointed out, time 
is slipping away from us. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, and that is my biggest concern at this point.  Monica. 
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MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I think you have a couple of paths before you that you can choose.  
One would be to get much more definitive in the guidance you give to the SSC and send it back, 
reconvene, and see what they give back to you.  The other is to use a different control rule with 
the information the SSC has given you and see if you can work from there.  I would think that 
you’re not suggesting, though, changing the OFL that the SSC has given you in some of these 
circumstances when they have been able to give you the OFL? 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Not really. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:   Maybe as we work our way through this, we will see because I don’t 
think that you could necessarily reject their OFL and choose something different.  I think you 
would have to go back to them. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, and I would think we have to have some real well thought out and 
discussed rationale for rejecting that and sending it back. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Yes, I agree, building a good record is always a good idea. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, what are your thoughts, folks?  How do you want to proceed on this?  I 
know there is a lot of discomfort with the data-poor control rule or the ABC control rule for data-
poor stocks.  A number of specific things have been pointed out for specific species.  I’m getting 
the sense from the committee that we’re certainly not willing to accept that at this point from the 
SSC.  We can go along and try to develop an approach as best we can or we can provide more 
guidance to the SSC and ask them to come back and take another crack at it with what would 
have to be, in my mind, some very, very pointed guidance in a number of areas.  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, I can’t accept the recommendations from the SSC for the data-
poor species at this point in time.  I just think they’re unreasonable.  I can’t do that, but I also 
can’t, at this point, come up with a recommendation as to the direction the council needs to go 
other than I think we need to work real hard to resolve this.  I think we need to move on past this 
agenda item and sleep on this overnight and perhaps several people get together and come up 
with something that we can bring back to the council on Thursday or Friday and then make a 
decision on this at that time.  I just can’t do it at this point.  
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, I guess where it is going  to come to a head is in consideration of the 
Comprehensive ACL Amendment, which is where most of these species are; so perhaps if we 
defer to that point in the agenda any further discussion of this, that’s probably the best approach.  
Anything else anybody has got?  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Well, it is going to come to a head sooner than that because this discussion has 
done nothing to help us resolve the Spanish mackerel unknown OFL.  We still have to come to 
grips with that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  You need to get a little closer to your mike because Roy is having a hard time 
hearing you. 
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MR. GEIGER:  The discussion we’ve just had has done nothing to help us with the problem we 
have with the unknown OFL in Spanish mackerel.  That is another issue that needs to be resolved 
in some manner or fashion before we can move along in those final decisions. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  You’re out of order talking about mackerel during the Snapper Grouper 
Committee.  (Laughter)  No, you’re right, though, we will have to get back to that.  All right, 
anything else for Carolyn?  Thank you very much and I’m sure you will be hearing from us.  
Before we get into our next presentation, for the benefit of the audience I just wanted to let you 
know, if it is not obvious to you, the council is not going to take any action on any issues for the 
rest of the day. 
 
We’ve got presentations scheduled and so any action we take during this week will be after we 
have received your public comments tonight.  If that is not obvious to everybody, I just wanted 
to point that out.  All right, our next presentation is the Oculina Monitoring Report Outreach, and 
I think Kim is going to do that.  As a note, our next agenda item is the ACCSP Quota Monitoring 
Program and Mike Cahall could not make it here today.  He will be here tomorrow and we will 
start with his presentation the first thing in the morning. 
 
MS. IVERSON:  Mr. Chairman, very quickly I’d just like to give you a brief update on the 
outreach events for the Oculina Experimental Closed Area since our last March meeting.  Myra 
Brouwer was invited to represent the council at the Georgia Aquarium in March.  It was a 
teacher workshop primarily focusing on climate change and effects on the ocean.  We had an 
opportunity to talk about the effects of climate change in deepwater corals, so we were able to 
take our portable display to the Georgia Aquarium and have that set up. 
Myra presented a brief presentation on deepwater corals of the Southeastern U.S.; the biology, 
ecology and management of those corals, and the presentation was well received.  We also were 
able to distribute some of our MPA brochures and the Oculina Bank regulations brochures.  As I 
mentioned last night briefly, we are in the process of updating the South Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council’s general regulation brochures.  They are at the printer.  
 
We will have 40,000 copies ready within the next two weeks and those brochures will be 
dropped shipped to all of the state agencies and the federal law enforcement and the state law 
enforcement agencies, as well as many bait and tackle stores throughout the South Atlantic.  
Also concurrent with our meeting this week, the Capitol Hill’s Ocean Week is ongoing.   
 
The South Atlantic Council is represented by a booth at the NOAA Fish Fry and handouts are 
being given on the Oculina Bank as well as our MPA brochure.  The eight regional management 
councils are represented at CHOW, which is the Capitol Hill Oceans Week, all week, and the 
focus is on MPAs and managed areas.  We do have our brochures that are being distributed 
there.  That ends my report. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Kim, very well done.  Any questions for Kim?  All right, Steve 
Turner, I think you’re up next here from the Southeast Fisheries Science Center to give us an 
update or some information about the Quota Monitoring Program there. 
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MR. TURNER:  Thank you very much.  I wanted to talk about dealer reporting and quota 
monitoring, what we’re doing presently and what we’re hoping to do in the future.  What I’ll be 
talking about is dealer reporting data flow, the current pattern and the proposed pattern for data 
flow in the near future. 
 
I’ll be talking about a general southeast model that takes us to North Carolina as well the North 
Carolina specific model.  I’ll also be talking about reporting and monitoring timeliness, what is 
occurring now and what we hope to achieve in the future; proposed requirements and 
modifications; and some discussion points. 
 
This is a picture of the current data flow.  Basically, a dealer can report with electronic trip 
tickets, paper trip tickets.  They also currently report biweekly summaries or monthly summaries.  
The biweekly summaries and the monthly summaries go to the Southeast Fisheries Science 
Center.  The trip ticket information goes to the state.  The electronic trip ticket information goes 
through a company called Bluefin Data, Incorporated.  It is run by a person many people know, 
Claude Peterson. 
 
The data flows from the state to the commission, ACCSP or Gulf States Marine Fisheries 
Commission, from the commissions to the Southeast Science Center and then we often compare 
the summarized data from the trip tickets with what we get for the quota monitoring reports.  
Now, the quota monitoring that we’re doing covers Gulf reef fish, South Atlantic snapper 
grouper, South Atlantic black sea bass, South Atlantic mackerels and HMS species, sharks and 
tunas.   
 
In this model we really have two sets of raw data; the information that goes to the state and the 
information that goes to the Southeast Science Center so we try to compare the two and 
sometimes we find differences.  We often find differences and those are difficult to work out and 
resolve.  Now, this is the current situation in the Gulf of Mexico.  The addition here is we have 
the IFQ Program for red snapper, Gulf grouper and Gulf tilefish, but model otherwise is similar, 
but at this situation we now have three copies of raw data, three original data sets. 
 
We have the state data, we have the IFQ data and we have the Southeast Fisheries Science 
Center quota monitoring data.  Now, the Gulf also has one additional component that I think is 
worth modeling in that the Southeast Center port agents work with the states on cleaning up the 
data and really refining the data. 
 
Our port agents who are on the ground and the docks work with the states to correct the data and 
try to make it as clean as possible.  Now, the proposed data flow is in this slide.  It is a much 
simpler system.  We have electronic trip tickets and the states might require that all trip tickets be 
reported electronically, or they might have paper trip tickets as well. 
 
Electronic trip tickets would flow through Bluefin Data, Incorporated – I will show you an 
alternative model in a minute – to the states, and Bluefin Data would also route that same trip 
ticket information to the commissions.  Then we would do our quota monitoring essentially on 
the trip ticket data, so what this does is it eliminates the biweekly reporting of dealers to the 
Southeast Center so that we’re all working on one common data set. 
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Now, we would add the southeast port agents working with the states both in the Gulf and the 
South Atlantic, at least Georgia and South Carolina, and we’re already doing it with Florida on 
the auditing, so we would expand that program to try to improve data quality.  An alternative 
model would be that the federal trip tickets don’t go to the states; they go straight to the 
commissions, and state trip tickets then go to the state or electronically to the commission and 
then potentially back to the state or on paper to the state. 
 
As far as we’re concerned in terms of federal species in this model and the previous model, the 
data basically – the raw trip ticket data comes to the ACCSP and we do our quota monitoring off 
of that data set.  This approach used web-based data entry whereas the previous approach we saw 
on the other slide, BDI, they use a dealer reporting system which is on the dealer’s PC. 
 
That provides the dealer with their own copy of the information they have submitted.  In this 
model, if the data is sent by web to ACCSP, the dealer would then have to log on to ACCSP to 
get a copy of his own data.  They are different models.  The PC system often is a little simpler 
for dealers who are using less sophisticated communication with the internet, such as dial-up 
communications, but we’ll move into that in a minute. 
 
The proposed model would use electronic reporting of all trip tickets for dealers handling 
federally managed species.  We would accept reports to the states or the commissions as meeting 
federal requirements.  There would be only one report filed by a South Atlantic dealer replacing 
currently two to seven different reports that a dealer has to file roughly every two weeks or 
month.  For North Carolina there would be at least two reports.  I’ll show you some of that in a 
minute. 
 
We would do our monitoring on raw data received by the commissions.  Subsequently the states 
would be editing their data and transmitting that to the commission on their own timeframe; and 
as that new data was received, it would replace the raw data received by the commission, so we 
would over time work with the edited data for the quota monitoring.  We would assist the states 
– currently we’re assisting Florida – we would also assist South Carolina and Georgia with their 
auditing. 
 
The electronic reporting modes, one is the PC-based Bluefin Data System.  This is the system 
where the dealer has basically a data base of their own information, all their trip tickets retained 
on their system.  They can use this for their normal business function such as writing checks and 
other activities they need to do. 
 
This is currently the system used throughout the southeast.  There is a web entry system 
available at ACCSP now.  This is currently used in the northeast as well as this system. The 
Bluefin Data System, the PC-based system is used currently through the southeast.  Fifty-eight 
dealers in North Carolina are using this system, and those dealers have accounted for 45 percent 
of the total landings, almost 60 percent of the king mackerel landings, and 40 percent of the 
snapper grouper landings. 
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In Florida 62 dealers are using this system.  They account for 66 percent of the total landings, 91 
percent of the king mackerel landings and 65 percent of the Florida snapper grouper landings.  In 
both the Gulf and East Florida and North Carolina there is more than approximately 500 dealers 
using this system. 
 
The PC-based system, the benefits, the pros, the state is the original recipient of the data of all 
landings’ reports, so there is one responsible party for the definitive data.  There is one QA/QC 
System.  If the data were partly at ACCSP and partly at the state, maybe the state had their own 
data delivered – state species delivered to them on paper and the electronic data went to ACCSP, 
there would be two different auditing systems, so there would be work to make sure that those 
are producing equally high-quality results. 
 
A dealer with this system retains a copy of all reports in the accounting system and that 
information is backed up by Bluefin Data, Incorporated.  The problems with this system, the 
state must maintain the data base infrastructure.  They have to do their own auditing and receive 
the data and all those processes.   
 
Currently some states have a lower level of QA/QC at the data entry, the dealer level, than the 
ACCSP has with their web entry system, but that can be improved.  The South Carolina 
implementation is needed.  This has been funded.  ACCSP was given funds this year to 
implement this system, but that hasn’t been done yet. 
 
Georgia has some implementation.  They’re fairly far along, but it is not complete.  There are 
some problems here.  A final problem is there is a fee per dealer per year, so this system does 
cost some money.  The electronic reporting module, the other web entry system, the commission 
maintains this.  There is not a cost to the state or to the National Marine Fisheries Service.  The 
commission maintains it. 
 
They maintain the infrastructure and they have very good quality control procedures.  Ideally the 
state would log on to their system and actually do the auditing and editing.  Cons, if some dealers 
report on paper, then the states need to audit the data in two places.  States will likely need to 
maintain much of their current infrastructure just to be able to work with their history and to be 
able to report for their own uses.  In some cases dealers with dialup would have a difficult time 
with the web entry system because it is relatively computer intensive. 
 
Now, North Carolina is a little bit different.  It is not very different but it is a little bit different.  
Why is North Carolina different?  North Carolina maintains confidentiality for their individual 
data.  We do not have a memorandum of understanding of sharing confidential data with North 
Carolina.  We do have this with all the other states in the southeast as well as the Virgin Islands 
and Puerto Rico. 
 
The model is somewhat different, and the primary difference is that a dealer physically sends the 
data to the National Marine Fisheries Service and in a separate event sends data to the state, so 
now the National Marine Fisheries Service has a separate copy of the data, so now there are two 
copies of the data.  This information is then transferred to the ACCSP Warehouse as well as to 
the Southeast Fisheries Science Center for quota monitoring. 



  Snapper Grouper Committee 
                                                                                           June 8-10, 2010 
                                                                                                              Orlando, Florida 
 

 22 

 
We regard the state information as definitive, and so we work with them on a monthly basis to 
maintain copies of their data so that we have the most recent highly edited and highest quality 
data for the quota monitoring.  This is the current situation.  The proposal is basically something 
similar to what we have. 
 
Once again, we have two data streams, but the data will go straight to ACCSP.  We would 
eliminate the biweekly reports and back quota monitoring, and we would do our quota 
monitoring off the individual trip tickets.  Now we would have to work closely with the state to 
understand what of the raw data we have has been edited so that our quota monitoring can work 
off their monthly summaries when they’re available or the raw data as necessary. 
 
Generally on a monthly basis we’re getting at the Southeast Center updated data from North 
Carolina so we would be working on the raw data for roughly a month at a time and then using 
the edited data from the state.  There is a little bit of logistics to work out, but I don’t think it’s 
that difficult. 
 
Okay, moving on from data flow into reporting and monitoring timeliness, the current situation 
where we’re doing the quota monitoring based on half monthly and monthly summaries and the 
trip tickets going to the states, the data are due to the state ten days after the end of each month.  
My understanding is in many cases dealers are not timely with this. 
 
This data is subsequently transmitted to the commission and this can be anywhere from a week 
after delivery to the state to more than a year afterwards.  Eventually that data is passed to the 
Southeast Center and we compare it with our monthly summaries to try to understand what is the 
best estimate of what the landings have been. 
 
When the monthly summary – the half monthly and monthly summaries, we get this data within 
ten days after the end of a reporting period.  Now, roughly 20 to 25 percent of the reports in the 
South Atlantic are on the order of 10 to 30 days late and another 10 percent are greater than days 
late, so 30 to 35 percent of the reports are more than 10 days late. 
 
We have procedures to deal with this and try to account for the missing reports, but this is 
certainly a problem in our quota monitoring system.  We will do our monitoring by 15 days after 
a monitoring period.  Once this data, at least the preliminary data from the dealers, most of the 
dealers is in our data base, we will then do the quota monitoring and provide our estimates of 
what is going on with landings to the regional office for their quota monitoring program. 
 
With the new system, what we see and whether the data goes through web entry or however it 
goes, but whether it is web entry or the PC reporting system, we would expect with the 
information – we would hope that the information probably goes on a weekly basis to the 
commission and to the states. 
 
Potentially as necessary the dealers might be asked to report on a daily basis for situations where 
there is a very small quota or a very small amount of quota remaining.  We actually do this 
currently with I think it is Spanish mackerel in the Keys.  We’re doing this by telephone at this 
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point, but this system could replace that and that could be used with some of the very small 
quotas such as for sharks and potentially other South Atlantic species. 
 
ACCSP and the commissions do nightly audits of the data.  We would do our quota monitoring – 
for the weekly data I think we probably would be able to produce estimates of the status by the 
end of the following week and very likely even earlier than that.  For the daily reporting, when 
things are really critical, we think we could probably be doing our monitoring a few days after 
the fishing occurred. 
 
Proposed requirements and modifications; require permits for – and this is our recommendation 
and there will be discussions of some of these items in the next few minutes – require permits for 
a dealer handling any federally managed species; require permitted dealers to report all landings 
and not just the federally managed species.   
 
There is some language in the FMPs that need to be standard across the FMPs so that there is 
uniform treatment; and specifically include electronic reporting option at the Southeast Center 
director’s discretion.  This appears to be included in the current regulations, at least most of the 
regulations, but I think it would be sensible to specifically include it. 
 
The discussion points; these are the four points and then the next couple of slides I’ll go into 
some more details on them.  Should all dealers handling federally managed species be required 
to get a permit?  Which dealers should be required to report electronically; frequency of 
reporting, weekly, daily; and timeframe for a hundred percent dealers to begin reporting 
electronically. 
 
Should all dealers handling federally managed species be required to get a permit?  If so, this 
would really facilitate compliance monitoring.  We would know whether someone has reported 
or not.  It seems to be essential to be able to do good quota monitoring.  This is consistent with 
the northeast.  They require this, and so all along the Atlantic Coast there would be the same 
requirement. 
 
Which dealers should be required to report electronically?  The options seem to be all federally 
permitted dealers – this is essentially what I would advocate – selected federally permitted 
dealers or all newly permitted dealers.  We may over time – you know, this implementation may 
change from this to this or something of that nature.  Frequency of reports, weekly, daily, as 
needed – currently we’re using semi-monthly.   
I don’t think this is as useful for monitoring.  It is very difficult when you have a small quota and 
you only have data coming in every half month and it takes time to get the data in.  Timeframe 
for a hundred percent of the dealers to be reporting; do we require that a hundred percent of 
dealers report electronically in January of this coming year or do we phase it in and start with 
dealers that account for 95 percent of the landings or some other percentage?  How many years 
until a hundred percent of the reports are electronic?  Those are things to discuss.   
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Steve.  Questions for Steve on his presentation?  I had one, Steve, 
regarding the – you threw up a line that said you wanted to standardize the language across the 
FMPs; could you explain that to me? 
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MR. TURNER:  When I was looking at the FMPs recently, I noticed there were some slight 
differences, say, maybe with golden crab or a few of the different FMPs had slight differences in 
the language, so it would be sensible to take a look at it and make sure that the language across 
all the FMPs are the same. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And by that, are you talking about language regarding reporting requirements? 
 
MR. TURNER:  Yes, dealer reporting requirements; that is what I’m talking about. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  Thank you, Steve.  My questions have to do with money.  I’m assuming this is 
a cost savings; and if so, can you give us some idea of that; and then where is the savings going; 
and how much is it potentially costing for any changes that are being made to the user groups? 
 
MR. TURNER:  If the Bluefin Data approach is used, there would probably be some additional 
costs.  There are fees per dealer per year to work with that private company.  The place I see the 
savings is in the data entry side and in the much increased ability to monitor in a timely manner 
of what is going on with the landings and to be able to give the regional office information on 
when we expect the fishery to approach the quota level. 
 
I think that is an invaluable piece of information for both the fishermen and the fishery.  If the 
information comes in late and all of a sudden there is a major pulse in landings, if the quota is 
over and there are accountability measures, then that impacts the fishermen the next year, so it 
really behooves us to be able to get the data in as quickly as possible and in the highest quality to 
be able to monitor as best possible. 
 
The other thing is the duplicative reporting, two and three copies of the raw data, we’re 
embarking on procedures to try to begin lining up all of these data pieces to ensure that we’re 
getting the same information across the data bases.  If we end up with essentially one entity with 
the primary data and everybody working off that data, that is a far superior system and doesn’t 
require as much as this cross checking. 
 
Yes, we’d be comparing the trip tickets to the logbooks, but we wouldn’t be comparing the 
Florida trip tickets to the Southeast Center by weekly reports, so we would eliminate one area 
where we wouldn’t have duplication.  I think that is a benefit.  What would we do with the staff 
time?  We would use that to increase data quality and making sure we can do our quota 
monitoring on a timely basis.  We’re also going to be moving from monitoring a small number of 
species to monitoring a large number of species, and so we’re going to need staff to do that as 
well. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Steve, thank you for the presentation.  This council has addressed data need 
issues many, many times in the past and we have often recommended the use of ACCSP.  I’m 
glad to see that you seem to be embarking on a system now that will incorporate ACCSP.  We 
don’t need duplicative data through collection and management systems.   
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We just need one system that we can rely on and we can get the data we need for the purpose for 
which it is collected.  Mike Cahall will be here tomorrow.  I wish he was here today to hear what 
you had to say.  I don’t know whether you will be here tomorrow or not to hear what we ask 
Mike, but it is really important that we get this right.  I appreciate your presentation.  It looks like 
to me we’re on the right path, but I’m not positive of that yet so we’re going to be watching this 
very closely.  Thank you. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  There are some additional costs that weren’t mentioned that the user 
groups do have to bear if we’re going to do this electronically.  One is the initial investment and 
upkeep of the computer, including monthly connection fees and things like that.  That may sound 
like a small thing, but it may be just a part of doing business, but that is a part of the overall cost 
that is going not going to be paid for by some other group.  It is going to fall on whoever is doing 
the reporting. 
 
MR. MUNDEN:  What was your statement relative to dealing with the fact that North Carolina 
data are confidential? 
 
MR. TURNER:  Well, North Carolina has not signed a memorandum of understanding with the 
National Marine Fisheries Service and I believe the ACCSP on sharing confidential data, so we 
essentially receive data in an aggregated form.  The dealer codes that we receive, we can identify 
different entities but not who they are.  We just know that one entity caught this amount and the 
previous year that entity caught this amount.  We can track some entity but we can’t put a name 
on that entity.  We don’t see the detailed level individual transaction data.  Does that answer your 
question? 
 
MR. MUNDEN:  Yes, yes it does; and just as a follow, the state of North Carolina would never 
have gotten approval from the state legislature to put a trip ticket program in place had it not 
been for the fact that we had to guarantee that those data would be kept confidential, so we’re 
operating under state law. 
 
MR. TURNER:  And that is quite reasonable, and we work very closely with North Carolina in a 
variety of situations where we do have questions about individual trips and we think – you know, 
particularly in our HMS work, we work very closely on was this trip landed in Massachusetts, 
was it in North Carolina, we think it is this, and we’ll work with our logbooks and we’ll work 
with the North Carolina folks to really resolve these questions.  I expect that sort of close 
involvement would continue and the good working relationship we have with North Carolina. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  One thing that is clear from the presentation is it does require some action on the 
council’s part, and we have been around this before as to whether or not we really needed to 
change anything.  When we get to Amendment 18, we’ve got some data collection provisions in 
there; when we get to the Comprehensive ACL Amendment, we going to need to amend our 
other plans to address these recommendations that have been put forward.  We may need to add 
something to mackerel in order to pick that up. 
 
Because as we see these quotas, there are more of them, the overall quotas are lower and we’ve 
got tremendous effort shift.  Steve has pointed out what the cost to the industry is with 



  Snapper Grouper Committee 
                                                                                           June 8-10, 2010 
                                                                                                              Orlando, Florida 
 

 26 

accountability measures and paybacks.  We’re going to need to have daily monitoring of a lot of 
these species, if not all of them, to account for these lower quotas and data shifts.  We’re going to 
have to look to add actions to some of our amendments to implement these measures. 
 
MR. TURNER:  The Northeast Fisheries Science Center has been doing electronic reporting for, 
I don’t know, five years at least.  They started out with mandatory daily reporting, and they have 
switched to weekly reporting.  I think the dealers are required to report their landings from the 
previous week by Tuesday, so they’re doing quota monitoring on – you know, they do some 
quality control early in the end and by the end of the week they may be doing their estimation of 
where they are in their quotas. 
 
Now, the reason they switched from the daily to the weekly was it was just about impossible to 
do the compliance monitoring, so I think there certainly are going to be some situations where I 
think you would switch into daily monitoring.  As a quota gets approached, then you would need 
it with a quota that is really finely managed.  I would strongly suggest that you not consider 
mandatory daily reporting for all dealers.  It would be a big burden on the dealers and it would be 
a very large burden to do the compliance monitoring that goes along with that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Other questions for Steve or Gregg?  Keep in mind Gregg’s comments.  Rita. 
 
MS. MERRITT: Steve, has there been some outreach done with dealers to get their input or at 
least give them information on what your plans are? 
 
MR. TURNER:  Generally in North Carolina the state folks are doing that.  We talked with Don 
Hesselman about this, and they typically prefer to do it rather than have the federal folks do that.  
Really, one of the questions here is what is the timeframe that we would implement this sort of 
thing and make sure that there is sufficient time to do the outreach. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Anything else for Steve?  All right, thank you very much, we appreciate it.  
Bonnie, I think you’re on tap next to talk about the status of the Electronic Logbook Pilot 
Program, and are you also going to talk about the verification after that? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  Within the same presentation. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, that will work fine. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  Today I’m going to give the council an update on our progress on the 
electronic logbook program that we have initiated for headboats operating in the U.S. South 
Atlantic.  As part of that I’m going to give you just a very, very brief overview of also a 
complementary project that we’re doing in the Gulf of Mexico.  The headboat survey is being 
conducted by the Beaufort Lab within the Southeast Fisheries Science Center.   
 
Just a bit of a history of that program, the Atlantic Coast Survey, the Headboat Survey was 
begun in 1972 in North Carolina and South Carolina and then it expanded after that to include 
Florida, ultimately the Florida Keys and then became the full-time coverage for headboat 
sampling in 1982.  In 1986 we expanded the program into the Gulf of Mexico. 
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In the pilot study, just the background for establishing this, vessel operators in the pre-pilot 
program provide trip level catch-and-discard information, and that information is collected on 
paper logbook forms.  The reporting on this has been mandatory since 1996 and the requirement 
has teeth.  If you don’t report, it does impact your ability to get your annual permit renewed. 
 
This project is about a $50,000 project.  What we wanted to do was solicit some representative 
headboat vessels to pilot testing the software and the implementation of electronic reporting and 
then be able to report on those findings as a major step in considering implementing this on an 
operation basis.  This is a one-year project.  Again, it is looking at electronic reporting compared 
to the program that we have right now and in the comparison looking at reliability, accuracy, 
timeliness, compliance and cost. 
 
Right now, as we mentioned before, the current data process is that the forms are filled out in 
paper.  They’re picked up monthly.  They require some additional input by the port sampler to 
complete that form.  From a timeframe standpoint, from pickup to delivery of the electronically 
entered data, it is about a three-to-five-month lag, so it is quite long.   
 
The electronic form, in this pilot, to be successful, we’d like to narrow that down to a one-month 
turnaround.  Right now in the pilot we’ve got eight vessels participating, two from North 
Carolina, two from South Carolina, one from Georgia and three from Florida.  You can see the 
number of trips and the number of individual fish that they’ve reported on those trips. 
 
The way the program was set up was that we let contracts to develop the logbook system.  That 
has been completed.  We’ve decided on what data elements would be included and captured in 
the electronic system and that has been completed.  We’ve got the reporting system completed, 
and right now we’re in the actual data collection phase where people are using the electronic 
system and reporting via that system.  We continue to monitor the performance of this system.   
 
Also, what is going on – we’re getting into the validation component here – is that what we want 
to do is a comparison of electronic reporting relative to paper reporting and then validation in 
terms of dockside validation.  All of that is ongoing right now, and we will bring the program to 
a close in February and be able to report out on our findings.  Again, the paper versus the 
electronic comparisons, we’re looking at the reliability, accuracy, compliance, timeliness and 
cost.  Those are the features that we’re evaluating in this comparison.   
 
Dockside validation is a critically important element in terms of validating self-reported data, so 
there are two phases of that.  One is validating what species we actually saw, basically validating 
the catch; and then, secondarily, it is validating the effort; are we actually accounting for a 
hundred percent of the trips that went out.  Both of those elements are critical in understanding 
the catch on those headboats. 
 
The last step is to conduct exit surveys of the project participants and generate the final report 
and then actually discuss what our findings are in terms of what it would take – you know, first 
of all, do we deem this as a successful pilot and then, secondarily, what would it take to 
implement this as a region-wide approach to sampling.   
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Now, in the Gulf of Mexico MRIP has initiated the second complementary project, and this is 
also in the for-hire industry but it is focusing on charter vessels.  It is a new project that just 
kicked off last month.  It is a Gulf of Mexico Project, but they’re focusing in two subareas of the 
Gulf of Mexico.  That would be Port Aransas, Texas, and the Florida Panhandle. 
 
The plan is to actually select 388 charter vessels with federal reef fish and pelagic permits in the 
study area.  They would be selected randomly and the participation would be mandatory.  The 
purpose of this, again, is to demonstrate what would this look like if you were really going to 
implement it charter fleet wide as opposed to asking for volunteers and kind of cherry-picking 
volunteers. 
 
We feel like it will give us a better feel for what this would look like in the full fleet.  The 
selected vessels will be required to report trip level and catch and effort.  Again, the compliance 
is mandatory and it is linked to their annual permit review.  They would be required to do weekly 
reporting with incentives for electronically reporting.   
 
Again, the study design includes validation for self-reported catch and effort, and that would be 
looking at if a trip went, did it show up as reported; if a person reported a certain level of catch, 
is that what we’re seeing when we do the dockside validation.  This project is a larger project.  It 
is about $450,000.   
 
Again, we’re going to notify the selected vessels.  I just signed the letter to go out to all permit 
holders, letting them know that selection letters would be coming.  The timeline for this is that 
we will begin the electronic reporting tool in May – the proposals have been received for that – 
the selection of a contractor in June.  The vessels will be selected and outreach meetings will be 
held June or July.   
 
We will hold large outreach meetings where we actually talk to them about what is expected of 
them, how they fill out these forms and why we’re doing this to make sure they fully understand 
what the purpose of the program is.  The actual mandatory reporting begins in August.  That is 
scheduled to be a one-year project; again, very complementary to this effort because everything 
we learn in each of these two components we would hope it would be transportable and usable 
region-wide. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Are you getting discard data; and the catch area, is it those large statistical grids 
that have proved unusable everytime we have gone to use them, or are we looking at catch by 
depth? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  We are asking for discard data.  In terms of the scale of the grids and the 
depth, let me check on that and get back to you and make sure I give you the correct answer. 
 
MR. SWATZEL:  I’ve actually got a boat that is participating in that, and the grids are a lot finer 
than what you have seen in the past.  Although it doesn’t deal with depth, it is a much finer grid 
scale. 
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MR. CURRIN:  Is depth one of the parameters selected? 
 
MR. SWATZEL:  Only the issue of distance offshore, but it doesn’t really deal with the issue of 
depth, but you do have a fairly fine grid scale, finer I think than what we have been seeing in the 
past. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  In the distance offshore, Tom, how are you guys measuring that and is it 
accurate? 
 
MR. SWATZEL:  Well, it is only simply asking whether you’re beyond three miles is the only 
issue of distance offshore I guess to figure out whether you’re in federal waters or not, but you 
do have a grid that you apply to where you fished.  It is relatively fine. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Well, Tom, within that grid how fine can one determine what the depth was?  
Does the depth run from 30 feet to 120 feet or 50 feet to 75 feet; what is the fineness of the depth 
in the grid? 
 
MR. SWATZEL:  I would have to go back and look at the scale.  I couldn’t tell you that off the 
top of my head. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  It is such an important component. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Bonnie, with regard to the collection of data for red snapper, in the event that 
there is a closure and it continues, is MARMAP still going to be the principal use or are you 
working on another system to expand independent sampling? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  I am so glad you asked that because that is the next presentation. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, I don’t want to harp on this but depth is such an important 
component of everything that we’re doing now with respect to discard mortality and all that, 
we’ve got to have a way of collecting depth information. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  It would seem to be – especially if you’re considering going to a new system – 
pretty easy to put that box on an electronic recording device.  I know it has never been done in 
the headboat survey.  I’m glad you flashed that up, Bonnie, because I did see some room right 
down there in the bottom left, near the signature, both above and below where we could put a 
little box and collect some depth information.  It is critical.  I hate to harp on it as well, but we’ve 
got to do this and we’ve got to start now. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  I actually agree.  I will talk to the folks and find out whether their intent was to 
use the smaller-scale grids as a proxy for depth, which depending upon the relief of the area that 
you’re working in, could be adequate or could be inadequate.  If you’re in a high-relief area 
where the gradient is highest, a small grid could still end up having an extremely broad range of 
depth.   
 



  Snapper Grouper Committee 
                                                                                           June 8-10, 2010 
                                                                                                              Orlando, Florida 
 

 30 

I’ll talk to them and ask them that question, whether their intent was to try and nail depth by 
nailing locations.  But even if that were true, I wouldn’t think that there would be harm done in 
having a redundancy in there and asking for both. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I don’t think so, either.  I think it would be great.  What has the initial response 
been like from the pilot project of the people involved?  Tom didn’t say anything negative about 
it at least.  Have people been relatively accepting and okay with the way it is going? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  Yes, I asked that very question and the response I got is that the people that are 
running this system are actually quite happy with that.  That has been a few months now since I 
asked that question.  I will ask the question again and find out if that is still true. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, I hope you will get feedback from participants on how it can be improved 
and made simpler and easier. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  Absolutely, and that is a very important point, and in fact that is what the 
intent of the exit interview is, which is to close that feedback loop to make sure that if there is 
anything we can do to make the system more usable for us, we certainly will venture into that 
area, but we also want the system to have utility for the folks who are running it on their boats.  
That feedback loop is very important.  If people like the system and they perceive a benefit by 
using this system themselves, it generates incentive to actually use it and use it correctly. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And my last question is, is it a PC-based system or is it a stand-alone little unit 
that they have to turn in or plug in somewhere? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  I haven’t seen it.  I think it is PC based. 
 
MR. SWATZEL:  I’ve actually got it on this computer.  It is PC based.  You just download the 
software and install it. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you very much.  Any other questions about the electronic monitoring 
pilot program?  All right, thank you, Bonnie, we’ll let you go into your next presentation. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  All right, on to Mr. Geiger’s question; as you know, the Southeast Fisheries 
Science Center received FY 10 funding this year to improve fishery-independent sampling in the 
South Atlantic Region.  This is a critically important element to our sampling right now in light 
of the fact that we’ve disrupted the flow of fishery-dependent information into the system, and 
those fishery-dependent data had been an important input into the stock assessment process. 
 
What we need to do right now is make sure that the fishery-independent data are sufficiently 
robust to serve as a primary input into those stock assessments to make sure those stock 
assessments are strong and reflect the current state of the stocks in the South Atlantic.  What I’m 
going to do is talk a little bit about what kind of progress we’ve made since receiving the news of 
the increase for South Atlantic fishery-independent sampling. 
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Some of the needs that we feel we need – and this is based largely on the workshop that we had 
talking about fishery-independent requirements in the South Atlantic that was participated in by 
people from APs, from this council and scientists from throughout the region.  Certainly, what 
we needed is to expand the geographic scope of the sampling that we’re doing and make sure 
that we had larger spatial coverage.  We wanted to use gears that improved the species’ 
representation that we’re finding in the ecosystem.  Certainly, we needed something that could 
sample red snapper effectively.  
  
What we’ve done to increase the survey effort is we’ve actually added a second vessel to sample 
the MARMAP protocol.  What that will do is increase the spatial resolution of the sampling that 
we’re doing and also not only the spatial coverage but the resolution of the sampling that we’re 
doing.  It basically touches on the sample size issue. 
 
A second thing that we’ve done is we’ve incorporated video cameras as a survey gear.  This has 
been used with great success in the Gulf of Mexico, and so we’ll add that into the South Atlantic 
and create a data stream using that in the future.  The implementation of video gear addresses 
some of the trap selectivity issues that we are struggling with in the South Atlantic and gives us a 
second way to validate what we’re seeing out in the environment in a fishery-independent 
method. 
 
It also allows us to do some direct comparisons – if we hold the methodology static some 
comparisons between South Atlantic reefs versus Gulf of Mexico reefs, which I think will be 
informative.  The area that we’re going to focus our surveys on range from Georgia through 
Northeastern Florida.  By increasing again the resolution of our sampling, it will increase the 
quality of our indices of abundance for red snapper. 
 
It will also give us characterization of the demographics of those species, the age structure, the 
size structure and sex ratios of that stock.  We also are going to be doing some work on the shelf 
break, quantifying the abundance and age structure of red snapper there.  Again, this is between 
the areas off of Georgia and Florida.   
 
This is a question that has been brought to us by the fishing industry.  The question posed was is 
there a cryptic biomass, are there fishes that are not susceptible to fishing by vertical line 
techniques of the shelf break where the waters are deep, the currents are running more strongly?  
The hypothesis is that there is an unexploited pool of fishes out there since we’ve taken bottom 
longline fishing off the table, and that those fishes, because they’re underexploited, have a 
different age structure than the ones in the shallower areas that are receiving the higher effort. 
 
This has been something that has been posed by the fishing industry.  We tackled it last summer 
by sampling quite heavily during the spawning season.  We saw not a great deal of difference 
between the age distribution last summer because of that effort and the times that we have 
sampled before, but this is going to be a new approach. 
 
Again, we’re looking for – is there a pool of fish out there, is the age distribution different, and 
then the third issue is what percentage of the fishes off that shelf break, is that of the total 
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population.  We are going to do this study as a cooperative study.  We’re going to be using 
commercial vessels and using bottom longline gear to tackle that question. 
 
This is just kind of what we’re looking at in terms of the sample design.  We are going to be 
sampling across a series of transects and running longline gear along these transects that going to 
run across the shelf and across the reef break, again to be able to get the samples and do those 
comparisons. 
 
In addition to this, we are going to be working off the research vessel, the Pisces, in this area, 
One of the second ways we’re going to take a look at this is by running some ROVs off the reef 
break to be able to take a look at what those ecosystems look like out there, what the habitat 
looks like and to be able to look at assemblages in that area.  Another area of interest that we 
have that we’re going to tackle with this fishery-independent sample is to look at juvenile red 
snapper habitats in the shallower waters. 
 
We’re focusing on 50 to 100 areas of hard bottom within 50 to 100 feet.  We will rely on input 
from the recreational and commercial industry to talk to us about areas that they think we should 
be focusing on for this study.  It is a combination of habitat characterization and looking at 
densities in some differentially successful habitats. 
 
Another thing that we’re going to be doing is using multibeam to identify and characterize hard 
bottom areas and then also to be looking at hydroacoustics as a potential assessment tool.  This is 
very tricky for species that are bottom-associated, but it is something that we do want to take a 
look at and evaluate the effectiveness of hydroacoustics.   
 
This again will be done on the Pisces, and the Pisces has an ME-70, an instrument that is on the 
dicing class of ships, and we will be taking a look at this and looking at its potential as another 
means of sampling in comparison to some of the more traditional gears.  Again, we’re going to 
be focusing on red snapper.  That is where one of our key immediate needs is.   
 
We want to improve the indices of abundance and population characterization by increasing the 
spatial coverage and also the resolution of that coverage; address the cryptic biomass question 
through that bottom longline cooperative study; and then also look at habitat for juvenile species, 
particularly for red snapper.  We will be adaptive.  We’re going to use the results that we obtain 
in 2010 to inform the work that we will do in the future years. 
 
I think we have covered most of this; again, increase sample size so it increases the precision of 
the information and then the addition of the new technologies, the acoustics, the camera gear in 
this to kind of enrich the fishery-independent data that we’ve got for stock assessments.  Some of 
the work that we would like to do is more multibeam mapping to kind of groundtruth the habitat 
quality issue. 
 
What that allows us to do is refine our sampling plans and stratify those sampling plans by 
habitat quality.  Again, we already talked about using acoustics as a potential tool for these reef-
associated fishes.  And then gear comparisons; if we add to the methods that we’re already using 
for fishery-independent samples, some new technologies, what we will want to do is look at the 
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selectivities of these various gears and find out are there strong correlations among those gears; 
so that if you only can use one gear in one area, how would that relate to what you could have 
caught using the other gears.  Again, this is just a way to try and get more science for the dollar 
by comparing all of these methodologies to one another to look for correlations.  That is my 
presentation. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Bonnie, very much.  Questions for Bonnie?  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Thank you, Dr. Ponwith, that’s pretty impressive in terms of expanded 
independent sampling.  I do have a couple of questions, however.  I assume that using the video 
cameras in conjunction with the standard Chevron trips in the MARFIN Program are going to be 
used as the vehicle to apply abundance in areas sampled. In that data workshop it was identified 
that the Chevron traps on the Atlantic side used in the MARMAP Program do not capture red 
snapper very well.  There are relatively small numbers of samples over time, and that begs the 
question of how we’re going to get to the hard parts and actually age the fish. 
 
You can look at abundance, you can look at sizes but you can’t really age them unless you’ve got 
the hard parts.  I understand that you’ve got the longline sampling program but that is limited, so 
what are the long-term plans for gathering hard parts for aging purposes of red snapper? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  Yes, that is a really good point.  This year we will be getting an across-shelf 
look at the age composition based on the longline fishery, so that is going to be a real boon for us 
in terms of a synoptic snapshot of the age distribution.  To the extent that those Chevron traps do 
not catch red snapper, we’re going to have to augment and do some directed sampling in future 
years. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  And to that point, apparently there is evidence that red snapper in the Gulf trap 
very well in the Chevron trips, which I’m told are identical, and we don’t understand why.  Has 
there been a direct comparison made between the type of traps that are used in the Gulf and the 
South Atlantic? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  I would have to look at that and find out if there has been a direct comparison.  
I know it is not an unprecedented feature.  I know there is a trap fishery for lobster in the North 
Pacific, in the Northwest Hawaiian Islands it is a very common way for them to harvest lobster.  
The exact same species in the South Pacific won’t go in a trap if you beat them with a stick.  It is 
just an interesting phenomenon.  I will make a note of that and find out the answer to that 
question. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Bonnie, when they do the longline and they get a representation of age 
structures, inshore versus offshore, how quickly will the managers be able to use this 
information? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  We anticipated that you were going to ask that question.  What we’ve decided 
is that the Southeast Fisheries Science Center is going to maintain responsibility for collecting 
those hard parts and aging those hard parts so that we have full control of expediting that, to get 
that done as absolutely quickly as possible.  To accommodate that, we’re going to be working 
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very closely with our state partners to make sure that we’ve allocated the other aging work that 
we’re doing in such a way that it frees us up to be able to get in there, dive in headlong, and get it 
done as quickly as possible. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Are we talking about six months, a year, two years? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  No, we would like to have those data available so that they can inform 
decisions that are going to be made in December. 
 
DR. McGOVERN:  I had an answer to George’s question about the Chevron traps.  The 
Chevron traps that are used in the Gulf of Mexico are the exact same Chevron trips used by 
MARMAP.  MARMAP actually gave those traps to the Panama City Lab.  Part of the reason 
why they might not be catching red snapper – they catch them in the Gulf of Mexico in the 
Chevron traps, but MARMAP has probably not sampled a whole lot where most of the red 
snapper are.  Most of the sampling has been done off of South Carolina, Georgia and not so 
much in the area of greatest abundance of red snapper, and so that might be part of the reason 
why they haven’t had great catches of red snapper over the years. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  A couple of questions, Bonnie.  First of all, I know that you’ve been working 
with the fishermen to come up with this fishery-independent monitoring program.  Now that you 
have kind of developed it and have a plan of action, have you taken it back to the fishermen and 
asked them what they think about it?  I’ve said all along that you can convince the council that 
your program is sufficient, but it is critical that you convince the fishermen that it is sufficient.  
Where do we stand with respect to that? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  Well, we have been consulting fishers in the development of this, and we 
certainly relied heavily on advice that we got on fishery-independent sampling in the workshop 
that we had last fall.  I guess what I would say is this represents another opportunity to obtain 
input.  If there are still concerns or additional questions that we could make modifications to add 
new hypotheses into the study or to do modifications of the methodologies, we certainly can 
obtain that input. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  I would encourage you to go back to those people that maybe were somewhat 
critical at the workshop and make sure that they are happier or if they’re not explain to them why 
you’re doing it the way you’re doing it.  I’m not sure all of them are satisfied right now.  The 
second question is you suggested the need for more multibeam mapping.  What are you talking 
about; are you talking about a million dollars two million dollars, another vessel, what are you 
talking about? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  No, the Pisces is going to be out doing fishery-independent sampling.  The 
Pisces also has an ME-70 on board.  We will be running the ME-70 while we’re doing the 
fishery-independent sampling.  What that will do is enable us to add to existing knowledge about 
the characterization of hard bottom areas that we’re working in.  That would be the plan, to be 
running the ME-70 to be able to gather these data and use improved knowledge about bottom 
characterization to help us better stratify our sampling regimes, which ultimately gives us higher 
levels of precision in the way we gather those data. 
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DR. CHEUVRONT:  Bonnie, it is looking like there is a pretty good handle on some data 
collection issue related to red snapper here, but we have another major data collection need that 
we haven’t really addressed yet.  That is with the 17B closure, which is being closed for speckled 
hind and warsaw grouper for which we have virtually no data.   
 
This is a larger closed area than is probably going to end up in effect for the red snapper, and we 
have absolutely no plan for figuring out how we’re ever going to open this back up again.  My 
concern is that we’ve got to figure out a way to collect some data for this deepwater closure as 
well.  I realize that there may not be the number of constituents who are impacted by the 
deepwater closure as are impacted by the red snapper closure.   
 
I understand that and I’m not grousing over that at all, but I think we need to be looking beyond 
red snapper at this point and figuring out where we’re going to be going with some of these other 
things.  I know you ended up getting only a fraction of the amount of money that was requested 
as a result of that workshop; I was there.  I think you probably ended up getting about a tenth of 
what that workshop said we really needed. 
We have got to do something to get more money to do some of these other things because we’re 
shutting people out of fisheries in a huge swath of ocean that we have no idea of how we’re 
going to collect the data.  My question to you is are we thinking beyond just red snapper at this 
point or are we just saying this is what we’ve got and this is what we’re going to deal with? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  I will say that red snapper was really central in our minds as we did the 
sampling plan for 2010 for obvious reasons.  The 2010 plan then will inform how we move 
forward in the long term in the future.  I think you’ve raised a really good point and the point is 
carefully noted.   
 
As we evaluate in retrospect how these new additions to the 2010 data went, what is giving us 
the most information per dollar in terms of our understanding of the demographics and the 
distributions and the abundances of the full range of reef fishes we’re responsible for, what 
should that long-term program look like; and if we were to get an infusion of new money, what 
would be the next top priority, how would we adjust the program.  It is a good point. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Thanks, Bonnie, and I think this gives a lot more comfort to people.  Is the 
way you envision this is that the results of this with respect to the selectivities, which I think is 
the real issue, we would get those sometime around the December council meeting, and we could 
then use that information to choose what the appropriate base run would be? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  That is correct, our intent is to get these data, get the otoliths read just as 
quickly as possible, and be prepared for those otoliths to inform the decisions regarding the 
selectivity. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Bonnie, are you familiar with the work done in the Southwest Fisheries Science 
Center on rockfish?  There was a concern out there that the rockfish had pretty much 
disappeared, but the science center entered into a contract with two to three fishing vessels out 
there.  They were able to use acoustic monitoring and actually identified individual species of 
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rockfish and found that the species was in much better shape than they thought it was in.  I don’t 
know whether you’re familiar with that work or not, but we had presentations on it at the last 
council chairmen’s meeting and it was pretty impressive. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Bonnie, I have one question for you, too, and that is regarding sampling 
frequency for the work that you’re doing.  I’m sure it varies among the different programs that 
you’ve got going on in this fishery-independent program.  I ask about the sampling frequency 
because of a concern about coverage of spawning areas or the time of year when the fish 
primarily spawn. 
 
As you indicated, we heard from fishermen that we weren’t sampling in these deep areas where 
these big fish live.  By the same token, I heard from fishermen that we were sampling at the 
wrong time of year up on the shelf, we didn’t collect enough otoliths during the time when the 
fish moved from the deep water to the shallow water.  Being able to sort that out, if that occurs 
and when it occurs, might shed a lot of light on our interpretation of the data that we do have. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  Thank you, that’s an important point.  In fact, that was something we talked 
quite a lot about and that was rather than fishery-dependent data for this suite of stocks, that we 
need to sample to for this to actually do some fishery-independent targeting of spawning 
aggregations in known spawning areas as a highly efficient way to look at the cross-section of 
age distribution of spawning adults.  That certainly is something that we’ve talked about and is 
under consideration.  We would rely heavily on input from the industry to help us narrow down 
those areas if that were determined statistically to be the way that we wanted to tackle improving 
the sample size on that. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Bonnie, this change to the fishery-independent survey method, how many years 
will it be before that methodology is assessment ready? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  Well, when you go to a SEDAR Data Workshop, typically the reaction is when 
you have a brand new data stream, they like to see – this is a broad-brush generalization, but they 
like to see three years worth of data before they’re comfortable saying these data represent a 
trend, but that is when you’re looking at trends’ data. 
 
For example, the incorporation of the video cameras into this system, if that were the only thing 
we were doing, we would like to see three years of those data prior to saying these data represent 
a trend.  But, but, what we’re also doing is comparing how the video camera fishes relative to the 
traps and how the video camera fishes in the South Atlantic relative to the Gulf. 
 
By doing those comparisons and doing them in a way that are statistically robust, we can actually 
kind of calibrate against those different approaches to see if there were strong correlations.  If 
there are strong correlations, that may enable us use those data as a time series earlier by using it 
as a proxy for additional data of the other methodologies.   
 
The bottom longline gear, this is the first year we’re using it and so it is the first year in our time 
series; but that said, we would use those data as an indicator of how well our other 
methodologies are representing the full demographics, the full age distribution of the red snapper 
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out in that system, so we would be able to use – that is a discrete hypothesis, a discrete scientific 
question, so we would be able to use those data for that question immediately.  The answer is it 
depends. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Bonnie, very much.  Of course, we’re all anxious to see some of the 
results come out of this, and it sounds like you’re on line to provide us with some indications 
before too long.  Thanks for the hard work you did in arguing and receiving the funds to do this.  
It is critical.  Okay, our last presentation for the evening will be by Frank Helies.  Frank is with 
the Gulf and South Atlantic Fisheries Foundation.  He is going to talk to us about their bandit 
reel observer program. 
 
MR. FRANK HELIES:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  We’re going to kind of shift gears here 
into some fishery-dependent information.  My name is Frank Helies.  I’m program director at the 
Gulf and South Atlantic Fisheries Foundation.  This project is two awards of cooperative 
research.  The first was 200 sea days and we got a continuation for an additional 100 sea days. 
 
I’m going to present the scope of the project and Scott Raborn here from LGL will present the 
data analysis.  Some of the people involved on this project, Captain Mark Marhefka was 
instrumental in getting some of the fishermen to participate.  Daniel Parshley was coordinator.  I 
collected about 80 percent of the data with Phil Antman.  Lindsey Parker is our South Atlantic 
Regional Coordinator.  Phil is the data manager and Scott did all the data analysis. 
There were two primary objectives of the project.  The first was to characterize the catch and 
discards in the South Atlantic Snapper Grouper Bandit Reel Fishery.  Secondarily to that, we 
wanted to look at influences on the condition on the discards.  Vessel participation was voluntary 
and therefore non-random.  This was not a forced observer program upon the guys. 
 
We placed observers for each sampling trip randomly among the participating vessels.  All the 
observers underwent detailed training prior to deployment and were NOAA Fisheries certified.  
This included safety and survival training, sea turtle handling and resuscitation training.  Vessels 
were asked to fish under normal conditions.  We presented the first year of this data at this exact 
meeting two years ago, and that was one of the questions we received. 
 
The council was leery about the fishermen fishing normally, I guess, when there is an observer 
on board.  Data collection was conducted from January 2007 to July 2009.  There were 41 trips.  
We went out of ports as far north as Morehead City, North Carolina, and as far south as Mayport, 
Florida.   
 
Some of the things that were recorded, there was trip number, station number, fishing time, 
number of hooks set and sampled.  All the different rigs were categorized on different forms, 
date, statistical zone, species, the length of randomly selected individuals.  We tried to measure 
as many as we could, as well as weights.  Weights become kind of problematic when you’re out 
at sea.   
 
Condition of each sampled individual when brought on board; this was a scale of one to four, one 
being normal, two being stomach protruding, three being eyes and stomach, and four is dead on 
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arrival.  The fate of all the individuals was basically kept versus discarded or if it was kept for 
bait.  Scott. 
 
MR. RABORN:  We kept up with the total catch for each species.  For effort we used hook 
hours. I won’t go into the details on how we estimated hook hours, but we came up with an 
algorithm.  I want to make a note that we also incorporated the missing zeroes for stations where 
we fished but we didn’t catch a particular species, which is a common error in data analysis.  A 
lot of times analyzers will just use stations where they had positive catch, but we didn’t do that. 
 
We reported the catch-per-unit effort as number of individuals per 100 hook hours.  I just 
arbitrarily chose a hundred hook hours.  You can move the decimal point back and forth to get 
per hour or per thousand hours.  When you’re trying to characterize catch and discards, you try 
to stratify to try to improve your accuracy.  You do it by a statistical zone or some metric of area. 
 
You can do it by depth and then you have different time metrics.  A lot of times you wind up 
with missing cells; and to fill in those missing cells, what is commonly done is you use a 
generalized linear model.  In this instance I chose a negative binomial regression model.  A 
negative binomial distribution approximates these data, which are discrete and have a lot of 
zeroes.  There are other distributions you can choose, and I’ll talk a little bit more about that 
later.   
 
For this model, I looked at dependent variables; the kept catch, which is the catch that was 
eventually sold and then the catch that was used for bait.  We lumped those two together.  Then 
you had the discarded catch.  To describe these dependent variables, we had four categorical 
variables; year, trimester, statistical zone and depth, and then a continuous variable.  Now, the 
statistical zone – I’ll show you where they were in a minute – you can really change this if you 
want to, if you want to come up with some more biologically relevant metric. 
 
We have latitude and longitude for every station that we fished, so we can group it however we 
need to.  These results are kind of preliminary in that respect as there is a little bit more work to 
be done on refining the models.  I went with 30-foot increments.  I tried a greater resolution at 
depth, but it results in too many missing cells in the GOM.  When you have too many missing 
cells, you can bias your results from a GOM. 
 
I collapsed that and used a coarser resolution of five fathoms or thirty feet and it seemed to work 
a lot better.  I used kept catch as a continuous variable to help describe the discarded catch.  If 
you want to know how many fish that were discarded overboard, it helps to know how many you 
kept.  It turns out to be a useful predictor, but, of course, we can’t use that for kept catch. 
 
Here is where we observed the fishing and statistical zone and how it plays out.  Basically, that 
was from 30, which is the bottom part of Georgia and the top part of Florida.  South Carolina is 
32/33 and North Carolina.  The size of this circle here represents hook hours, so the larger the 
circle the longer they stayed at that station.  It gives you an idea of how effort is distributed in the 
observed vessels. 
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Anytime you do an observer program, people always bring up questions of sample size and 
observer coverage.  From 2003 to 2007 there were on average about 890 vessels that caught at 
least one pound of snapper grouper species.  However, this is really not representative of the 
fishery.  Really, only 397 or about 400 vessels landed at least a thousand pounds of fish, and that 
is really the fishery we’re looking at. 
 
We sampled from 24 vessels so you can say coverage was anywhere from 3 to 6 percent, which 
is on the lower end of the range for an observer program.  However, it is not unprecedented.  
Versus no information, we considered this adequate.  A station here is when the boat pulled up to 
a particular location, stopped and fished.  This is how many stations we observed over the three-
year program, so we have it by year, trimester, statistical zone.  We sampled 78 stations.   
 
In Trimester 1 of 2007 it is Statistical Zone 30, and that could be from more than one trip.  On 
average, the average trip stopped at about 67 different places and fished.  In terms of hook hours 
this gives you an idea of how long or how much effort they spent at each station.  This is the 
average hook hour per station by year, trimester, statistical zone. 
 
To give you a sense of what a hook hour is, an average trip spends about 40 hours of fishing 
time; not running, they’re actually stopping and fishing for about 40 hours.  They’re fishing more 
than one reel and there is more than one hook on a reel, so that is actually 244 hook hours, so it is 
about a six-to-one ration. 
 
Just for this presentation, I used an economy of results and I lumped all the different stations 
together just to report the average kept catch here, but for the report we can break it out by any 
means that we need to.  You will see that some species are highlighted, and these are just species 
that we chose to report the GOM results and the length frequencies for later in the presentation.  
We felt you may be the most interested in these species, but when we submit the report you can 
do it for as many species as we need to.  The most common kept species was vermilion snapper 
followed by gray triggerfish, red porgy, scamp and so on. 
 
For the discarded catch, the most commonly discarded species is red porgy followed by 
vermilion snapper and scamp.  These are mostly regulatory discards.  If you combine all species 
together and you start to look at the percentage of discards – I’m giving this to you by year, 
trimester, statistical zone – of all individuals you kept on average 288 individuals per 100 hook 
hours in, say, Statistical Zone 30, Trimester 1 of 2007; and on average you discarded 126 
individuals, which is about 30 percent of the total catch; if you sum across all the time metrics at 
the bottom row there, you can see that your percent discard ranges from about 9 percent to 22 
percent, and average over the entire study is about 19 percent, so you’re throwing back one out 
of every five fish you bring on board; or said another way, you keep four fish for every one you 
throw back. 
 
Now, getting into the GOM results, looking at year, the discarded catch of red snapper goes 
down from 2007 to 2009 and the kept catch goes up from 2007 to 2009, and this is because you 
had an age class of red snapper that grew larger than the minimum length limit.  You tend to 
catch more red snapper in the southern part of the study, Florida and Georgia, and it drops off the 
further you move north. 
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You talked about wanting depth information; we have a lot of depth information from this study.  
I separate it by discarded catch and kept catch and they both come out to show that on average 
you’re fishing in about 120 feet of water or 125 feet of water.  Vermilion snapper, it looks like 
catch dropped off in 2008; again more prevalent in the southern part of the study.   
 
For the depth distribution of vermilion snapper, you get this spike at 60, and the only thing I can 
figure is that there is a reef somewhere that is shallow and it gets quite a bit of fishing effort and 
the catch rates are pretty high.  For red porgy, again catch dropped off in 2008.  You see spikes 
in Florida and the southern part of South Carolina.  That is Statistical Zone 32.  They have a 
deeper average depth of catch. 
 
Red grouper, discarded catch really dropped off from 2007 to 2009.  You start to see more 
grouper the further north you move into the northern part of South Carolina and North Carolina.  
For gag grouper, a similar distribution across statistical zones; you start to catch gag the further 
north you move.  Again, you get this spike around 60 feet, but the average depth is still greater 
than a hundred. 
 
These are length frequency distributions for red snapper in each year.  I think this is fork length, 
and I bend them into a centimeter group.  Then you’ve got the frequency of occurrence or the 
number of fish we measured.  You can see in 2007 the majority of the catch was beneath that red 
line, which is the minimum length limit, and then that cohort grew and it outgrew the minimum 
length limit and so you started having more kept catch. 
 
Vermilion snapper are mostly distributed larger than the minimum length group.  Red porgy, you 
can see an age group moving through there.  The groupers, to a large extent, are greater than the 
minimum length.  In terms of the condition of the discarded catch, 17 fish were designed as 
absolutely unresponsive when they were thrown overboard, and that is about 0.3 percent of all 
the fish we looked at. 
 
This is considerably lower than the only other study I could find out there for this fishery, which 
reported it to be as high as 23 percent and about 10 percent for most.  This is mainly because of a 
designation difference.  If a fish was lively but it was only swimming at the surface, they 
considered this fish a mortality whereas the current study did not.  We only considered it a 
mortality if it was absolutely unresponsive. 
 
The physical appearance of the fish – again, I only did this for the five species, but we can do it 
for more – for gag you had about 19 percent were normal on appearance; about 79 percent had 
the stomach protruding.  For red snapper it looks like 62 percent were normal and about 37 
percent had the stomach protruding.  Overall, all bycatch species, about 90 percent appeared 
normal. 
 
Some things we still need to do before we submit the report in a few months – I used this 
negative binomial distribution because it handles discrete data well and it handles the large 
degree of zeroes that you get in data sets like this.  There are more sophisticated distributions 
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available now, such as the Zero-Inflated Poisson or a Zero-Inflated Negative Binomial.  These 
are sort of analogous to the Delta Lognormal Method you may have seen NMFS use in the past. 
 
I used a statistical program called SASS to do this, and they’re just starting to implement the 
zero-inflated models.  I tried them for red snapper and one other species and I couldn’t get it to 
converge, but it may just be a function of SASS not working properly.  I was going to try a 
different statistical package and see if I can make them fit and see if they did a better job. 
 
We need to do the routine model diagnostics to vet the models.  We used the kept catch as a 
predictor to tell us what the discards were, and that is a good idea I think, but you also may be 
able to use the kept catch from other species.  Certain species associate together; so if you know 
how many of one species you caught, it may help you predict how many discards you have from 
another species, so we can try these associations. 
 
Then, finally, we need to put in a factor in the GOM the vessel that they were observing off of 
and the port it came out of.  Now, if these two metrics fail to be important or significant in the 
GOM, it doesn’t mean that all vessels are alike; but if they are significantly different, then you 
have to raise an eyebrow and start to wonder if you have enough coverage. 
 
I tried the vessels for red snapper and the model didn’t like it.  They didn’t basically differ 
statistically across vessels, but I still need to do it for all the other species of interest, and I need 
to also look at ports.  That is about all I have to say today. 
 
MR. HELIES:  We were fortunate enough to receive some additional funding through 
cooperative research in the last funding cycle for an additional hundred days.  I’m curious to see 
what the results are going to be after we have some new regulations.  These projects occurred 
prior to any – all we had was the two-month spawning season closure for grouper.  I’m interested 
to see how the data works out after we have another full season with the regulations in place.  Do 
you guys have any questions? 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Can you put the slide back up that shows your dependent and independent 
variables?  I appreciated the fact that you addressed the issue later on about the idea of kept catch 
influencing the discarded catch, whether you’re keeping the same species involved or not or 
whether you’re just doing the other species, because clearly with a binomial distribution – for 
those who don’t understand it, either it is one case or the other; it is dead or alive; it is kept or it 
is discarded. 
 
You’ve got two separate dependent variables, so when I saw this I was wondering how you were 
going to handle that.  My concern would be is that even if you’re looking at kept catch for other 
species versus discarded catch, you’re going to end up with – my guess is that is what going to 
be driving the bus on your analysis when you get to GOM.   
 
Because they are so hugely related to each other, I think you’re going to have a really high 
correlation between those events.  It sounds like you didn’t get the GOM models to run yet, but I 
would caution you to include that variable and run it again without the variable in there because 
you need to get some kind of an impact of what is the – how much of that is driving the bus.   
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I mean, you’re going to calculate an R-square or something in there, I’m assuming, at some point 
to figure out how much of the variability you’re accounting for, and I think that is going to be 
really important to determine how valid these models are.  My concern is that I’m just not sure 
that they’re independent of each – your dependent and your independent variables may not be 
totally independent of each other, and that causes some concern for me from a statistical 
perspective.  It’s like if you’re putting your kept catch in and you’re modeling to your discarded 
catch, those are highly related to each other.  Do you understand where I’m coming from?  I may 
not have articulated that very well, but you can see what my statistical concern would be there. 
 
MR. RABORN:  I would hope that they would be highly correlated because then it would 
explain and predict the discards.  I did get the GOMs to run; I got it to run with a negative 
binomial model.  I just didn’t get it to run with zero-inflated.  But, you know, you go to a station, 
they keep a certain number of fish and they go back and they report it and turn it in and get paid 
for it. 
 
What we’re trying to find out is how many they discard; and if I can show that we can 
successfully predict the number of discards based on how many fish they kept, well, that is a 
good thing.  Now, we can further stratify it by a statistical zone, depth, trimester or what have 
you, but it may just very well be that is the only variable you need, and then that will be a simple 
thing to estimate bycatch.  You just say, well, how many fish did they turn in, you have this 
scaler that multiply by, and that tells you how many discards you had. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Have you figured out an R-square for that relationship? 
 
MR. RABORN:  You don’t really figure an R-square for a negative binomial model.  There are 
other model diagnostics that you can use.  There is a very recent paper that does a lot of 
simulations to help you show how well your length function does and how well your covariates 
do and make sure that you’ve entered them into the model correctly.  I have yet to do that, but I 
plan to.  In the report you will see the full diagnostics for each model.  I’m sorry I didn’t put 
many Greek letters in this presentation, but I didn’t figure the council wanted to see it. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Yes, and I understand it and I think that was totally appropriate.  It is just 
that even if that relationship is very strong, that’s fine, that is something that you would like to 
know.  My concern is being careful with the statistical assumptions. 
 
MR. RABORN:  Yes, I’ll have a section that lists every statistical assumption we’re making and 
why we think we’re okay or what the dangers are.  I want to reiterate we’re not using kept catch 
to predict kept catch.  That’s kind of ridiculous; you can’t do that.  Okay. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I have got a short question and a comment.  On your regulatory discards, did 
you happen to separate between time of year like when the season was closed and a size discard? 
 
MR. RABORN:  Yes, we have all that information.  We know exactly when and how large the 
discards were versus the kept and all that, so we’ll know if it is regulatory or a moratorium or 
whatever. 
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MR. HARTIG:  And the comment I had was your depth data was instrumental in developing the 
commercial depth for release mortality in the red snapper data workshop, so it was really nice to 
find some depth information finally to corroborate what the commercial fishermen have been 
saying all along.  It was really good. 
 
MR. HELIES:  I appreciate that.  This has been a project that is really dear to my heart because I 
was there from the beginning.  I kind of got promoted into my current, but being an observer out 
there with the guys, it was really a fruitful experience for me.  I really enjoyed it and I’ve grown 
as a person from it.  Hopefully, something good will come out of it.  I know these are really 
troubling times and hopefully something good will come. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Any other questions or comments?  I see none; thank you again very much.  I 
look forward to the full report.  Mr. Chairman, I think we will recess our Snapper Grouper 
Committee until 8:30 in the morning.   
 

(Whereupon, the meeting was recessed at 6:00 o’clock p.m., June 8, 2010.) 
 

JUNE 9, 2010 
 

WEDNESDAY MORNING SESSION 
 

- - - 
 

The Snapper Grouper Committee of the Whole of the South Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council reconvened in the Ballroom of the Renaissance Orlando Airport Hotel, Orlando, Florida, 
Wednesday morning, June 9, 2010, and was called to order at 8:30 o’clock a.m. by Chairman 
Mac Currin. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  We’re going to reconvene the Snapper Grouper Committee as a Committee of 
the Whole.  We will take Mike Cahall’s presentation on the ACCSP Quota Monitoring later in 
the day when it is convenient, between a couple of our agenda items or dependent on how much 
progress we make, perhaps in between.  Our next agenda is Amendment 17A.  Kate Michie is 
here to discuss the comments on the DEIS.  Kate, I’ll turn it over to you.  
 
MS. MICHIE:  All right, thank you.  The DEIS for Amendment 17A, we actually received 37 
written comments.  Twenty-nine commenters were opposed to some or all of the actions in 17A.  
Four commenters were generally supportive of the amendment but suggested even more 
conservative management measures.  Three townships and one county, all in South Carolina, 
submitted resolutions to the agency in opposition of the proposed implementation of the closed 
area. 
 
For the MSY proxy action, two commenters opposed the use of F 40 percent SPR.  Three 
commenters supported the use of F 40 percent SPR.  For the red snapper rebuilding plan action, 
two commenters thought the current rebuilding preferred alternative was too long.  One 
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commenter recommended that we use Frebuild in the projections and accept projections that 
achieve the minimum allowable chance of rebuilding the fishery by 2044. 
 
For the management measure actions, one commenter recommended adopting the smallest 
possible area closure.  Two commenters felt that the council should adopt contingent actions to 
reduce the area further depending on the outcome of the new stock assessment.  One commenter 
opposed the exemption for spearfishing.  One commenter supported the choice of exempting 
black sea bass pot fishing within the closed area. 
 
Two commenters recommended that the council choose a larger closed area.  Two commenters 
were concerned the proposed closed area will shift fishing pressure into surrounding areas.  
Twenty-six commenters were generally opposed to any area closure of any size.  Three 
commenters felt it was unfair that the states of North and South Carolina were not included in the 
area closure while Georgia and Florida were. 
 
For the circle action, two commenters supported the required use of circle hooks north of 28 
degrees and two commenters opposed the circle hook requirement.  For the red snapper 
monitoring program, four commenters supported a fishery-independent monitoring program.  
One commenter recommended a portion of the ACL be set aside for research-related mortality.  
One commenter recommended an additional effort to improve recreational catch data and 
fishery-dependent information. 
 
There were several comments on issues other than the ones that I just listed above.  Eleven 
commenters cited flawed data as their main reason for opposing the actions contained in 
Amendment 17A.  Two commenters requested that for-hire and commercial fishermen actually 
be bought out by the federal government if they wished to do so.   
 
One commenter felt the council and NOAA Fisheries Service were conducting inadequate 
outreach regarding actions in Amendment 17A.  One commenter requested a larger discussion of 
the potential effects of the new SEDAR assessment that is coming out.  Since that comment has 
come in, additional discussion has actually been added to the document.  That’s it. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Kate.  Any questions for Kate on the DEIS for Amendment 17A?  
All right, thanks very much.  We’re going to move into this document.  We’re scheduled to 
consider approving 17A for the secretary at this meeting.  I would ask that the committee, as we 
go through here and we’re going to consider every action, to please – we have preferreds on 
everything. If there is some desire by someone to change something, then let’s get a motion on 
the floor and we’ll discuss it and vote on it and move on.   
 
We’ve got a lot of work to do today, five or six amendments – I can’t keep up with them all – on 
our plate, so let’s try to move as expeditiously as we can.  I have to leave today at the end of the 
day, close to 5:30, to catch a plane home.  I hope we can get through as much of this as we can.  
No emergency; a high school graduation.  All right, George. 
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MR. GEIGER:  Mr. Chairman, I wanted to confirm with Kate that the DEIS contained as our 
preferred alternative Alternative 4D as opposed to the new proposed preferred alternative that 
was voted on at the last council meeting. 
 
MS. MICHIE:  Yes, the version that was filed had 4D as its preferred alternative. 
 
MR. CURRIN:   Thank you, George.  All right, Rick, we’re in Attachment 10.  If everybody 
wants to bring that up, you can follow along. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, the first action is a proxy for maximum sustainable yield for red 
snapper.  As you know, MSY is unknown so you’re voting on a proxy for maximum sustainable 
yield.  Alternative 1 is no action, so currently what is on the books now is to use F 30 percent 
SPR as a proxy for Fmsy.   
 
Then you see three alternatives there; one highlighted.  Alternative 2 went out to public hearing 
and what got filed with the DEIS.  Then in March you decided to go ahead with Alternative 3, to 
change the preferred and add that last statement where the Fmsy proxies will be specified by the 
council.  That is the difference between 2 and 3.   
 
We’re looking for a bit of housekeeping here because what you did in March was just change the 
wording of your preferred, which left Alternative 1 and 2.  What you could do is leave that 
Alternative 2 in the document – it has already been evaluated as that is what got filed – or you 
can move that alternative to the rejected alternative appendix.  As you recall in March, you 
looked at the National Standard 1 Guidelines and clarified that the proxies are set by the council, 
so maybe that Alternative 2 is not a reasonable alternative. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Suggestions or comments.  Mark. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  I would like to make a motion, Mr. Chairman, that we change the preferred 
alternative to Alternative 1, changing from the 40 percent SPR proxy to 30 percent SPR 
proxy. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Mark to change the council’s preferred alternative to Alternative 1, 
and this is on the MSY proxy alternatives, which is F 30 percent SPR.  Seconded by Ben.  
Discussion or comments.  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  I guess I need to get an understanding and protocol of what this will mean in 
terms of SEDAR 24.  Much to the contrary of what we’ve been hearing, what we do here today 
with reference to 17A I believe almost a moot point unless, God forbid, SEDAR 24 does not 
come back with the rosy picture that an awful lot of people hope and suspect it will or anticipate 
that it will. 
 
In the event that it doesn’t – you know, the whole purpose of moving forward is because we’re 
legally bound to do so and we have actionable science which mandates that we use it to move 
forward.  SEDAR 24 ultimately will make the decisions that we’re going to angst over here 
concerning 17A, again moot because that is going to be the vehicle, SEDAR 24 in December, 
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along with what we heard yesterday from Dr. Ponwith with regard to the longline catch data and 
the efforts that they’re going to employ to try and get that ready for inclusion in that decision-
making process in December, which will be an opportunity to again address the proxy that we 
select at that time.  Correct me if I’m wrong. 
 
I just believe that if we’re going to have the opportunity to move forward here and we have a 
stock assessment that we’re required by law to work off of, which is what mandated us to 
develop Amendment 17A, then I would argue that we should be more conservative and 
precautionary as we move forward because ultimately it may be required that we look back 
towards it in the event that SEDAR 24 does not turn out to be as rosy as we hope it is.  I would 
not speak in favor of changing the recommended proxy from that which was developed by our 
SSC. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, we’ve had a lot of discussion about this over a number of meetings, 
and I have become increasingly uncomfortable with where we are on this whole issue, 
particularly in light of SEDAR 19 – I think it was 19 – red grouper, black grouper and the recent 
SSC Report.  I made some of these comments yesterday.  I’m not even going to get into the 
merits of whether 30 percent or 40 percent is the better proxy. 
 
There are clearly scientific arguments on both sides of these.  I do want to be clear to you, 
though, that this is a policy call and it is your decision to make contrary to statements by some on 
our SSC.  I have discussed this at length with NOAA General Counsel and I have discussed this 
with NMFS leadership in Washington, and that is the agency’s determination is it your decision 
to make. 
 
Now, my concern, as I brought up yesterday, is the process and how we’re coming to this 
decision and how we’re doing it.  I don’t think this is the way to do this.  If we’re going to make 
a decision about changing the default proxy or if we’re going to move to a more conservative 
proxy, it needs to be much more carefully thought out, much more carefully that it needs to be a 
regional decision.  This affects the Gulf of Mexico Council as well. 
 
Now, if you as the council simply want to choose this moment to be more conservative, that is 
within your authority to do that, but if you choose to be more conservative here bear in mind that 
I think every single argument in the document for 17A can also be applied to black grouper and 
can also be applied to red grouper.  If you make that decision today, you’re going to have to be 
consistent in how you handle this, so this is a big deal. 
 
Right now what seems to be happening are different groups of scientists are coming to somewhat 
different conclusions.  If you look back at SEDAR 15, this was not like a firm, absolute decision 
by that review panel.  It was recommended that we might consider 40 percent SPR.  I think what 
we ought to do now – and I’m going to vote in favor of Mark’s motion to stay at status quo 
because I think that is what we ought to do for right now. 
 
We have asked the new assessment to look carefully at reference points and perhaps they’ll 
actually be able to give us an estimate of MSY and Fmsy and this issue will go away, and we 
won’t need a proxy.  If not, we will get new advice and we’ll look at it and we’ll deal with it at 
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this time.  I think we need to ask the Center and the SSC to come up with some way to take a 
more regional and broader look at the use of proxies, and we ought to think about this much 
more carefully.  Secondly, if we’re going to make a transition to a more conservative proxy, we 
need to think about how to do this in a way that is not going to be so disruptive. 
 
If we simply switch to 40 percent SPR, we’re going to have many stocks that are going to be 
undergoing overfishing that weren’t before, we’re going to have several stocks that are going to 
become overfished that weren’t before, and we’re going to come in and make some deep cuts 
just because we changed the goalpost.   
 
We ought to think about phasing this in over some period of time in a way that is less disruptive.  
I would argue that if we get to the December meeting and we have the new assessment and it is 
clear that 40 percent is the better proxy for red snapper, that we then ought to look at how can we 
phase this in over a period of time in a way that is going to be less disruptive to the fishery and 
everyone else. 
 
You cannot phase out overfishing, but you can phase in a new reference point, I believe, and that 
makes a lot more sense to me than just to come in one day and say we’ve moved the goalpost 
and now we have another 15 stocks undergoing overfishing and are overfishing.  That makes no 
sense to me, and we just don’t need that right now.  We’re buried under controversy.   
 
The public has lost confidence in the science we’re using.  We need to make sure we’re doing 
this right, and I don’t think the way we’re doing this now is the right way to do it.  I’m going to 
support Mark’s motion, and I believe the thing to do right now is to remain at status quo and 
revisit this issue after the new assessment in a broader regional context. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  I’ve studied this issue at length and heard all of the arguments pro and con.  I 
agree with Roy; I think this is something that needs more look.  I think we need to consider the 
regional approach with respect to this issue, and we don’t need to be going off right now on this 
one species and doing something that is dramatically different, I believe, than what we’ve done 
on some other species.  I’m going to support the motion. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  But we have dramatically done this on other species in the past, looking at 
things like red porgy.  There were arguments when that was done to have a lower MSY, and the 
council chose 35 percent SPR when there were arguments to put it at 30 percent then.  The 
argument was the science is the science.  I think what we’re doing now is we are disregarding the 
arguments that we got from the CIE at the end of SEDAR as well as from our own SSC’s 
recommendations. 
 
I have a problem with this.  I think if we go to F 30 percent SPR as a proxy for MSY, we need to 
go back and look at the MSYs that we have set on other species and consider then whether we 
should reduce the proxies for MSY on those.  Roy is talking about we need to phase this in if 
we’re going to do this.  Well, we’ve already done some of this in the past, and I think we need to 
be fair to everybody everywhere and for all the stocks if we’re going to change. 
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MR. ROBSON:  Well, I’ve made this motion a couple of times in the past as well, and I still 
come back to my basic tenet that this is a policy call.  It is not an MSY; it is a proxy.  It is this 
council making a decision about how much flexibility it wants to try to give in rebuilding this 
stock.  We’re having a huge impact economically with the actions we’re taking, and I think that 
it is appropriate in this case given – and I don’t think we’re disregarding the science. 
I think there is a reasonable amount of information that we have been provided and in fact the 30 
percent SPR has been the value we have been using.  It is very similar to other values that are 
being used for red snapper.  Again, I have already stated this a number of times, but I feel that 
this is a policy decision that we can make.   
 
In light of all the impacts we’re having, remember we’re closing down all fishing for red snapper 
for the foreseeable future and we’re talking about doing a lot more significant actions.  I think 
this is an appropriate decision for this council to make.  We have considered the scientific advice 
and recommendations.  I think this is ultimately a decision we need to make as the council. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And to Brian’s point, I don’t recall what we did with red porgy, but you may 
be right about that, but when I say we need to take a comprehensive regional look at this, I mean 
we need to look at everything.  I’m not talking about just sitting down and talking about red 
snapper.  I’m talking about we need to look at all the reference points we’re using and are they 
consistent, are they justified, are they appropriate. 
 
I agree with you, we need to go back and take a look at all of this; but just because we may have 
done it once before in the past and we may have well had a very strong record for it, that was 
many years ago, but I don’t think that means we need to go down this path right now.  I think, 
Brian, when I talk about looking at this more comprehensively, I am talking about looking across 
the board at everything we’ve done and making sure that it makes sense and do we need to make 
adjustments. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Well, again, last night we heard even from the public recognizing if we were to 
change this, the potential lengthening of the rebuilding process and the further burden on the 
state of Florida who is bearing the rebuilding of this stock as it is.  We’ve heard from the 
management side of NMFS, and I would like for the science side to please weigh in and provide 
us comment. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  The read is, yes, this is a decision to be made by the council.  Your science 
advisors have provided advice.  The advice was provided at the close of a very lively debate.  
Yes, there was a great deal of discussion, but they did land on advice and forwarded that to you.  
The selection of a proxy in this case is driven by the life history of the species. 
 
Absolutely, there is value in evaluating how you would set proxies.  Personally what I would like 
to see, based on how much time we spent discussing this issue, is amid all the other stock 
assessments that we’re trying to do to keep pace with the reauthorized Magnuson-Stevens Act I 
would like to throw in a SEDAR special study where we bring in scientists from around the 
country and outside of the country who are experts in stock assessments to talk about building a 
framework for setting proxies, and step back from species-specific discussions and address this 
in a more generic way to set a framework for how these decisions would be made and then start 
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narrowing into region-specific questions of setting proxies for the same species but different 
stocks in the different areas. 
 
Dr. Crabtree and I have had many discussions about regional consistency and there are 
challenges.  If one SSC does a stock assessment first, should the other SSC be held to the result 
that they have simply by virtue of the fact that they were first?  There are problems with the fact 
that we have similar species, the same species in cases in both of these components of our wider 
region, and I think that having some discussions about the merits of consistency and looking at 
the way we conduct both the science and the management driven by the science so that we can 
get the timing of being able to evaluate these things comprehensively as opposed to sequentially 
would be advantageous. 
 
I think having a very broad discussion about the setting of proxies that includes both the 
management and the science side of the house so there is a clear understanding of the roles and 
responsibilities and also the consistency among the regions would be helpful. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Just to Brian’s point on red porgy, Jack informs me that the reference point 
we’re using for red porgy now is an actual estimate of Fmsy and not a proxy. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, I’m going to get the last word on this I guess because I’m the 
chairman.  Roy and Monica, I understand fully your interpretation that the proxy is a council 
decision.  It needs to be an informed decision.  The information that we have and the 
recommendation that we’ve gotten on this scientific estimate has come from our SSC.   
 
Not only that, but as far back as I could dig in the amendments addressing red snapper, the 
recommendations from the scientific bodies were for 40 percent SPR.  The council chose early 
on in the first amendment – somebody correct me if I’m wrong, but that is what I remember from 
digging at this, and I think I’ve made the comments on the record before – the council early on 
chose to select 30 percent, so that is why our status quo now is 30 percent. 
 
It is not because of the recommendations that occurred earlier.  I’m uncomfortable with the 
council not heeding very, very carefully the scientific advice that we have gotten.  I’m more 
comfortable with the 40 percent SPR at this point.  I do agree with you and I’m fully supportive 
of an effort to take a more comprehensive look at this and a regional look.  I think that is a great 
way to go.  I’m dragged down from the 40 toward at this point, but I’m not there yet, so I would 
not support this motion or not be in favor of this motion. 
 
All right, let’s vote.  All in favor of the motion indicate by raising your right hand, that’s 
nine in favor; all opposed, 4 opposed.  The motion is approved, so we have a new MSY 
proxy.  All right, Mike Cahall is here.  I’m going to let him jump in right now.  We’ll take his 
presentation on ACCSP Monitoring Program.  After that, we will jump right back into 17A and 
move ahead, hopefully more quickly. 
 
MR. CAHALL:  Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the council’s indulgence on my schedule.  It is a 
little bit hectic this week, and I know that you wanted to get this information.  My name is Mike 
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Cahall; I’m the director of the Atlantic Coastal Cooperative Statistics Program.  I recognize quite 
a few faces here.  This is my first South Atlantic Council meeting. 
 
For those of you who aren’t familiar with the program, ACCSP was founded 15 years ago at this 
point with the intention of working collectively with the various agencies responsible for 
fisheries management on the Atlantic Coast to standardize data collection for fisheries-dependent 
data and then warehouse the data so that it can be provided back to the end users. 
 
One of the tools that we have used is the Standard Atlantic Fisheries Information System, and the 
purpose of my presentation today is to explain this system and how it works and how it has 
affected changes in data collection and data management primarily in the northeast at this point.  
The Standard Atlantic Fisheries Information System, which now has the acronym SAFIS, is 
designed to be a real-time system.  It doesn’t always function as a real-time system. 
 
It depends on which data collection methodology is in employed, and I’ll explain that a little bit 
later.  We have found it to be very cost effective because it has avoided individual development 
efforts within each of the agencies and is a shared system.  As such, it was collaboratively 
designed.  The SAFIS System is based on the ACCSP standards, which were collaboratively 
developed over a seven-year period and had input from virtually all of the participants in the 
program. 
 
SAFIS is more than just a dealer reporting system.  Although it started out as dealer report, what 
has happened is it is the need for continued systems development, and frankly the dearth of 
funding and expertise out the field has basically required us to expand it.  It now is expanded out 
into electronic dealer reporting, which is used for federal and state dealer reporting in the 
northeast and to some degree in the Mid-Atlantic states; electronic trip reporting which is mostly 
used in the northeast states although we’re working now with some of the Mid-Atlantic states to 
deploy it; eREC, which is for private angler recreational reporting – these are mostly small 
systems that are targeted for specific fisheries.  I will go into a little bit more description a little 
bit later – and then the central management interface, which contains the mechanism to access 
the coding schemes to make adjustments to coding to allow for audit reviews, that sort of thing. 
 
SAFIS has a completely automatic auditing interface.  SAFIS is a modular, and by that I mean it 
is intended to have different components very much as the ACCSP is a modular program where 
catch and effort is identified as a single discipline module.  It is a single integrated data base.  
That means that it doesn’t make any difference which agency is collecting the data, they all land 
in the same place. 
 
In data parlance we call it the schema.  It means it belongs in the same group of related objects.  
It also is combined federal and state reporting in the states that have implemented the system at 
least in the northeast, so it also used the single set of ACCSP standard codes.  All of the data that 
are collected are in compliance with the ACCSP standards. 
 
We do provide some translation services for some of our partner agencies that pull data back out, 
but it is all stored in the ACCSP standard codes.  We also have a complete catalog of all 
commercial vessels, dealers and fishermen for the agencies with whom we are working.  To kind 
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of reiterate, it is a single system.  Initially when we deployed it – and I’ll get into this a little 
more – there was some thought that we might end up managing eight or nine separate systems. 
 
We had a discussion at a meeting probably eight or nine years ago at this point where we just 
decided as a group that it wasn’t practicable to do that and that it made a lot more sense to put it 
into the same system.  We integrated the dealer and the fishermen vessel reporting systems 
together because they used the same coding schemes.  They are using the same reference tables.   
 
For example, the trip reporting system uses the same reference tables that the dealer reporting 
system does so that you can absolutely match things back together much more easily once you 
have accomplished your data collections.  SAFIS started out its life as a pilot program in Rhode 
Island.  We worked with the Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management.   
They had a director who essentially mandated electronic reporting with fairly short notice.  We 
had just assisted the state of Georgia in the development of their system, and we lifted Georgia’s 
design, made some modifications to it and brought it into compliance with the ACCSP standards 
and then rolled it out as the Rhode Island Fisheries Information System. 
 
We then created a second version of it for Maryland and it is current being used – it was initially 
being used by the striped bass and black sea bass check stations in Maryland and is now used for 
all of the federal dealer reporting in Maryland and for some of the state dealers.  What happened 
is the northeast region mandated electronic reporting on May 1, 2004, with roughly six months’ 
notice. 
 
We realized that the RIFIS and Maryland FIS Systems nearly met the regional requirements and 
we offered SAFIS to the region in order to meet that requirement and they accepted.  There was 
a frantic effort over about a six-month period to get SAFIS modified to meet all of the federal 
requirements.  We rolled out the first version of SAFIS on May 1, 2004, and on May 2nd we 
rolled out the second version, and about two weeks later we rolled out the third version. 
 
Six months is a very short development time period for a system with this level of complexity.  It 
took us about six or eight weeks to get things running smoothly.  It has been collecting data in 
the northeast region ever since.  The first generation of the SAFIS System; again, we modified 
the RIFIS System to become a multi-agency system.  We produced different versions. 
 
It knows which partner agency you belong to when you log in.  It presents different options 
depending on who you are.  It still uses the same data base.  It actually collected the same data.  
Sometimes we just label things differently to make things make more sense to folks.  Other 
people were collecting additional data.  Maryland, for example, not only wanted pounds; they 
also need counts of some specifics; those kinds of state-specific requirements. 
 
Again, it used the same coding schemes and we shared all of the dealer, fishermen and vessel 
permit data.  SAFIS actually has three separate data collections methodologies.  The blue bar 
represents the online; and as you can see, the majority of the reports by a slim count are on-line 
reports.   
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The “S” stands for the reports that are entered by a PC application and uploaded into the system.  
This application is specifically designed for this purpose.  You have a version of this deployed in 
the southeast already.  North Carolina uses it, Florida uses it, Louisiana uses it.  It is commonly 
referred to as the Bluefin software. 
 
Then, finally, the green bar represents data that are uploaded from outputs of the dealers’ local 
systems.  There is a flexible uploading interface that was developed by the Northeast Fisheries 
Science Center that will take outputted data from various different tools that the dealers use to 
manage their own businesses. 
 
That has been very popular, especially with the larger dealers, as it involves months – the 
conversions that are set up, it involves almost no additional work on their part to get the data into 
the system.  A lot of people ask me how the data move around.  This is the application data flow 
for the northeast region.  The data are collected through the SAFIS data base.  They are 
immediately available to the state agencies through state-query tools. 
Almost no state agencies do routine downloads from the SAFIS System into local systems 
simply because of the level of complexity involved.  They just work right inside the SAFIS.  The 
data are collected and then there is an automated auditing system that provides output back to 
both the NMFS field staff and state field staff in jurisdictions. 
 
Where we have both state and federal agencies collecting data, they have now worked a 
collaborative effort to review, audit and correct this data.  This is working very well.  Before we 
had a sort of informal process where the port agents knew who the state people were and vice 
versa, and they would have phone calls and stuff to work with this.   
 
This has been much more formalized and so we have a synergy between the National Marine 
Fisheries Service field staff and the various state agency field staff.  The data are corrected in the 
SAFIS data base and then are provided back in its corrected form using the state-query tools.  
The northeast region and the science center mirror the relevant tables out of the SAFIS data base 
and their local applications using an overnight process that essentially pulls all of the records that 
were updated the previous day and post them into a local system. 
 
They have their own suite of tools many of which they have been using for a number of years 
that they basically modified to use the SAFIS coding schemes.  Most of them just did 
translations; others have actually gone ahead and learned the new schemes.  Now these data are 
used in their local data-query systems.  They’re used for quota monitoring and they’re used for 
compliance monitoring. 
 
In the last six or eight months I’ve moved into the second generation of the system.  We rebuilt 
the primary interface.  It was written into called Oracle Forms.  Most of you who work for the 
National Marine Fisheries Service or larger agencies are familiar with Oracle Forms.  It has been 
a mainstay of oracle data base applications for many years. 
 
Unfortunately, Oracle has decided to desupport it and they had a lot of issues with the newer 
browsers, so we rolled out the new version in January of 2010.  While we did that, we went 
ahead and completely integrated all of the different pieces.  We have been doing development 
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kind of piecemeal where the EDR was developed separately with the trip system, and now what 
they have done has been integrated together with a single sign-on. 
 
For example, if you are a federal dealer in one state and a commercial fisherman in another, it 
knows that; and when you log into the system, it allows you to either access your federal dealer 
account; or say you’re New Hampshire fisherman account, whichever you happen to be doing.  
We also made some significant enhancements to the SAFIS Management System to allow the 
agencies to better tailor the look and feel of their various versions and also better access for the 
results of our automated audits. 
 
The Electronic Dealer Reporting System, we are already working to expand it into the southeast 
region.  We’re working with the states of South Carolina and Georgia.  This has presented some 
interesting challenges because in the northeast the data for dealers is reported in one direction 
and the vessel trip reports in another. 
 
In the southeast they’re reported together, so in a sense we had to combine some of the 
components of the system together in order to meet the split-ticket data collection requirements.  
As I said before, Florida and North Carolina are already using the PC-based application, so our 
discussions that we’ve been having – Steve Turner is our primary point of contact on this – we’re 
going to integrate all of this together in order to implement an electronic dealer reporting 
solution for the southeast. 
 
We have a target date of August 1st to get the applications running, and I think it is going pretty 
well.  We are working right now on building the data exchange components much as we had for 
the northeast region.  We have to get the data back down to the state agencies, and we have to 
make sure that the southeast region and science center have immediate and unfettered access to 
any information that we collect on their behalf. 
 
The eTRIP System was build in response to some requests from a number of our agencies in the 
northeast region.  Many of them had species or fisheries-specific trip data collection systems.  
None of them were electronic.  They were either hand-keyed into spreadsheets or local access 
applications as a fairly familiar story, and we were asked by these agencies to help build a 
system that we could provide to them. 
 
What we did is we pulled together a team or a subset of one of our reporting committees and 
they developed the requirements for this system.  Again, it is built on the ACCSP Trip Standards.  
We’ve found that the standards actually have stood the test of time very well over the course of 
this.  The requirements were developed over nearly a year-long period. 
 
Again, it is based on our trip reporting standards, so there is a single trip report with multiple 
efforts and multiple catches per effort.  It has to use the ACCSP Coding Standards and it has to 
be able to support both commercial and recreational trip trips.  In the ACCSP standards, for any 
who aren’t familiar, essentially the difference between a commercial and a recreational report is 
a flag identifying it as either a charter/headboat or a commercial trip. 
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We had to add a couple of data elements for recreational trip reporting but not many, so it was 
actually straightforward.  The eTRIP System now is integrated into SAFIS.  It was initially 
deployed as a data entry tool for some of our partner agencies.  It works in either way.  You can 
either deploy it as a single individual’s data entry tool where an individual fisherman would log 
into his or her account and provide their catch data or it can go into what we call a data entry 
mode, which has less help and is designed to be used for data entry clerks. 
 
Many of our program partners are using it in sort of the split mode.  There is a younger 
generation coming up who are very interested in using on-line reporting and frankly an older 
generation that is not, and so in many of our states we are doing it in both directions.  It replaced 
any one of a number of stand-alone systems, the so-called stovepipe systems based on various 
spreadsheets or data basis in the various state agencies. 
 
Again, the eTRIP System is integrated into EDR.  It uses the same table structures, the same 
codes, the same references.  As such, in states that have deployed both side of this, it has made 
the dealer report matching much, much easier.  We have been constrained from making the 
matches automatically only because of concerns about confidentiality. 
 
The system could quite easily, as the vessel enters its report or a dealer enters his report, the 
vessel says, you know, “I sold to this dealer” and the system can go back and say, “I have a 
dealer report from you that the dealer identified as from this boat on such a day; do you want me 
to start this out as your building block?”  We didn’t do that because there were a lot of concerns 
about confidential information being shared, but the system could easily do that. 
 
In addition we had to add some stuff that is not part of the ACCSP standards.  The ACCSP 
standard never included lobster carring, for example, and the allocation of percentage of the 
catch amongst the various fishermen as well as direct sales by fishermen, but those have all been 
integrated into the system as well. 
 
Where we are right now with eTRIP System, we’re collecting a hundred percent of state trips in 
Massachusetts and Connecticut.  These states are achieving near-perfect matching with their 
dealer reports.  I mean, we’re talking 98 percent.  We’re working partially in Maryland, New 
York and Rhode Island in specific fisheries.  Our first charter/headboat deployment was about 
six weeks ago in Maryland. 
 
We are working with the Maryland Department of Natural Resources now to streamline the 
application.  This is the first time we’ve tried to work in the charter/headboat fishery.  The 
ACCSP standards can be a little confusing and so we’re relabeling things and trying to 
streamline the flow to make the charter/headboat version a little bit more user friendly. 
 
The eTRIP System, as I said before, is deployed in commercial and recreational.  Also, the 
eLOGBOOK System, which was what we used to call eREC System, is deployed in the New 
Jersey Striped Bass Bonus Fish Program.  Basically, fishermen who volunteer to report online 
report their catch as well as some very basic biological information, very basic effort 
information; you know, what kind of hook did you use; in a fairly large area, where were you, 
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how many animals did you get and how many animals within a certain size range did you get, 
and then New Jersey awards them a bonus card that allows them to catch some more fish. 
 
My understanding is that it has been fairly successful.  Massachusetts also has a very similar 
program using different multispecies.  These are not intended to be comprehensive systems, but 
they are intended for specific species targets, which we built at the state’s request.  They’re a 
little bit outside our normal purview, but they were easy for us to integrate into the system and 
met the needs of these folks. 
 
We have had some more interest from other of our partner agencies for these – these are 
essentially private angler data collection systems.  For eTRIPS and the directions that we’re 
working on right now, we’re working on a flexible collection option so that we have similar 
flexibility with the dealer reporting system. 
 
Our goal is to create an upload module so that folks that use local systems to manage their own 
information would be able to upload data directly into the trip reporting system.  We’re also 
working with some VMS vendors to integrate a VMS portion into the system.  It is mostly 
intended in our point to be an option so that if we have VMS requirements from our program 
partners – and I have to be specific here.  We are currently not collecting data in VMS fisheries. 
 
We are only collecting data from our state agencies.  However, we know that it is coming for not 
only – it is coming for the state agencies and we wanted to be able to integrate that into the 
system.  We’re also working on the expansion of the scope.  Those of you familiar with the 
program know that we want 100 percent of reporting for all fisheries across the spectrum for 
both trips and for dealer reporting.  That is fairly standard for the program, and we’re working to 
integrate it in with the southeast state reporting as well. 
 
The eREC System; again, this is what we call our private angler reporting.  New Jersey basically 
wanted us to create something for them to report striped bass.  It was a fairly straightforward 
system.  We used again the same basic table structures that our trip reporting systems used and 
made some minor modifications.  We had to add a few components, some track bonus cards and 
things.  My understanding is that has been pretty successful. 
 
We’ve also used as much of the existing SAFIS structures as possible.  Although we had to 
mirror them to create recreational components, we now, for example, have a copy of all of New 
Jersey’s striped bass licenses.  It has been very interesting cross-referencing them with the 
commercial licenses. 
 
We created a separate permit structure, but we used the same participant data; so now inside 
SAFIS, if you have a recreational permit, we identify you uniquely as an individual and then we 
can identify your commercial and recreational permits pretty easily.  It has usually been 
integrated into the existing state websites. 
 
We’ve had to modify SAFIS to look like New Jersey’s website or Massachusetts’ website or 
Connecticut’s website, and that has been a little bit of a challenge.  It is a seamless transition for 
most of our end users.  Whether or not they’re sitting on the Massachusetts’ website or they have 
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been transferred into the SAFIS System, the idea is for it to maintain the same look and feel that 
they have as they have been working. 
 
We hope, as we’re working with our eREC System – the systems that we currently have 
deployed are kind of like the RIFIS and the Maryland Fisheries System, where they were runoff 
systems that not integrated together – we’re trying to integrate the eREC Systems together into a 
single hole.  It makes it easier for us to offer them to our program partners as basically, you 
know, we’ve got this going, and it is very easy for us to create a version for you, tell us what you 
want it to do. 
 
We do have continued interest from more of our partners.  These are certainly not intended, I 
want to emphasize, in any kind of comprehensive data collection for the private angler fishery.  
They’re runoffs for specific fisheries or for specific gears or for a specific need, for example, the 
bonus fish program. 
 
Just to give you an idea of the changes that SAFIS has created on the Atlantic Coast, one of the 
reasons you guys haven’t heard that much from us is you’ve been in pretty good shape in terms 
of ACCSP’s priorities for the recent past.  Because you have your integrated state/federal 
reporting and most of your states have been collecting trip level data for a long time, we’ve 
provided support for some of the states, but we haven’t had to do a lot in terms of working with 
folks to get a hundred percent reporting. 
 
An example, we helped Virginia modernize their data management system.  We did the same for 
Florida and Georgia, actually.  We also provided technical support for the South Carolina 
modernization.  They were already collecting data at trip level, and mostly what we’ve been 
doing is providing technical assistance either through contractors or with our own direct staff 
support. 
 
In 2004 the southeast was already in compliance with the ACCSP requirements for commercial 
catch/effort data collection, but as you can see, no one in the northeast was.  The first states to 
roll out the SAFIS System were Maryland and Rhode Island and then New Jersey and 
Massachusetts and Connecticut and then New York and New Hampshire and then Maine, and 
then some of the other states integrated electronic trip reporting into the system. 
 
As you can see, at this point all of the states on the Atlantic Coast are compliant with the ACCSP 
data collection standards.  Some are above and beyond in the sense that they are collecting both 
the trip level data from their fishermen and their dealers.  The minimum requirement for the 
ACCSP is that we get either a dealer report or a vessel trip report, and now many of them have 
gone above and beyond. 
 
The SAFIS System enabled us to implement the 100 percent trip reporting requirement I believe 
significantly ahead of any schedule we might have hoped to accomplish if we had worked 
individually with each one of our partner agencies to develop their own internal systems to get 
the job done.   
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This is one of my favorite charts.  This is the data that is in the ACCSP Data Warehouse.  This is 
the chart that shows the level of specificity of the data and its completeness.  In essence, the 
oldest data that we have in the system, which is summary data we pulled out of the historical sets 
that NMFS Headquarters has, is highly summarized.  Much of it is annual. 
 
Basically, as you go down the chart moving towards 2009, which is the last data we have in the 
system, the data becomes gradually more trip level  What SAFIS did, when we first got it going 
in 2005, it immediately transformed one of the states and as we moved closed to 2009 you can 
see we have a much better granulary of the data. 
 
We have trip level data now from virtually all of our program partners and this has made a 
dramatic improvement in the data warehouse.  It has also made it much easier for us to transfer 
data into the data warehouse because the SAFIS data are housed in the system that is directly 
compatible with our data warehouse.  The data base designs are very similar so it is very easy for 
us to write jobs to move the data back and forth between the SAFIS System. 
 
In fact, a lot of the daily program that our folks do is actually through a snapshot of SAFIS that is 
connected through our data warehouse, so you can actually get a continuity of data all the way 
back through our data warehouse right up to the prior day.  Now, granted, we have to provide 
that data with a lot of caveats because those are raw numbers.  Current data is always raw 
numbers.   
 
You don’t want to use it beyond quota monitoring until the data is at least 60 or 90 days old.  
What SAFIS has really done is providing near real-time data in the fisheries where we’re using 
the on-line reporting.  These data are available immediately.  State agencies who query the 
SAFIS data base directly can watch their quotas anytime they want and monitor it either through 
a direct data connection or through some snapshots we provided through the data warehouse.   
The regions do their daily snapshots and so they have prior days’ data in order to do their quota 
monitoring.  It has also eliminated a lot of redundant reporting.  In the agencies that are using it, 
the states accept the federal reports for all of their state dealers, and the feds accept the state 
reports for their dealers that have smaller catch. 
 
Now, in our rule is the federal licensing trump state; so if, for example, a dealer switches over 
and gets a federal permit, we switch them in the system to show up as federally managed instead 
of state managed although they still have both the state and federal dealer permits.  It has proven 
to be readily adaptable.  We have been able to make modifications to meet individual agency 
requirements, and it is very easy to deploy. 
 
Since it is a web-based tool, there is no installation overhead on the local PCs.  The tool that 
we’re using provides a very simple HTML back to the PCs, so there is no issue with what kind of 
a browser are you using.  It works on chrome, it works on IE, it works on Mozilla, it works on all 
of it.  Because it has the integrated modules, it has also standardized the auditing of the data. 
 
The audits inside SAFIS now are table-driven.  They are agreed to – there is a common standard 
that is used.  We have a subcommittee of one of our standards’ committees that busies itself with 
audits and making decisions about what we’re going to look at and how to validate this 
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information.  These are sort of standard things; you know, gears that don’t make sense or areas 
that are out of range, pricing that doesn’t make any sense; you know, did you really mean pounds 
instead of bushels, that kind of thing.  That has all been automated inside the system. 
 
We have been working with John Woodsick’s process improvement teams and made some 
adjustments to the audits based on the quality management program that is going on in the 
northeast.  I have a couple of examples of some changes that SAFIS has made in our various 
partner agencies.  Maine had a terrible time monitoring their fluke quota and they have exceeded 
their quotas year after year, and in one case exceeded it by the equivalent of seven years. 
 
The SAFIS System automatically distributes quota monitoring e-mails to program partners that 
configure it to work that way.  The fisheries managers in Maine get an automatic e-mail 
everyday showing them the status of the fluke quota, and they’re much better able to manage that 
quota.  Ever since they’ve switched over, Maine has not exceeded their quota, and they’ve come 
within a few percentage points every year of making their quota. 
 
It is making it much easier for them to manage the species and it has been better for the 
fishermen because there haven’t been exclusions from prior year quota overages.  Massachusetts 
didn’t have a complete data set.  They were not doing a hundred percent data collection.  They 
used SAFIS as the tool to implement a hundred percent data collection. 
 
They’re able to provide much better value data for the legislatures.  This is a very valuable tool 
when you’re going after money from your state legislatures; you know, how important is this 
fishery, how much revenue does this generate.  It also is able to provide NMFS with much better 
and faster data for the Fisheries of the U.S. 
 
ACCSP has taken over the data-gathering role for catch/effort data on the Atlantic Coast for 
Fisheries of the U.S. and it has worked very well, and SAFIS is a good chunk of the reason why.  
Here is an example of kind of the data gaps that were filled.  As you can see, in many of these 
fisheries they had virtually no data.  When they implemented the mandatory reporting using the 
SAFIS System, they got much more comprehensive data collection.  They’re much better able to 
monitor what is actually going on and make appropriate decisions based on that. 
 
In New Jersey it has dramatically reduced their staff time because they’re no longer manually 
keying paper reports.  Any of you who ever worked with paper reports know what kind of shape 
they show up in.  Sometimes they’re written in pencil and they have fish blood all over them and 
that sort of thing.   
 
They have been able to get much better data, they’re getting it faster and they have been able to 
get the fisheries data separated out from the other information that they store locally.  There is 
always local politics involved with information management and the SAFIS System has largely 
pulled that out of the equation for many of our state agencies.   
 
The eTRIP System allows the fishermen to enter their own date.  We also provide access to that 
data for their fishermen so that at any time they want to log in and see how they’re doing, how 
much of this have they caught over what period, that sort of thing, we have reports that allow 
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them to do that, and it also saves, of course, time and postage.  The system automatically 
generates a receipt when they save the thing and it e-mails it to them. 
 
In Virginia – this is a little bit of an interesting story, an unanticipated benefit actually – they 
have anyone on staff to manage compliance coordination.  SAFIS EDR collects the federal 
dealer reports for Virginia.  Virginia has no mandatory dealer reporting program.  They collect 
all of their data through fishermen trip reports.  What we do, in order to come up with the total 
landings for Virginia, is we combine the dealer reports with the fishermen reports. 
 
Well, what happened was, when we did that, we found a whole pile of dealer reports that had no 
corresponding fishermen reports.  The dealer dutifully reported which fisherman it was and what 
boat it was and what their license was, and there should have been a corresponding report in the 
fisherman-reported data that Virginia sent to us.  Now every year we generate a delta report for 
Virginia.  Virginia sent out their enforcement folks and all of a sudden these trip reports started 
coming in.   
 
That has helped Virginia’s compliance a lot.  In the northeast region we are now able to provide 
them data almost immediately.  They do have access to directly query the system, but they 
continue to use their overnight replication.  The data quality has been vastly improved.  You 
cannot put invalid codes into the system.  You cannot put people that don’t exist, you can’t put 
species that don’t exist, you can’t use codes that don’t exist, so that has stopped that. 
 
Also, the automated auditing process has dramatically improved and standardized the auditing.  
Instead of riffling through the pages – your process was essentially your port agents would riffle 
through the pages; that doesn’t look right; well, why doesn’t that look right; well, I know that it 
is not right; well, why do you know that is right – these are kinds of questions that we went 
through when we worked with the port agents and the state agencies to develop the audits. 
 
Now they also have much more responsive quota management because their data is much closer 
to real time.  In terms of the entire coastline, SAFIS is extremely cost effective.  It is managed 
inside the ACCSP’s Operating Budget.  I estimate that it has had about an $8 million 
development cost avoidance, assuming that each individual partner agency developed their own 
electronic reporting system.   
 
I believe the yearly cost avoidance in terms of maintenance, the cost of maintaining your local 
licenses, your hardware and your staff at roughly a million dollars coastwide.  It also has 
promoted coordination and cooperation.  We have a lot more people looking directly at the data.  
Instead of maybe one port agent looking at the data and keying it in, you now have the data being 
keyed in by the dealer and then it goes through the automated audit.  The state guy looks at it, the 
federal guy looks at it, so that the data is subject to a much more rigorous review, and we believe 
is of much better quality.  That’s about it. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Mike, thank you very much.  We’ve got time for a couple of questions.  It’s very 
impressive with how far you guys have come in a very short period of time and exciting future 
ahead as well.  Rita. 
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MS. MERRITT:  Mike, does your system have any state reporting models that include 
tournament breakouts, research or display; any removals that come across in the data accounting 
for those kinds of things? 
 
MR. CAHALL:  The commercial data collection does have research set-aside as part of its 
capabilities.  The whole tournament fishing data collection thing still remains a great unknown.  
Frankly, our focus has primarily been on commercial data collection, but we do have the 
research set-asides in our commercial data collection system.  We’re looking towards MRIP to 
kind of tell us how to handle the tournament data collection. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Mike, with your presentation today and Steve’s yesterday, it seems like the two 
systems are finally coming together.  This council has worked diligently in ACCSP from the 
start, but where we have stumbled is getting these requirements implemented in our FMPs and in 
the southeast.  We’re particularly running into issues with quota tracking overages, and now 
there are going to be penalties. 
 
It seems like now all the partners, including NMFS and the southeast, are in a position that we 
can implement ACCSP modules through our FMPs and get the same type of timely monitoring 
and reporting of data that we’re getting in the southeast.  Is that sort of your feel in working with 
Steve? 
 
MR. CAHALL:  Yes, I think so.  Honestly, the kinds of issues that are being raised with the data 
collection in the southeast are similar to those that we faced initially in the northeast.  There are 
technical considerations.  There is a widely held belief that there will be a lot of resistance from 
the dealers, that they don’t have the high-speed internet connections, although the SAFIS System 
will work on a lower speed; that there will be all kinds of data integration issues in the back end. 
 
These are very similar to the kinds of issues that we dealt with in the northeast.  I think the model 
here is a little different.  Because you have much better established state data collection systems, 
we would have to make substantial changes in the way the states do business in order for them to 
adopt the system.  Since there is no federal dealer reporting system, per se, you’re using the state 
systems, the approach we would have to take to do it might be a little bit different.  There is 
certainly no technical reason that we can’t do it. 
We have data connections already to the computer systems in the science center and in the 
region.  We do data exchange.  The yearly summary data that is used by the ALS System comes 
from us.  I believe that we could do it.  It is just a matter of we’ll have to work through the 
approach. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you very much.  Brian, I know you had a question.  If you can grab Mike 
during the break and talk to him later, I appreciate it.  All right, let’s shift gears and get back into 
Amendment 17A.  I think our next action is a rebuilding plan, and I think that is on PDF Page 
209; is that correct, Rick? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  That’s right, 209.  You have four alternatives.  Alternative 1 is the no action 
alternative.  There was a rebuilding plan for red snapper that expired in 2006.  Then the next 
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three alternatives deal with various times that you will be expected to rebuild red snapper.  
Alternative 2 uses what we call Tmin, and that is 15 years.   
 
Alternative 4, which is your current preferred alternative, uses what we call Tmax, and that is 35 
years.  That is Tmin plus one generation time of red snapper.  Alternative 3 is the midpoint 
between Tmin and Tmax so that is 25 years.  Again, your current preferred alternative is the 
maximum allowed by law, which is 35 years to rebuild red snapper. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I assume there is no desire by anyone on the committee to change that preferred 
alternative.  All right, Rick, no desire to make any changes here. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, the next action is the rebuilding strategy portion of the amendment.  
This is PDF Page 215.  This actually contains annual catch limits, optimum yield and 
accountability measures to this.  Just a note, Table 4-3, we have a summary of total kill required; 
we will be sure to change that to “allowed”.  That change will be made throughout the document. 
 
The table basically describes the various alternatives.  They are a percentage of the Fmsy proxy.  
I think what you’re going to have to do here is – again, we have the tiering process that goes 
throughout amendment where your choice of Fmsy proxy gets carried on, your choice of 
rebuilding schedule gets carried on; so just as you changed your preferred alternative for the 
Fmsy proxy to F 30 percent, you probably will need to change your alternative to Alternative 6, 
7 or 9. 
 
Your current preferred alternative, as you see in the table, is Alternative 5, and that is Frebuild.  
What that means is that has a 50 percent chance of rebuilding in 35 years.  If you were to choose 
a corresponding preferred alternative to that, that would be Alternative 9.  It is the very last one, 
which is 98 percent of F 30 percent SPR. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, because of the previous motion, we’ve got to do something here to be 
consistent.  What is your desire?  Mark. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  I would like to make a motion to change the preferred alternative to 
Alternative 9 so that we use Frebuild for the OY estimator. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Mark and seconded by David.  Discussion on the motion.  Robert. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  As I recall, we discussed this back in December in Atlantic Beach.  I’m 
concerned that we’re going down the road where I think we’re compelled in this case to be 
conservative.  We’ve got a stock that is severely overfished.  Overfishing is occurring at an 
incredible rate.  We’ve got all of our hopes pinned on SEDAR 24.  At every juncture we have 
gone with the most liberal allowance possible, and it just concerns me. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  My concern is the legality of selecting Alternative 9 is it only gives us a 76 
percent in terms of reduction, and we’re required to achieve now an 83 percent reduction.  I 
don’t know how we can select a rebuilding plan that doesn’t achieve the required reduction rate. 
 



  Snapper Grouper Committee 
                                                                                           June 8-10, 2010 
                                                                                                              Orlando, Florida 
 

 62 

MR. CURRIN:  Well, this will change that parameter between this – 
 
MR. GEIGER:  What is the new reduction rate we’re aiming at? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  It changes the required reduction from 83 to 76 – 
 
MR. GEIGER:  So we’re going to go down to 76 percent? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, that is the implication.  Any other comments or discussion on the 
motion?  All in favor of the motion raise your hand, eight; all opposed, three opposed.  The 
motion is approved.  Okay, Rick, where to next? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  If you would scroll down and go where there are subalternatives to go under 
Alternative 9; its hard copy 181,  
 
MR. CURRIN:  PDF 223. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  There are two subalternatives under 9A.  Your preferred alternative is 
Subalternative 5A, so this will also have to be changed if you’re changing to Preferred 9.  The 
difference here is what you set ACL to.  Subalternative 9A sets it to zero where 9B sets it to the 
actual poundage, which is 144,000 pounds.   
 
The difference between those three AMs – again, this action sets the AMs – is the statement 
under 9B where it says – it is after 5 – it says the council would evaluate the size of the closures 
when the dead discards are expected to exceed the ACL; whereas the subalternatives under 9A 
do not do that since you set ACL equal to zero.   
 
Again, there is concern that discards come in through self-reported data, possibly people would 
not record what they throw back if they realize that the closure is based upon what they put down 
as what they throw back into the water.  What we need here is clarification on a preferred 
alternative between 9A and 9B.  Again, your previous was 5A. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  We need a motion here, folks.  Mark. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  I will go ahead and make the motion for selecting Subalternative 9A, ACL 
based on landings. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  ACL equals zero based on landings is the motion by Mark.  Is there a 
second?  Second by Ben.  Discussion.  Is there objection to this motion?  I see none; that 
motion is approved.  All right, Rick. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  And just to clarify, council recommends that we take out the wording that we 
have in strike-through.  What this does is reference sections of documents, past amendments, and 
we don’t think that is appropriate since sections tend to change, so minor changes. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  No one has any problem with that, I’m sure.  Okay. 
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MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, next we go to management alternatives.  This is on PDF Page 249.  I 
expect being the best place to look at this is in one table.  We always go back to the maps and the 
waypoints and such, but if you go to PDF Page 279, there is a table that describes all the 
alternatives that we have in the document.   
 
Alternative 2 would prohibit the possession, retention of red snapper in all sectors year round.  
Alternatives 3A through 4D would do that, but also close certain sections out there to all species 
of snapper grouper.  You can see 3A, 3B, 3C and 3D and are based upon four logbook grids.  
You can see the depths in that third column so that 3B would close between depths 66 to 240 
feet.  3C would close between 98 and 240 foot depth, and 3D 98 to 300 foot depth. 
 
Moving on to 4A, 4B, 4C and 4D, those would close seven logbook grids, and those depths track 
the same as 3A through 3D.  You can see in this same table that I’m sure you’ll talk about, but 
the expected reductions from the various alternatives, which, of course, we’ve talked about 
before with the model that has been brought forth to you, how those change with the different 
assumptions.   
 
There are on the bottom of the table those various assumptions.  Your target before you changed 
your preferred alternative was 83 and now your target is 76.  Again, all of the maps and the 
waypoints are in the previous sections of the document, but I just thought this table was a good 
way to see them all. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Keep in mind what we have done already with the change in the preferreds.  I 
would encourage the committee to look very closely at this table and to look very closely at the 
various scenarios that are there.  I guess in a perfect world or in my world, at least, I would 
approach this by selecting a scenario from the bottom of these tables that makes sense, that is 
reasonable, and then select an alternative within that scenario.  In my opinion some of these 
scenarios, one through seven, don’t make a lot of sense.  They’re not realistic, in my opinion, so 
that would be my advice to the committee to certainly consider those scenarios, and my 
recommendation would be to take that approach.  What is your pleasure here?  Robert. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Mr. Chairman, going on that, it looks to be the real variable here is the 
compliance estimate.  That’s the real quantity we’re looking at here, and I look at this and it 
ranges from 100 percent compliance, which I think although we would all like to believe we’re 
angels, I think I could probably suggest that is not realistic, down to 80 percent, and I think that 
is the question before us is what do we think is a reasonable compliance rate with these 
measures? 
 
MR. GEIGER:  I’m going to use my time differently, I guess.  I had a different plan, but one 
thing I’d like to do is say that based on the comments last night I would like to defend the 
council a little bit and say it can’t be said that this council doesn’t listen.  The SEDAR 24 is in 
process.  We need to recognize and thank the SEDAR Steering Committee as a council and 
certainly thank the Southeast Science Center, who has bent over backwards in an effort to get 
this SEDAR done out of sequence and get it done in a timely fashion so that it can used for 
management ultimately in this very contentious issue that we’re dealing with. 
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Thank you, Bonnie, Chairman Harris and Dr. Crabtree as steering committee members.  There is 
a misperception on the part of the public that what we do here today with 17A is going to be in 
place tomorrow, and that is not the case despite the heroic efforts of Dr. Crabtree in numerous 
round table discussions and question-and-answer sessions and the attempts of the council to 
inform the public otherwise. 
 
SEDAR 24 in process is going to be the vehicle used to ultimately make the decisions regarding 
what we do concerning the regulations on red snapper, whether we need a closed area, we don’t 
need a closed area, ultimately the size of the closed area, the decisions that are made here.  
Questions from the public last night concerned how we got to the preferred alternative that we 
have today and the process that was used, which was revelational euphoria I guess when it was 
determined that we could get down to 83 percent and we could reduce our preferred alternative 
to reduce the size of the closed area, I had some problems with that and we just got rolled over. 
 
When you look at the fairness of that and when you look at closing the areas that were 
anticipated being closed, it went like this from the north down when in fact I believe it would 
have been more prudent had we looked at closing or reducing the size of the closures from the 
north and proportionately from the south based on the proportion of landings that occur in those 
areas to be fair. 
 
As it stands right now, the Florida Fishery is the preponderance of this fishery, and Florida is 
bearing the brunt of the rebuilding period.  We heard comments from the public last night that 
changing the SPR proxy will lengthen the rebuilding period.  There are problems associated with 
doing these things to just make people feel good or make it look good that we’re working to 
reduce the size of these areas when we don’t really know the concomitant effects and what we’re 
going to see as a result of SEDAR 24, which ultimately is going to be the vehicle that drives the 
regulations that we put in place. 
 
17A is the vehicle that we’re using to meet the timelines commensurate with Magnuson-Stevens 
in terms of staying on track and meeting those requirements of the law.  We know we’re going to 
get SEDAR 24.  We’re all hoping it is going to be different, but we don’t know how different it 
is going to be.  God forbid if it doesn’t turn out to be that ray of sunshine coming down that 
allows us to do nothing. 
 
We’re going to have to do something but we just don’t know to what magnitude, and it very well 
may turn out to be not as rosy and we might have to revisit – maybe we need more than a 76 
percent reduction as a result of SEDAR 24.  What we have just done now reducing from 83 
percent to 76 percent I truly believe is irresponsible and not planning for the worse case.  If in 
fact SEDAR 24 comes back and says we need an 80 percent reduction, which is significantly 
different than 83, we’ve got to go back and start all over again. 
We’ve spent a lot of time doing this and working on this and we’re thrashing through this  when 
I don’t believe it just makes a whole lot of difference in the end run because SEDAR 24 is the 
document that is going to be the decision process.  I’m going to vote against any changes to 
reductions and size areas.   
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I was prepared to make a motion and go back to a more conservative area just as a contingency 
so that we’re prepared to move forward.  In Attachment 14 we have a new table prepared by Dr. 
Farmer and Andy Strelcheck, and thank you guys for doing that.  It was a lot of work that was 
accomplished in a one-week period to develop new alternatives, because as a revelation at 
SEDAR 24 it was stressed that the preponderance of the recreational fishery takes place in 60 to 
120 feet of water and the preferred alternatives that we have selected selects the closed area from 
98 to 120 feet. 
 
So when you look and consider the effort shift that may take place in that closed area, 98 to 240 
feet, and now relegate it into that area between 60 and 98 feet, you’re looking at some significant 
potential red snapper interactions; and even if you reduce the release mortality associated with 
that to 15 percent, we might not even be able to achieve the reductions we’re looking at here in 
73 percent. 
 
I’m not suggesting we go to a 66-foot closure, but I’m certainly – and the other problem I have is 
that when we sent this DEIS out, 4D was our preferred alternative.  We got all these comments 
back from people, including the environmental protection, that were predicated upon that 
preferred alternative.  I wonder what their comments would be if the DEIS reflected our new 
alternative with our new reductions.  I don’t like this.  This is not a good thing. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Keep in mind our current preferred is indicated in bold there and it is Alternative 
3C.  Robert. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Mr. Chairman, just for purpose of moving us along for discussion, if you 
would entertain a motion, I would make a motion that we look at closed area scenarios 
based on an 85 percent compliance rate. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Robert that we consider alternatives that encompass an 85 percent 
compliance rate.  Is there a second?  Second by Duane.  Discussion.  Robert. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  I must admit there is no magic to 85 percent.  I noticed the table has been 
constructed, as I said earlier, with ranges of 80 percent compliance all the way to 100 percent 
compliance.  I selected 85 simply because it is a good midpoint for discussion just to move us 
along. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Robert, I think there is some history that would indicate that there is some basis.  
In fact in previous amendments we have set recreational compliance at 83 percent, I guess, 
which is pretty close.  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  May I suggest that we pull up Attachment 14 and look at that table that was 
prepared, also.  It has been prepared; there are three bars at the bottom.  One is a 66 to 240 foot 
closure; another is 98 to 240; and 98 to 300.  If we’re going to apply those, we might want to 
look at that new table that was worked on and work off of that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  We’ve received a new one, George, and I believe it is an excel spreadsheet.  It’s 
14A; is that the one you’re talking about. 
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MR. GEIGER:  Yes, sir. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, it was in the second briefing book and it’s an excel file and not PDF file.  I 
believe that is the one; it’s 14a, little “a”.  What they’ve done is add – this encompasses a 
number of new alternatives and the associated reductions based on the assumptions in the various 
scenarios.  This will inform you as to what Robert’s motion might indicate.  Roy, to the motion 
that is on the floor? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  No, we can go ahead and dispense with motion.  I was going to come back to 
the bigger picture issues that George referred to. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, to the motion, are there comments or discussion of the motion?   
 
MR. GEIGER:  One of the interesting things is this will help inform the public that when we get 
SEDAR 24 back and it provides us with the informative information as to what we need to do in 
terms of reductions; this paints a more complete picture of where we can go and what we can use 
to get there.  It’s very handy and it’s already available. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Further discussion on the motion?  Basically what Robert’s motion would do is 
restrict consideration to Scenarios 3 and 4, I believe; is that correct, Robert? 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Yes. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  I would have to vote against it because we don’t have a clue of what the 
compliance is going to be until – we heard all the public comment.  If we go way away from 
what they believe in, it is going to change the compliance all over the place.  I don’t want to lock 
us into a compliance percentage because that is going to vary greatly according to how the public 
feels that we’re going about this. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, we’re pretty sure it is not a hundred percent.   
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, Charlie, we’re making decisions based on a lot of uncertainties.  There 
is no getting around that, there are a lot of uncertainties here.  The important thing is that you 
consider the facts and you make a well-reasoned decision the best you can.  There are a lot of 
things in the NEPA Regulations and all about making decisions in the fact of uncertain 
information.  We do it everytime we take an action. 
 
I don’t think we’ve ever taken an action where we could say with any certainty what the 
compliance rate is, so we’re making a reasoned judgment here that is going to guide our 
selection of these proposed areas based on our experience and judgment.  I don’t think there is a 
problem with that.  I think we just sort of have to do that. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Just to clarify the record, George, the public was informed the 
preferred alternative changed.  The Service put out a Fishery Bulletin and I think they may have 
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even used other methods, but I know they put out a Fishery Bulletin informing the public that the 
preferred alternative had changed. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Well, does that compel DEP then to make comments based on the new preferred 
alternative because their comments were based on Alternative 4D, as I understand it? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I’m not sure; I would have to look, but the preferred alternative was 
reflected – the new preferred alternative was reflected in the DEIS. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  If your question is whether everybody was aware that it had changed, the answer 
is probably no.  It required some digging and a desire to be informed so not everybody was.  All 
right, back to this motion, please.  Robert. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Just to clarify a comment made earlier, note the differences between Scenarios 3 
and 4.  There is also a discrepancy between the assumed offshore release mortality rates between 
those two.  Just to make sure we’re sure clear on this, I think the purpose of my motion is just to 
guide the discussion, and is an 85 percent compliance rate a reasonable assumption for 
compliance with these management measures? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, further discussion on the motion.  Is everybody clear?  All in favor of 
the motion raise your hand, 8 in favor; all opposed, three opposed.  The motion is 
approved.  Okay, I don’t know what that is going to do to us as far as the current preferred.  I’m 
going to have to get back to the old table, George, in Attachment 10, I think, to at least get a feel 
for – all right, Scenarios 3 and 4 or at least Scenario 3 meets the new required reduction of 76 
percent, so we are comfortable or at least in compliance with the current preferred.  Discussion, 
Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, I want to come back to some of George’s comments.  George, I 
understand where you’re coming from. I admire you for taking a principle stand on some of 
these things, but the reality is we’re going to come back after this SEDAR is completed and 
we’re going to make adjustments to this. 
 
Now, I don’t agree with you that we’re going to start all over again because I think we’re going 
to come in and make some adjustments.  Depending on what those adjustments are, we may have 
to do an EIS, but I think there is a good chance we’ll do an EA and we will make some 
adjustments there. 
 
I think that is going to happen regardless of what preferred alternative you choose right now 
because it is just unlikely that we’re choose something that is going to exactly line up with what 
comes out of the new assessment.  Even if the percent reductions don’t change, if some of the 
fundamental assumptions in the assessment change about release mortality rates and things like 
that, we still may want to come in and make some adjustments to management because we have 
some new information. 
 
That’s just where we are and that’s what we’re going to have to do.  Now, we seem to be getting 
overly worried about a few percent reductions, and I don’t think we ought to do that.  My 
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judgment on this is that this rebuilding plan is going to work and this stock is going to recover.  
I’ve gone through this in the Gulf of Mexico where we had a lot of uncertainties and a lot of 
arguing over years and years, but when we finally put in place the rebuilding plan, which some 
said went too far and some said it didn’t go far enough, it worked and we have ended the 
overfishing in the Gulf of Mexico. 
 
People are seeing red snapper fishing like they’ve never seen in their lifetimes in the Gulf of 
Mexico, so it worked.  I’m confident that this one is going to work, and it is going to work 
regardless of whether you go for a 78 percent reduction or a 75 percent reduction.  It is going to 
work.  No one is going to be able to say exactly how quickly it is going to work because there are 
a whole lot of uncertainties here that we just don’t know, and we’re not likely to know after the 
new assessment. 
 
I think we’ll have a better idea after the new assessment but all these uncertainties aren’t going to 
go away.  They’re inherent in all of these things, but what we’re doing here is a very major thing, 
and we’re going to get very deep reductions in fishing mortality.  Everything I know about red 
snapper indicates to me that the stock responds very quickly. 
 
I also personally believe that we’ve got a jump start on recovery because I think we have some 
bumper year classes that just by chance have hit this fishery.  That has made our lives more 
difficult in terms of public relations, but I think it is going to make recovery less difficult.  Let’s 
not get too wound up in a few percentage points here and there.  There are big uncertainties in all 
of this, but this is going to work and we are going to rebuild this stock and end the overfishing, 
and that I am confident about. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Roy, for your explanation and comments as well as your optimism 
on this and I share those.  I think we are going to make it work.  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Yes, I believe it is going to work as well.  Unfortunately, our track record on 
previous reef fish species and amendments isn’t quite as glowing as we would like it to be, and 
my confidence isn’t quite as buoyed over that.  When I referred to starting over, it wasn’t 
referring to the fact that we’re going to start over when we get SEDAR 24. 
 
I just maintain that if we have a less conservative position moving forward and that less 
conservative position winds up to be less than what is identified as being needed in SEDAR 24, 
explain how we’re going to do that, then.  We’re going to have to go back and revisit these 
alternatives and there is going to be a problem with that.  Are we going to do an emergency rule 
just like we’re anticipating being able to do an emergency rule if in fact SEDAR 24 allows us to 
take less reductions and close less area? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I think that is up to you as the council.  I don’t think you’ll be required 
to do that in either case.  I think it will be up to you to see what you want to do, but I think it 
depends on the specifics of the situation.  Look, there is no guarantee that SEDAR 24 won’t 
come out worse than SEDAR 15.  I don’t know where it is going to come out, so you make a 
reasonable choice here of something that you think will work and we’ll come in and make 
adjustments when we get into it. 
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Now, I understand, George, there are some different views on the council in terms of how 
conservative we’re going to be and you guys are going to discuss that, but what I urge all of you 
to do is at the end of the day, after these discussions have been taken care of, let’s come together 
as the council and go forward with what the council as a whole decides. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Okay, but if we move forward with the 76 percent reduction today in 17A, 
hypothetically SEDAR 24 comes back not as rosy, it requires us to have a 78 or an 80 percent 
reduction, I can’t imagine starting this process again and going through and developing 
alternatives.   
 
Nobody is going to object to making the area smaller, but after we submit 17A and revisit it and 
make the area bigger, holy God, we’re going to go through this whole process all over again.  All 
I’m saying is I think it is prudent to be conservative today and be prepared in the event, based on 
the result of SEDAR 24, which allows us hopefully to reduce – if it doesn’t allow us to reduce, 
we’re prepared. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  It is a good point and it is well taken.  Mark. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  My timing here is probably not the best, but for purposes of a council 
discussion about something that I think is very important for us to discuss, we heard a lot of 
public testimony last night, we heard a lot of the same public testimony, and we’ve been hearing 
about the concerns that this process is creating an incredible amount of economic and social 
hardship. 
 
We’re trying as a council to do what we believe is correct in accordance with the law particularly 
in terms of meeting a deadline to end overfishing within a certain amount of time.  However, 
we’re taking some extreme measures and we have already closed all directed red snapper 
harvest, and that is likely to continue presuming that 17A is approved by us and forwarded to the 
Secretary of Commerce. 
 
For purposes of discussion and I think in looking at the public’s acceptance and support for what 
we’re trying to do to rebuild these fisheries; with the concern that a large area closure off of the 
coast is going to be difficult to enforce; we know we’re likely to have compliance issues; we also 
have a timing situation now where we have agreed to go ahead and get the latest available stock 
assessment; and with the utmost respect for the point of view that George is taking that we 
should wait on that – that we have that assessment and we need to go ahead and act now and see 
what is going to happen. 
 
On the other hand, I could also look at this and say that it may be appropriate to try to hold off as 
much as possible until we get that assessment.  If the likelihood is we’re going to be making 
changes or adjusting what we’re doing anyway, I’m going to make a motion that we change 
the preferred alternative for the management actions to Alternative 2. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Mark to change the preferred closure alternative to Alternative 
2, which is no closure.  Is there a second?  Second by Charlie.  Discussion.  Monica. 
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MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Just for clarification, when you say “no closure”, is that no closure 
even to red snapper?  No closed area, so red snapper would remain closed under other 
alternatives and then this would no further closed area.  Okay. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, Mark, explain to us how that is sufficient to end overfishing given the 
facts that we have before us today. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  I can’t say that it would end overfishing based on the numbers that we’re 
looking at.  We do know that ending red snapper directed harvest is going to get us about 50 or 
60 percent of the needed reduction.  We know there is some uncertainty in the level of reduction 
we’re going to get regardless of what strategies we take.  I don’t know what that range is.   
 
If we had a target of 76 percent harvest reduction based on the new 30 percent SPR proxy, I 
don’t know whether the actual measures we take would effect a 70 percent or a 60 percent 
reduction or an 80 or 90 percent reduction.  I understand that not having the bottom area closure 
at least between now and the time that we do have a new stock assessment may not end 
overfishing at the level that we’re looking to end overfishing at 76 percent. 
 
Given the level of uncertainty in any of the actions we’re taking, the difficulty of understanding 
what kind of fishing behavior is going to occur as a result of these rules, the compliance issues 
and the fact that we’re not likely to have an actual bottom area closure in place and under federal 
rules before the next stock assessment is completed, I’m still making the case that to try to 
address the concern about the other impacts that this amendment is having in terms of the impact 
on fishing communities, businesses, the economy, that is something the council has to take into 
effect even though we do have a responsibility to end overfishing.  We do also have a 
responsibility to weigh those other factors, and so I’m making my motion based on that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, Mark, and certainly we do have to consider the economic impacts and 
the social impacts, but foremost and first we have to end the overfishing.  I can’t be convinced 
that the motion that you presented – I don’t have any evidence with the information before us 
that that is going to end overfishing, so I can’t support your motion.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I can’t support it either, and I don’t know what we would write into the 
document as the rationale for it.  I would have to oppose it.  I understand where you’re coming 
from, Mark, but given the Reauthorized Magnuson Act I just can’t support that. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  There is a lot going into this.  We know we’re going to change stuff in 
December.  I think this is more of a stopgap until we get to December and we can do it right and 
we can listen to the public.  It is not going to do us any good if we’re driving the bus and nobody 
is on it.  I think this is an attempt to try to get it right and not do something and undo something.   
 
In December, yes, make sure that whatever we figure out doing, use an 85 percent compliance 
rate.  This isn’t long term.  This is until we get to December and get these new numbers and then 
we can do it right and we can listen to the public and we can take this economic disaster on the 
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east coast into consideration.  Everything changes in December.  I don’t think we want to do this 
and then turn around and be undoing stuff.  Let’s fix it right as we go. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  I’m sensitive, too, to what Mark is doing, and I, too, would like to see us 
minimize as much as we can the economic and social impacts in the actions that we take.  
However, at the same time I would hate to see us not move ahead with something.  I think we’re 
going to have to take some action and move ahead if we’re going to meet our timeline and 
everything.  I don’t see any scenarios under Alternative 2 that would allow us to reach the 
reduction that we’re required to under our new MSY proxy.  I’m like Roy; I don’t know how we 
would be able to submit a document that could even be considered given the restraints that we’re 
working under.  As much as I would like to, I’m not able to support the motion either, Mr. 
Chairman. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, is everybody aware of the motion?  Tom, last work, real quick, and 
then we’re going to vote. 
 
MR. SWATZEL:  I agree with Charlie.  First of all, I’m not really sure that we should be really 
even discussing moving 17A forward.  We’ve heard a lot of discussion last night about the fact 
that we really should wait for the stock assessment.  I understand some of the technical reasons 
why we’re moving forward, but it seems really illogical to most fishermen and to myself about 
these artificial deadlines and about trying to meet the Magnuson Act. 
 
We’re 23 months into the overfishing notification.  The idea that we can’t wait five or six more 
months for a stock assessment and we’re in here discussing what may or may not happen, we 
don’t know, but I really think we would be best overall waiting to deal with Amendment 17A 
until we get the stock assessment.   
 
In the absence of that, if the council is going to move something forward, I think this is certainly 
a prudent thing to do.  We don’t know what we’ll end up with.  This is fairly minimal impacts on 
people until we can find out the answers.  I think in my view this is the second best preference to 
do absent not moving the amendment forward. 
 
MS. PONWITH:  There are administrator requirements and management requirements and we 
have got experts on management and experts on the law here to advise on that.  From a science 
standpoint, this motion has an extremely low probability of ending overfishing on red snapper. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Bonnie.  All right, all in favor of the motion – everybody 
understands it is to change the preferred to Alternative 2, which has no closed areas – all in 
favor raise your hand, four; all opposed, seven.  The motion fails.  All right, we’re still back 
where we were at the end of the last meeting with a preferred of 3C.  It does qualify as per the 
motion that was passed previously from a compliance perspective.  Is there any additional desire 
to change the preferred alternative at this point?  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Mac, I just suggest we move on and leave our preferred where it is. 
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MR. CURRIN:  Okay.  Without any desire of anyone else to move ahead with a different 
alternative, we will move on to our next action.  Let’s take a break for ten minutes. 
 

(Whereupon, a recess was taken.) 
 

MR. CURRIN:  Let’s get the committee and council back to the table, please.   
 
MR. HARRIS:  Let me make a comment while we’re coming back to begin the discussion again.  
George mentioned something about the red snapper that are caught are caught between – most of 
them between 60 and 120 feet.  I can assure you that is not case off the coast of Georgia because 
there is very little habitat, and it’s probably the same with South Carolina inside of 90 feet.  Most 
of the red snapper do not exist.   
 
I mean, we will catch them on the artificial reefs occasionally, but to really catch red snapper off 
the coast of Georgia you have to go out to the Snapper Banks, which begins 40 miles offshore.  I 
think Charlie would probably agree with that.  I just want to make sure that is not something that 
is sitting in people’s minds as something that occurs off the coast of Georgia.  I don’t about 
Florida but I do know it is not true off Georgia. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, let’s get back to this action on the closed area.  During the break, I 
know there was some interest in consideration of some new alternatives that were presented to us 
in Table 14A.  Tom. 
 
MR. SWATZEL:  I would like to move to adopt a new closed area option or alternative.  It 
would be the new number three alternative in Attachment 14A. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I certainly can’t explain that to you because we just got it, but it does have the 
blocks there.  New three is the fourth line, close cells 28/80, 29/80, 30/80 between the depths of 
98 and 300 feet, under Scenarios 3 and 4.  It gives an estimated 74 or 75 percent reduction.  
Motion by Tom; is there a second?  Second by Doug.  Discussion on this motion.  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, I would just like those cells projected, if we have got them, so we 
can see what it is we’re talking about.  I have a hard time visualizing numbers when there are 
actually maps that go with that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Tom, which depth range; there are three tabs there that have different depth 
ranges?  Were you looking at the 98 to 240 range or the 66 to 240 or the 98 to 300? 
 
MR. SWATZEL:  Well, I’m confused because on the Attachment 14A – well, I’m sorry; actually 
I’m looking at the 98 to 300, again trying to meet the scenarios of 85 percent compliance and 
somewhere close to 76 percent reduction. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, and that’s the one I had before me because that is where it opened up.  It 
is new three under the 98 to 300-foot tab.   
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MR. HAYMANS:  Mr. Chairman, I would withdraw my second.  I was under the 98 to 240 on 
that second. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, the second has been withdrawn unless the motioner would like to 
consider the 98 to 240 closure. 
 
MR. SWATZEL:  Yes, I’ll modify it to the 98 to 240. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, the motion then is to accept the new three under the 98 to 240-foot 
closure, which is I believe the same closed cells, 28/80, 29/80, 30/80, from 98 to 240, and under 
Scenarios 3 and 4, which meets the 85 percent compliance.  That gives you an estimated 74 
percent under Scenario 3 and a 75 percent reduction estimated under Scenario 4.  Rick. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  And please come up and correct me if I’m wrong, but if you’re looking at the 
screen right here, it is this alternative but not logbook grid 31/80, which Gregg is circling right 
now, so not that closure.  It is 30/80, 29/80, and 28/80, between 98 and 240. 
MR. CURRIN:  That is PDF Page 254 in our 17A document, so you can pull that up on your 
screen.  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Rick, I’m sorry, would you repeat that again. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  It is that map that is on the screen right now, but not the grid that Gregg has 
that mouse over, the top one, not that piece on the very top.  That line would go right there. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And I believe the top of that grid line is on 31 north; is that correct, Gregg? 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Thank you, that helps. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Okay, so I’m looking at the table, we need a 76 percent reduction now with 
the preferreds we have chosen.  New three gives you 74 or 75 under Scenarios 3 and 4, but it gets 
you there in Scenarios 5, 6 and 7.  It seems to me that choosing this alternative directly 
contradicts the motion we passed a few minutes ago, which was to assume an 85 percent 
compliance rate.  In order to make this work, you have to assume an 87 percent compliance rate, 
so it seems to me this is just inconsistent with the decision we just made. 
 
MR. SWATZEL:  Well, it reduces the area by about a thousand square miles.  You made 
mention earlier that if we got within a couple of percentage points of reduction – I mean, we 
weren’t going to be exact, so we’re looking at – under Scenarios 3 and 4 with 85 percent 
compliance, I believe it would be either 74 or 75 percent reduction, which seems to me to be 
close enough. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And I understand what you’re saying, Tom, but part of my job is to keep the 
record consistent.  It seems to me if this is what you want to do, then you’re accepting the 87 
percent compliance rate to make this work, and you need to revisit the decision you made about 
the compliance rate and keep this thing consistent so when staff goes back they can write up why 
this is adequate.   
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To me the most straightforward way to explain why this would work would be because you think 
the compliance rate would be a little better.  Now you’re going to have to explain to us why you 
have now just changed your mind and think the compliance rate is going to be better than it was, 
and the rationale can’t be, well, because we don’t want to close that area.  That is what I think 
you’re facing here. 
 
MR. SWATZEL:  Well, if I’m correct, our existing preferred alternative is based on that scenario 
of – I think it is a lesser compliance rate; isn’t it? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Lower from what? 
 
MR. SWATZEL:  Yes, lower compliance rate.  We just changed that a minute ago, but based on 
the document that we had it was a lesser compliance rate. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Well, it could probably be fairly easily argued that the smaller the box the 
higher the compliance rate is going to be. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Other discussion?  Remember, the total compliance, I would agree, Charlie, but 
it is the compliance rate that we have to worry about.  The second by Haymans still exists.  
Further discussion on this motion?  All in favor of the motion raise your hand, please, 
seven in favor; opposed, five in opposition.  The motion is approved, so we have a new 
preferred alternative for the closure area.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  All right, so that motion now has passed and is the preferred.  I would like to 
make a motion to reconsider the previous motion on the compliance rate of 85 percent. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Roy to reconsider the previous motion of compliance of 85 percent; 
second by Mr. Harris.  Discussion?   Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  So what we would do now is vote and if we vote in favor of the motion to 
reconsider, then that motion is gone and then we just have a new discussion about the 
compliance rate, right? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, I think what that does is bring that motion back up for consideration again.  
We can vote it down at that point or amend it or substitute it or whatever. Is there any objection 
to the motion to reconsider?  I see none; the motion to reconsider is approved.  I guess 
through a substitute motion or amendment to that motion we can reconsider the compliance rate. 
 
MR. SWATZEL:  On this point now, I think that we considered a 95 percent compliance rate 
with 3C, is that right – no, that is not right.   
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, it was much higher than 85, you’re right, and it gave me some discomfort 
as I expressed at our last – all of those assumptions gave me discomfort as I expressed at our last 
meeting.  I think that was Robert’s attempt to bring a little more sense of reality into the 
assumptions we’re making by restricting the scenarios for consideration.  Charlie. 
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MR. PHILLIPS:  Well, again, since we’re going to be back hopefully just fine tuning this in 
December, it might be better to just leave the compliance rate not set and set it in December 
when we get the rest of our information and go from there. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I think part of the problem that got us into trouble is we’ve tried to pin 
ourselves down to a specific number when it might be better to recognize the compliance rate is 
uncertain and so we’re going to look at a range.  Maybe what you’re saying now is you think 
you’re going to confine your consideration to compliance rates of less than 90 percent or less 
than something like that. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Mr. Chairman, again, my purpose of the discussion earlier was just to get us 
down the road. I would make the motion that we would consider adjustments assuming 
compliance rates of less than 90 percent and that would guide our discussion and our 
debate. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, so Robert has offered a substitute motion stating that we consider 
scenarios that exhibit compliance rates of less than 90 percent.  Second by Duane.  Discussion.  
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Robert, just so I’m clear, when you say “compliance” – I’m kind of thinking 
and talking at the same time, which is scary – that is somebody that is going to get a ticket for 
being in a closed area or being over a limit whether it is 200 pounds of fish over a limit or one 
fish over a limit; is that going to count one on the rate – how does that work? 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Charlie, I think to answer your question I’m looking at, for purposes of the 
discussion, strictly at Attachment 14A in the briefing document that was constructed for us by 
the center.  I think the purpose of this motion is to, in essence, throw out Scenario 6 and Scenario 
7 in each one of the depictions as perhaps too optimistic.   
 
Scenario 6 is constructed on the assumption of a 95 percent compliance rate and Scenario 7 on a 
100 percent compliance rate.  Again, I want to think most anglers are going to want to do the 
right thing.  I’m not sure that all of us are always going to do the right thing a hundred percent of 
the time.  I guess in a matter of speaking somewhat puts this maybe in the considered but 
rejected scenarios, if you will. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Further discussion on the motion?  The substitute motion is to consider only 
scenarios assuming compliance rates of less than 90 percent.  Is there objection to that motion?  
I see none; that motion is approved and now becomes the main motion.  Is there discussion on 
the main motion?  Is there objection to the motion?  I see none; that motion is approved.   
 
Okay, I’m a little more comfortable now as I think Dr. Crabtree is as well that things aren’t 
pointing in different directions.  Any further discussion on the management measures associated 
with the closed areas?  We have a new preferred and some restrictions placed on it by the 
passage of that last motion.  All right, back to our document, and, Rick, we can move along. 
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MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, still within the same action, you talked about this before, but what kind 
of fishing would be allowed in the closed area.  I’ll quickly run through these.  That is PDF Page 
266.  Alternative 5 would allow fishing for, harvest and possession of snapper grouper species 
but not red snapper in the closed area if harvested with black sea bass pots.  That is not a 
preferred alternative at this time. 
 
Alternative 6 would allow harvest with bottom longline gear.  That is not the current preferred 
alternative at this time.  Already longline gear is pushed back beyond 50 fathoms, which is 300 
feet, so I think that was the justification by the council for not choosing that as the preferred.  
Alternative 7, which is your preferred alternative at the moment, is to allow harvest with 
spearfishing of species in the snapper grouper complex; again, not red snapper.  I’ll stop there 
before we get into the transit alternatives. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  What is your pleasure here or comfort level with where we are?  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I think Alternative 5 at one point was the preferred and then we dropped it 
out, but I think we heard from some fishermen last night that there is some black sea bass pot 
fishing going on.  I think some of the issues that we had concerning black sea bass pots may be 
taken care of in Amendment 18 because we have selected a control date for participation in the 
fishery.   
 
In essence, if we don’t choose Alternative 5 as a preferred, we’re going to shut out some people 
out of the fishery who might otherwise be able to participate even with a control date and all in 
place.  I would like to make a motion that we make Alternative 5 to allow black sea bass pot 
fishing as a preferred.   
 
MR. HARRIS:   Second. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Brian to select Alternative 5 as a preferred in Amendment 17A; 
seconded by Duane.  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, I support the motion.  The testimony we heard and my own 
personal experience using black sea bass pots, the risk of catching red snapper in those is so 
minimal that I think it is ridiculous to not allow the fishermen that have black sea bass pots to 
fish in the closed area using that gear. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  The only thing I think we need to put into the document, if we pass this, is 
that we’re going to watch this carefully.  I think we need to at some point talk to the center about 
having some observers ride on some of these trips so we can make sure that we’re correct.  I 
think when Bonnie is back in, at some point we ought to talk to her about that.  I think we ought 
to reflect that in the document as part of our intent. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Roy, I don’t have any disagreement with that at all.  Are you suggesting 
that perhaps in this motion we somehow need to modify that or can we just – 
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DR. CRABTREE:  No, I think we just indicate our intent to Rick that in the discussion of this we 
put there that it is the council’s intent to carefully monitor this and that we then talk to the center 
about trying to get some observers out on some of them.  If it pans out they’re not catching 
snapper, great; but if it is a problem, then I think we all have to agree we’re going to come back 
and reconsider. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Okay, Alternative 7 talked about spearfishing so what is this going to do about 
– is this taking spearfishing out or is this just adding black sea bass pots? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  No, that is a different alternative and we can have multiple alternatives, so it 
doesn’t address it until somebody wants to bring that up again.  Further discussion on this motion 
to permit black sea bass pots in the closed area?  Is there any objection to the motion?  I see 
none.  I have checked with Rick, Roy, and he has made notes on your point and will reflect that 
in the document.   
 
All right, as just indicated, the current preferred is – Alternative 7 is also a current preferred and 
that allows fish for, harvest and possession of snapper grouper with spearfishing gear in the 
closed area.  People, from the comments last night, came down on both sides of that for a 
number of reasons.  Is everybody currently comfortable with the preferred alternative to permit 
spearfishing?  All right, I’m not seeing any desire to change that, so let’s go. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, right beneath Alternative 7 you see Alternatives 8A, 8B and 8C, and 
this all has to do with transit through the closed area.  We’ve gone through these before but I’ll 
just run through them.  8A says you can transit with snapper grouper species on board.  Again, 
you have to be in transit and gear has to be stowed, and those are defined in the paragraph right 
underneath Alternative 8A what those mean. 
   
That is your current preferred alternative and that is consistent with the deep-water MPAs that 
we put into place.  8B is the same but it doesn’t talk about stowage so the gear does not have to 
be stowed if you’re in transit with snapper grouper species.  8C says you may only have 
wreckfish on board.  Again, your alternative preferred is 8A. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Is everybody comfortable with that?  All right, I see no desire to change that 
preferred.  Monica. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I believe the coast guard suggested a slightly different version of 
transit that you may want to look at.  I think it is in the proposed rule that you have in front of 
you, but it is not in the amendment.  They were suggesting a slightly different version because – 
I don’t have all their rationale with me – because they thought it was more appropriate and 
covered the various situations in a better manner. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  It was just perhaps a more clear definition of transit or a more closely defined 
definition of transit that gave them some level of comfort. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Right, it wasn’t that you should not allow transit in this area or it 
wasn’t that you should only allow transit in certain in corridors or anything like that.  It was just 
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defining what transit means.  It is slightly different; and maybe when we come to the proposed 
rule we can look at that a little bit more.  Then if you wanted to go that direction, then we could 
incorporate that back into the amendment.  The council should look at the rule along with the 
amendment when they’re deciding these kinds of things.  Let me look at this a little further 
because it just came up.  I will get right back to you. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, that’s fine.  Yes, if we can locate it so everybody can look at it, I don’t 
want to accept something I’m not familiar with or seen.  All right, we’ll come back to this when 
Monica is able to point us in the right direction. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, the next action is circle hooks, PDF Page 314.  There are three 
alternatives; no action, do not require the use of circle hooks when using hook-and-line gear for 
snapper grouper species within the South Atlantic EEZ; Alternative 2, which is your current 
preferred alternative, is to require the use of non-offset, non-stainless circle hooks when fishing 
for snapper grouper species with hook-and-line gear north of 28 degrees. 
 
Again, that the southern most boundary of all your closures, so there would be less impact to, 
say, the yellowtail fishery down in the Keys, and I think that was the rationale for having that 
line.  Then Alternative 3 is to require the use of circle hooks throughout the entire EEZ.  Again, 
your preferred alternative is Alternative 2. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  We had circle hooks in a previous amendment and we pulled it out and 
brought it back in here.  We now have Alternative 2 as our preferred.  I have a couple of 
questions that are related to this.  Is the reason why it came back here was because of the area in 
which they were previously – Alternative 3 was the alternative that we had. 
 
Is it because that we’re only now requiring them north of 28 degrees is the reason why it’s back 
in here?  The reason I ask that is because we heard some testimony last night that there are some 
problems perhaps with some species like triggerfish that using circle hooks the fish don’t bite as 
well on those as well as associated release mortalities if those hooks are not removed correctly.  
I’m wondering have we gotten some additional research or what is the preponderance of the 
research saying about the performance of circle hooks in some of these other species. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, I just share with you what was presented to me again, I guess, last week at 
the fishing school, and Jeff Buckel was there and showed some research to some of the folks 
participating in the class that he and Rudershausen had done and comparing J-hooks and circle 
hooks.   
 
Although we don’t have a measure yet – I hope we’ll get there one day – of the benefits derived 
from using circle hooks, I think what he presented was a good indication of the level that might 
represent.  It was roughly about 10 percent difference in gut-hooking of fish using two or three 
different size J-hooks versus circle hooks fishing.  This was in gag.   
 
I think it is pretty well known that gut-hooking, although fish can survive that, not many do.  
They get hurt pretty badly if they swallow the hook.  I think that is some evidence, Brian, that 
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these things provide some benefit albeit unmeasurable at this point.  I think that is part of the 
rationale, at least.   
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  And to follow up with that, I think that the benefits of circle hooks in 
reducing gut-hooking are pretty clear.  I guess my concern is more along with release mortality.  
Are we increasing release mortality by requiring the use of circle hooks perhaps in certain 
fisheries where we’re not quite sure that the anglers actually know how to properly remove a 
circle hook; are we breaking jaws?   
 
Also, do we have evidence to show that some fish just won’t bite on a circle hook?  I know right 
now because of so much of the closures that we have and prohibition; for example, a lot of guys 
are turning to triggerfish in North Carolina.  There is some concern that triggerfish aren’t going 
to bite on a circle hook. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I’m not sure the concern is that they won’t bite as much as it is that they’re very 
difficult to hook.  I think there is lots of – personally, I think there are lots of factors that enter 
into that from the size of the hook to the size of the line being used and type of gear that is being 
used and all of that, so no doubt if this measure is to go through it is going to require some 
changes in behavior and approach by some the fishermen.   
 
I’ll just relate to you again what I think you heard in New Bern as well from one of the 
commercial guys there who was very adamant that he would be able to teach anybody how to 
catch triggerfish on a circle hook, that he did it everyday and it was not a problem.  Certainly, 
there is a learning curve associated with it, but there are others that have more experience than I 
do.  Rita. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  I’m a little uncomfortable with having it as the preferred the way it is worded 
right now.  I’ve seen some wording, if I’m not mistaken, with a Gulf FMP where it deals with the 
circle hook not being required on artificial bait unless there is meat on it.  I’m not sure of the 
difference there.  I’m not an expert on circle hooks.  I’ve also heard that there is a difference in 
gear; when you’re using jigs, that you can’t use a circle hook on that because the fish can’t 
swallow it because they’re usually smaller fish, and so that creates a higher mortality rate there. 
I’ve also heard about using bronze hooks in lieu of the stainless steel.  I’m not sure, but I’m not 
an expert on tackle so I’m just passing that out regarding my discomfort at that being the 
preferred. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, it sounds like you’ve talking to Jody and I talked to him as well.  His 
biggest concern was that we were going to require circle hooks for everything and all snapper 
grouper fishing, but it is very clear from this preferred and all these alternatives, in fact, that this 
is to apply only to the use of natural bait.  It doesn’t apply to artificial lures, jigs, that kind of 
thing unless you want to hang a piece of meat on it.  Ben. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I did a lot of research on circle hooks.  Certainly, Jack McGovern over there 
helped me.  I got to talk to Karen Burns on the west coast.  If you ignore the tagging studies 
which have their own problems inherent with the tagging, you get a 49 percent reduction in red 
snapper release mortality just through changing to circle hooks. 



  Snapper Grouper Committee 
                                                                                           June 8-10, 2010 
                                                                                                              Orlando, Florida 
 

 80 

 
In the Burns Study in 2002, switching to circle hooks in part of their study eliminated it, well, 
virtually – and I can’t qualify what “virtually” means, but virtually eliminated the hooking 
mortality problem they had with J-hooks.  That is a significant decrease in release mortality.  
Having said that and trying to get a number to plug into the assessment based on the change to 
hooks is very, very difficult because the tagging really confounds the point that you see on the 
vessels when you have a 49 percent kill from the hooks because you don’t get – the studies that 
were done don’t show – it is about equal for circle hooks and J-hooks that were tagged and 
released and recaptured. 
 
That is confounding the point, but I still go back to the point that if 49 percent of the fish are 
saved from the hook on the boat, that is probably significant enough to make this change to circle 
hooks.  I will leave it at that. 
 
MR. HAYMANS:  Well, I can hear this question coming from all of my constituents; does all 
this mean that I’ve got to have some non-offset, non-stainless hooks in my tackle box – circle 
hooks in my tackle box? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes.   
 
MR. ROBSON:  I just wanted to confirm that the specific language that we’re using in the 
preferred alternative matches up with the current language in the Gulf of Mexico for the use of 
circle hooks.  I’m concerned about consistency.  Particularly in Florida that is an issue. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  It does not because the Gulf language does not require non-offset.  It just 
requires non-stainless steel circle hooks with natural baits, but they did not require non-offset, so 
there is that difference. 
 
MR. CURRIN:   Mark, does that answer your question?  Roy, I had you; was that what you 
wanted to talk about? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I think Ben built some good record.  The document at least is not particularly 
compelling in terms of the benefits with this with red snapper but I think Ben offered some 
rationale for it.  I think it is something that you guys can make a choice on.  The point I would 
want to make is that this is not central to our strategy for rebuilding this stock.  We are not 
building in any specific reduction.  This is just a benefit over and beyond what the others do for 
this, and I think it is something you just have to make a judgment call. 
 
I can tell you in the Gulf of Mexico we required circle hooks I think three years ago.  There were 
concerns there about triggerfish and other things, but by and large I hear little or no in terms of 
complaints from fishermen, so they seem to have made the switch over to circle hooks pretty 
well in the Gulf.  We don’t hear a whole lot about it anymore. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  If we’re going to go with circle hooks, I think it would be a good idea to mirror 
the Gulf and allow the offset.  I know many, many years ago when I tilefished, it made all the 
difference in the world between an offset hook and a non-offset hook.  They were much more 
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productive, and I would guess that’s probably why they’re allowing offset hooks in the Gulf.  
Whether it changes the hooking mortality or not, I don’t know.  I would suggest if we’ve going 
to leave number two as the preferred, I would like to mirror the Gulf. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, I know that there is some research, Charlie, that indicates that offset hooks 
do have a higher percentage of gut-hooking than the non-offset.  I think that is the rationale.  I’m 
seeing very few offset hooks anymore in the tackle stores.  Most of them are non-offset.  I’m 
sure they’re available by some manufacturer. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  They can offset them themselves. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Or you can offset them, as Duane said, yourself.  I think there is some advantage 
– I don’t know what it is – heightened advantage to the non-offset hooks.  Bill. 
 
MR. TEEHAN:  Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to throw a little more light on that being a manager 
from the Gulf Council and also the state of Florida.  The Gulf Council went with the offset.  The 
state of Florida going compatible with the red snapper regulations in the Gulf went to the non-
offset, which created quite a bit of confusion on that body of water. 
 
We got a lot of testimony from fishermen at the time that a non-offset hook could be accidentally 
offset just by pulling it out – you know, the day-to-day use, pulling it out of the mouth of the fish 
you can get enough of an offset accidentally on it to make yourself illegal, so it is a difficult 
thing to look at.  I just wanted to give you a little perspective from what we did over there. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, what is your pleasure; are you happy here?  I’m hearing some 
indication that there is a desire to remove the non-offset provision from this preferred alternative 
or are you okay where we are?  We need to move.  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  I make a motion that we allow offset circle hooks just for discussion. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Charlie to I guess just remove the term “non-set” from Alternatives 2 
and 3.  Is there a second?  Second by Duane.  Discussion.  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, back when this issue first came up, when Ben brought it up, I 
read all the papers that I could find on circle hook use.  A number of those were provided to me 
by Ben.  I just don’t recall the discussion in those papers about offset versus non-offset.  I could 
go either way, but if Charlie wants to use offset circle hooks I don’t have a problem with that, 
and it is consistent with the Gulf, I guess. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Further discussion on the motion?  Is there any objection to that motion?  I 
see none so that motion is approved.  Okay, you’ve got some information on the transit issue 
that the coast guard brought up? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Yes, and I’m sorry I didn’t have this before in a more logical way 
here.  It is really not a change to a motion.  It has to do with the definition of transit as reflected 
on the hard copy, Page 225, and I guess maybe PDF copy, Page 266.  In the current draft 
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amendment it says, “The term transit means direct, non-stop progression through any snapper 
grouper closed area in the South Atlantic EEZ on a constant heading, along a continuous 
straight-line course while making way by means of a source of power at all times.” 
 
There was some discussion with the coast guard – and as soon as I’m done Brian is going to 
speak to this as well – that there was some concern that you could use this definition somehow to 
allow some perhaps drifting through the closed area, allowing the currents and the prevailing 
winds to carry you through.  From a law enforcement perspective, that was going to be a little 
difficult to determine via watching vessels on radar and those sort of things. 
 
Before Brian speaks, the idea was that right before “direct, non-strop progression through any 
snapper grouper closed area, “you would use the terminology “underway, making way, not 
anchored and a direct, non-stop progression through” – just as the rest of the language reads.  
Maybe, Brian, you could discuss why that is important. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Monica, you say it one more time. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  “Underway, making way, not anchored and a direct non-stop 
progression”. 
 
LT. SULLIVAN:  And the reasoning is looking at it from a law enforcement aspect, we know it 
is going to be a large area.  We’re going to have our cutters out there.  The most viable way for 
us to enforce it is going to be looking at boats on radar and things like that and finding out who is 
actually going through the water.   
 
We’ll be able to mitigate how many boardings we’re doing and everything else and decide who 
we need to board; also with the understanding that somebody might break down in the area, and 
that’s where officer discretion becomes involved when they do the boarding and everything else.  
The reason I used the terms “underway and making way” is they’re actually nautical terms and in 
an nautical dictionary so everybody should understand.  We’ll try to put it in a base system.   
 
It is in our coast guard navigation rules and things.  That is why I want that wording.  It is not 
really a change to your definition, but it puts it a little bit more nautical for men that are out 
there. It will definitely help enforcement knowing who is going through the water fast, who is 
not and gives us a chance who to board.  When we come up on them, who has got their gear 
stowed, who has got what on board, and we go from there.  That is the reason for that. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Not only are they nautical terms; they’re part of the rules of the road.  I think that 
adds more credibility to them, too, so I think that’s a good change. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  It doesn’t give me any heartburn to add that explanation.  Everybody okay with 
that?  All right, thank you, Monica and Brian.  I think we’re done with circle hooks. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, the final action is red snapper monitoring program.  This is PDF Page 
323.  Again, the AM is to use CPUE to track the recovery of red snapper as it rebuilds through its 
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timeframe.  Of course, there is a concern that you won’t be getting in the fishery-dependent data 
as you are now.  There are three alternatives; no action.   
 
Alternative 2, which is your current preferred alternative, is to establish a fishery-independent 
monitoring program to track the progress of red snapper.  Again, we got a presentation from the 
science center on some projects that they’re going to be working on soon to track that progress.  
Again, that is your preferred alternative.  Alternative 3 is to establish a red snapper fishery-
dependent monitoring program.  The council has talked about this in the past, using for for-hire, 
charter/headboat, but that is not the preferred alternative. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Question, Rick; you said using CPUE to track recovery of red snapper; that’s not 
the only thing that we’re proposing to use to track recovery.  I just want to make sure that we’re 
not locked into – because that comment came out at the public testimony last night.  We’re 
looking at age structure and all that, and that’s not CPUE, so as long as we are clear on that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, you could consider it strictly a measure of CPUE, but it is a new gear.  It 
is not going to be equivalent to the angler CPUE or a catch rate from a commercial fishery. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  I understand that; it is just the way it’s said. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, I think that point is well taken.  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Mr. Chairman, with this preferred Alternative 2, I’m concerned that it might lock 
the science center into just and only those particular gear types and activities.  Is there a way that 
we can add language that would allow them to employ other methodologies, gear types and 
scientific research programs which avail themselves over time? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I had that as an item to bring up.  I’m glad you brought it up, George, 
because I wouldn’t think that the council’s intent is if the center needed to use some of other 
types of gear or anything, that they would not be allowed to because it wouldn’t mentioned.  I’m 
sure Bonnie will speak to this, but you could even say sampling would include things such as or 
gears such as or some kind of qualifier to make clear, and then the discussion could reflect the 
fact that you weren’t limiting the center by only specifying these kinds of gears that could be 
used. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Monica, and, clearly, there is no intent by the council to restrict the 
approaches that the science center develops to adequately sample these species.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, I agree and so I would ask that staff modify that.  Do we need to modify 
the language in a motion? I would move to modify the language in Alternative 2 to say 
sampling would include deployment of gear such as Chevron traps, cameras and hook and 
line at randomly selected stations in a manner to be determined by the Southeast Fisheries 
Science Center in collaboration with the council. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Second. 
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MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Roy; second by George.  Any further discussion on this motion?  
Charlie, to the motion. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Well, for instance, we’ve got Sea Grant going on boats with video monitoring 
and they will be interacting, so that is going to fishery dependent.  I just want to make sure that 
does not exclude. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  No, we’ve, I’m sure, willing to take and use any information that is available as 
long as it provides us with some advantage.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  In a manner to be determined by the Southeast Fisheries Center in 
consultation with the council. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, again, in consultation with the council, I would like you to 
discuss what exactly you mean.  Does the center have to come in when they want to change their 
plan to consult with the council?  “Consultation” can be read broadly or it can be read narrowly, 
and so I think maybe we could have a little discussion as to whether that is what you really want. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  As the maker of the motion, my intent here is that Bonnie would do what she 
just did yesterday, which is she gave us a presentation on some the research that they’re going to 
do this summer, and that they would come in maybe once a year, give us a presentation on the 
monitoring program and what they intend to do, and the council would have an opportunity to 
ask some questions and make comments.  That’s all I intend by this. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Okay. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And it is certainly not my intent at all to restrict the science center or do 
anything that would hinder this research taking place. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And you’re not asking that the council approve these methods and approaches? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  It is not my intent that the council will have to approve any of these.  It is just 
that the council have an opportunity to offer comments and ask questions. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Bonnie, you have been very patient; you’ve had your hand up a time or two. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  With that explanation, I can pass. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Dr. Crabtree covered my point. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  This is not to the motion, Mr. Chairman, but I just want to harp on this one more 
time.  I think it is incredibly important that the science center continue and have an ongoing 
dialogue with the fishing community as we go down this road and not have it one time and then 
stop, but continue that dialogue on an ongoing basis.  Thank you. 
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MR. CURRIN:  All right, any further discussion on the motion?  The motion is to modify 
language in Alternative 2 to read sampling would gears such as deployment of Chevron trips, 
cameras and hook and line at randomly selected stations in a manner determined by the 
Southeast Fisheries Science Center in consultation with the council.  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  I’m just curious if it would be appropriate, as a friendly amendment, to add 
“and fishery-dependent data as available” or “fishery-dependent programs as available”; just add 
it as a friendly amendment. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  That is between you and the maker of the motion.  I personally don’t see it as 
being necessary, Charlie.  I think you would find everyone more than accepting of any 
information that can be adequately used and approved. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  I just wanted to make sure one wasn’t weighted more than the other. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay.  Monica. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Charlie, I guess if the council wanted, in the discussion of all this you 
could say the council would like to see possible fishery-dependent programs as well or 
something like that.  I think staff would be able to write that up. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I think, clearly, Charlie, once the fishery opens in some fashion, which I 
think will happen in few years, if not before – once that fishery opens, clearly, the center is going 
to incorporate the size-and-age structure and the catch into the assessment model as they always 
have in the past. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Further discussion?  Any objection to the motion?  I see none and that 
motion is approved.   
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Mr. Chairman, can somebody refresh my memory.  At one time we were 
discussion that Alternative 3 was also a preferred, and I don’t see Alternative 2 and 3 as being 
mutually exclusive.  We had initially talked about having a dependent data collection program 
going on during any closed period when fishing was not going to be allowed so that we could 
monitor the fishability of the stock and we could see the change over time. 
 
I understand that the center got some additional money to be able to do the independent, and 
that’s why I didn’t bring this up before because I think the independent data is extremely 
important.  Somehow we’re no longer talking about a dependent data collection program, and I 
was wondering if somebody could explain to me or remind me why did we decide not to do that 
anymore. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  To the extent that the fishery is fishing, we would gather fishery-dependent 
data; so for people who are fishing outside of the closed area for species that are legal, the 
fishery-dependent sampling would continue and the reliance on that data as an input to the stock 
assessments will continue. 
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The thing that we were concerned about is the closed area and the prohibition of the harvest of 
red snapper created an end to that data stream with no fishery-dependent data.  The council asked 
us to evaluate the merits of allowing some amount of fishing in the closed area as a tool, like the 
continuation of the headboat index or something like that as a tool for monitoring changes as we 
go through and make progress in our rebuilding plan. 
 
The assessment of that was that the sample size required using that as a tool to maintain the 
integrity of that data stream; in other words, not change the way people were fishing so much 
that it no longer represented the same data stream; the amount of fishing that would take place 
would require to satisfy that need was so high that it actually impacted your ability to rebuild.  
On the basis of those projections and that analysis, that as a tool for monitoring was rejected. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  So basically it is a sample size issue and the cost associated with achieving 
the necessary sample size to make it a statistically valid survey. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  That is what I recall as well.  The analysis that came out of Beaufort I think 
indicated that.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  But bear in mind after we have the new assessment and this is all put in 
place, we have the ability through exempted fishing permits to evaluate specific projects on a 
case-by-case basis.  If they have merit and if they can done consistent with recovery of the stock, 
we can deal with those as they come through. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And keep in mind nothing precludes the science center from hiring platforms 
from among the for-hire sector or private boats or wherever else they want to get them to obtain 
needed samples within that area.  Cooperative research projects that may accomplish some goals 
and provide some needed information may also well be approved or come before us for approval. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I’m scared; I’m concerned that this hasn’t been done before and then if we 
completely go away from some kind of fishery-dependent program, two or three years down the 
line we’re going to say, well, we don’t have enough information from the fishery-independent 
program to put in the assessments and do a new assessment.  That is my fear. 
 
I understand the point about the sampling and that it is going to have a problem with rebuilding.  
Hopefully, there will be some CRP projects possibly that do this, but I’m very uncomfortable 
putting this all on the shoulders of the science center to give us the assessment inputs we’re 
going to need to show the health of this fishery in the next assessment. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  The Magnuson Act has a requirement in it that we review progress and 
rebuilding plans every two years.  I would make the argument that if we get down the line and 
the fishery-independent monitoring program is not sufficient, then we have an obligation to make 
some change to the management and the rebuilding plan.   
 
If that means we reopen in some limited fashion, I think we have an obligation to come in and do 
something to determine whether this is working or not.  I don’t think in a case like this is just 
sitting by and about nothing.  I think it will be a struggle, Ben, but I think if that turns out to be 
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the case, then we would have to talk about some sort of experimental fishery or something like 
that, which we could do an exempted fishing permit to allow enough effort to go out there to get 
a gauge as to where we are on it, and then we would revamp the strategy. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  That’s fine.  As long as it is addressed and we have a way to address it, that is 
fine. 
 
MR. HAYMANS:  Roy, just a quick question.  If something were to happen that this motion was 
delayed and we get to December and the interim rule runs out and we don’t have anything in 
place; and these guys go back to fishing on them for some period of time, would that allow even 
a snapshot during those months that it was open of what might be out there? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, if the fishery does open back up, then I’m sure the center will have port 
samplers and folks out there sampling the catch, and I would think we would put a lot of effort 
into that if it did reopen for some period of time.  How much value that would be to it, I don’t 
know. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, we need to take a look at the proposed rules associated with this 
amendment, and that is Attachment 12.  Do we need to go through those, Rick, or provide any 
comments if there are any?  Monica, in the development are there any concerns that you all 
have?  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I just would point out that we’ve changed the preferred alternative on the 
closed area, so the rule you have here is going to be changed for the closed area.  It will be 
changed to reflect the black sea bass traps.  It will be changed to reflect the offset hooks.  I think 
that’s all that we’ve changed, so we’ll make those editorial changes and the chairman will then 
deem those modifications as appropriate. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Roy.  Any other comments or questions about the proposed rule?  
All right, that is at this point at least Amendment 17A, and I would entertain a motion to 
approve Amendment 17A for the secretary. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  So move. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Robert; second by Duane.  Discussion?  It has got to be a roll call. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Can we have discussion? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, if there is discussion, go ahead, Mark. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Well, I would like to know a little more about what our options are.  Can we 
approve the amendment today and defer submittal or do we have to postpone submittal or reject 
it.  I would like to know what the options are for how we can handle the amendment. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  I think once you vote to submit it to the secretary, that is it until it is submitted. 
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MR. ROBSON:  Well, we can’t defer submitting it once we have approved the amendment.  It 
has to be transmitted immediately? 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  Right, you’re approving it for submission to the secretary.   
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, I think in actuality, it goes from here to the Southeast Regional Office and 
spends some indeterminate amount of time there as the attorneys go through it and the scientists 
go through it, and at some point in the future it is moved to the secretary.   
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, look, we’ve made changes to the document, so the team is going to 
have to go in and make those changes in the document, and that will take some time.  Then it 
will come to the Regional Office and we have to prepare the transmittal memos.  You would be 
amazed how much paperwork goes into some of these things.   
 
Then when that happens, there will be a Notice of Availability published in the Federal Register 
with a 60-day public comment period and a proposed rule published.  Then 30 days after the end 
of the comment period on the amendment, we will make a decision to approve, disapprove or 
partially approve the amendment. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Roy, if you were a soothsayer you wouldn’t be in this business, but I’m 
particularly interested in what happens on or around December 5th with the expiration of the 
interim rule.  As I understand it, that is the Saturday before we convene in New Bern; is that 
correct? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, my goal will be if the amendment is approved will be to implement the 
final rule on a timeline that will avoid having a lapse in the closure.  You’re right, I think that 
date is December 4th or 5th, so we would need to have new regulations effective prior to that date.  
We’ve made some compromises on some things today.   
 
Tom made a motion on the closed area, which passed, and I hope that is going to enable Tom to 
support and some others to support the amendment now.  I think we have done the best we can 
on this.  I think we need to go ahead and vote it up and pass it and submit it to the secretary, and 
then we’ll come back to this when we get the new assessment. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Just so I understand the timeline, if this goes through and it is done and it is in 
place December 4th, we get our SEDAR in December; if we need to change it, what kind of 
timeframe are we looking for a change to go into place? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  You would have a couple of options before you.  If you wanted to 
make changes based on the SEDAR assessment and your framework was set up so to allow you 
to make those changes, you could do it via a framework amendment, which takes less time.  You 
don’t have to publish the Notice of Availability for 60 days and all that, so it cuts the time down. 
 
You could try to see whether an emergency rule was appropriate and perhaps request one from 
the secretary if you had the rationale and record to justify an emergency rule.  Otherwise, you 
would be looking at a plan amendment.  You’ve got one in the works right now.  It is just not 
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fleshed out because you’re not sure what SEDAR is going to show you, but you may able to 
work on that ahead of time to cover a couple of these scenarios. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And if I could give you an example of a similar situation, we in the Gulf of 
Mexico earlier this year had a new red snapper assessment completed.  It showed that the TAC 
could be increased, so we, in consultation with the Gulf staff, went ahead and wrote a framework 
amendment, and we had it finished before the council meeting and brought it to the council.  
They held a public hearing at that meeting and voted it up right then and there and submitted it to 
us.  That is a possibility. 
 
Similarly, if we think an emergency rule is appropriate, we could do that and we come into the 
December meeting.  We already have some options here, but we could work with staff and 
develop some options, have them all fleshed out and try to come in December and be ready to 
go.  All of this depends on the record and what the circumstances are, but there are provisions 
that allow waiver of notice and comment and waiver of cooling-off periods and things if it is in 
the public interest to do so. 
 
Depending on the circumstances of all those things, we can do that, but I will give you my 
assurance that if the assessment comes out better or worse and we need to make changes I will 
frontload this and do everything I can to make this move as quickly as possible.   
 
MR. CURRIN:  Now, keep in mind there is another option, which we exercised in Amendment 
16 with respect to vermilion snapper.  I guess the jury is still out on how successful we were with 
that, and I think an attempt here to go that way, in my opinion, may result in even a larger 
problem that we had as a result of 16.  That is a way we can go, but in my opinion it is not the 
best way.  I feel like if we can justify an emergency rule, that will be the quickest and best way 
for us to proceed and make changes in this.  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Dr. Crabtree really covered my questions concerning frontloading and being 
prepared as they were in the Gulf.  Thank you. 
 
MR. HAYMANS:  And the opportunity doesn’t exist to put that framework in place during this 
meeting?  I mean Roy was discussing if we had a framework available for us to act in December. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, you do have a framework that allows you to act, and I believe you can 
modify closed areas in that framework, so you have a framework that you can use now to do that.  
The benefit of a framework over an emergency rule is it is permanent and an emergency rule is 
just a temporary fix. 
 
If we did go the emergency rule route, then we would have to follow that up then with a 
framework.  We will have just done a DEIS so we will pretty much have a NEPA document that 
was just done.  It would be a matter I think in the analysis of simply updating based on the new 
assessment and bringing that in.  You already have a framework so that you could do that kind of 
action. 
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The issue in terms of how quickly you can do it really comes down to can you justify waiving 
notice and comment and cooling-off periods and things.  Obviously, if you have to have a 30-day 
public comment period and then respond to all the comments, that adds time to it.  We’ll just 
have to see how that works out.   
 
We will go through all of this and be prepared with a front-loaded document and a path to get 
you there, and I will do that in consultation with Bob and Gregg and the chairman and Mac 
before the December council meeting.  I think given the timing of SEDAR, we may have some 
indications in terms of some preliminary things by our September meeting, and I think at that 
point we can have a pretty detailed discussion about where things seem to be heading and what 
we might do and go through all this then. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, Doug, and that is our intent is to get ahead of this thing and start thinking 
about approaches before the deadline gets here. 
 
MR. HAYMANS:  Just to make sure that I understand, the Closed Area Alternative 2 with no 
closure area is available in December if we so choose, if SEDAR 24 is rosy? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, whatever the appropriate rulemaking was, you would do it to remove 
the closed area. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Well, I’m seeing where we’re going to need to put in some spawning area 
closures, and those boundaries may or may not necessarily be in the closed area, so we need to 
start trying to look at where those are going to be now.  I don’t know how to go about that, but 
we need to start looking at those areas.   
 
We could do some other things possibly to move the start date of vermilion back where it 
coincided with grouper, which would have a lot of people off of the ocean which would help 
with an awful of discards; and then when the guys went fishing, they could keep what they’re 
catching.  We need to talk to the advisory panels, but there is a lot of stuff that we need to put in 
our toolbox that is not in here. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  We’ve got an amendment coming up – I think it’s 22.  We have gotten so 
many numbers now it is hard for me to remember, but I would think that if we’re going to have 
some kind of a red snapper recovery monitoring amendment, this would be an appropriate place 
that we could include exactly the kind of thing that Charlie is talking about.  I’m not sure that it 
needs to be done right here, right now.  I think we just need to make sure it gets included in 
something like that for the future. 
 
MR. SWATZEL:  Well, I want to speak to the motion and not necessarily the process; so 
whenever the appropriate time is to speak to the motion let me know. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  The motion is on the floor right now and that is what our discussion should be 
about. 
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MR. SWATZEL:  Okay.  First of all, I do want to thank the council members that voted for 
reducing some of these impacts with the new closed area.  That cut about a thousand square 
miles off of the potential closed area.  I do appreciate that.  I do think that the fishery councils 
worked in good faith to try to comply with the deadlines that Magnuson-Stevens has in it to end 
overfishing. 
 
We have been at it now for 23 months, and I don’t see where another four or five or six months 
would make much difference.  We’re affecting the lives of thousands of fishermen and coastal 
businesses.  I appreciate the efforts that have been gone to get the SEDAR process going with a 
new assessment.  I think that’s the right thing to do.  I really think the logical and right thing to 
do is to wait until that assessment has been complete, finalized and presented to council before 
we take any final action on Amendment 17A.  That is my view of it; and as a result of that, I’m 
going to be voting against approval. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Mr. Chairman, I beg your indulgence, but getting back to Dr. Crabtree’s point 
about frontloading and being prepared for this, the devil is always in the details and the delays 
can be those little things like public comment periods, 30 days, and cooling-off periods.  Is there 
going to be anybody, is there anybody on the council – I doubt it – and certainly no member of 
the public is going to want to speak against the results and the application of the results of 
SEDAR 24, so I just can’t see why we wouldn’t be able to roll forward and have a plan laid out 
to make this process as streamlined as possible in an effort to get it done as soon as possible 
while we’re meeting in New Bern in North Carolina. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, any further discussion on the motion to approve Amendment 17A?  Mark. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  This is a very difficult process for everybody.  I’m going to support the motion.  
Earlier, of course, we were trying to do some things to lessen the impact that this action is going 
to have.  However, I’ve supported this all along.  I do believe that we need to improve red 
snapper stocks in the South Atlantic. 
 
It is unfortunate that we are as a council somewhat locked into a very sort of black-and-white 
process.  We’re not able to have much flexibility in timeframes.  We’re not able to adjust for the 
possibility of new information coming within six months.  We are obligated to address 
overfishing of this particular federal stock, and Amendment 17A is doing that. 
 
I’m taking some minimal comfort in the fact that we do have an assessment underway.  There is 
a series of additional steps that have to be taken to actually get rules in place, and I’m hoping – 
and I’ve heard what Dr. Crabtree has said and his assurances that they’re going to react quickly 
to whatever we can do with regards to the new assessment. 
 
I think in terms of the state of Florida we’re taking the NOAA Fisheries Service at their word 
that is in fact what they will do.  Given that we have got an interim rule that is going to expire 
December 5th, the possibility we’re going to have some kind of replacement regulation in place, 
whether it is the provisions of this amendment or whatever action NOAA Fisheries Service 
deems it has to take, we need to try to move on and get something in place to adequately rebuild 
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red snapper stocks.  I’m disappointed we’re having to do that by closing a large area to all other 
sorts of fishing, but I will be voting for 17A. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Unfortunately, I came into this problem at a late date. 
 
MR. HAYMANS:  You came in late! 
 
MR. HARTIG:  But I will say that getting right in, reading the assessment, seeing the problems 
that were in the assessment, and then making some of those visible to the council and to NMFS 
and then the public supporting also some of those things that we saw, there was the change to the 
new benchmark, and that was a major change for this. 
 
I thank the council and NMFS and the steering committee for doing that.  That was a great 
change.  At this benchmark we had considerable input from fishermen, and they had an impact 
on changing some of the parameters in the assessment such as discard mortality, especially on 
the commercial end.  We have taken the public’s comment and we have done something with it.  
The benchmark was a change based on public and political pressure, based on public pressure, 
but we did, we made the changes, which in a situation like this where it seems like we can’t do 
changes based on public comment, we did. 
 
That is why I would say the public again came to us last night.  We had the legislative letters that 
came to us and the testimony.   We had the different fishermen who are going to be impacted and 
the people who have been in this all along telling us to wait until December to make that call.  I 
have a problem with artificial timelines and trying to deal with this, but I’m not going to vote to 
move it ahead because I believe that we should wait until that time.   
 
I’m not confident that we can everything done in a timely fashion to make sure that we can do – 
if there are changes – and I agree with Roy there may not be significant changes to the 
assessment.  Frankly, when you see red snapper, particularly when you change the age structure 
to 50 years old and you’re only managing 25, you have a problem and that has to be dealt with 
and I understand that.  Closing the other fisheries, I have a problem with that.  I’m not going in 
favor of the amendment. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, Mr. Mahood, I’m  going to turn it back over to you for a roll call vote. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  Dr. Cheuvront from North Carolina. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Yes. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  Mr. Boyles. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Yes. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  Mr. Haymans. 
 
MR. HAYMANS:  Yes. 
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MR. MAHOOD:  Mr. Hartig. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  No. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  Ms. Merritt. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  No. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  Mr. Swatzel. 
 
MR. SWATZEL:  No. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  Mr. Phillips. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  No. 
MR. MAHOOD:  Mr. Robson. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Yes. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  Dr. Crabtree. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Yes. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  Mr. Cupka. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Yes. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  Mr. Geiger. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Yes. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  Chairman Harris. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Yes. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  Chairman Currin. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  The motion passes nine to four. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, everyone, thank you very much.  I just would note that we do need to 
allow the staff some latitude and some editorial license to – we will get back to rule.  While I had 
it on my plate here, I just want to make the comments that I’m assuming we are allowing the 
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staff editorial license to make the changes that we indicated and other things that they find of a 
technical nature and not substantive.   
 
Everyone understands that the chairman will be deeming this amendment for the secretary after 
those changes have been made.  Everybody is clear on that? We need a motion to allow the 
chairman to deem this amendment on behalf of the council.  Robert and seconded by George.  
Any discussion on this motion. The motion is to allow the council chairman to deem the 
amendment complete for review by the secretary.  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Mr. Chairman, it is something that has never been done here, but there are 
provisions for this council to meet in emergency session.  As we proceed through this SEDAR 
24 process and if it becomes evident or apparent that there is a potential to be able to move or 
there are advantages potentially with an emergency meeting, could that be a consideration at 
least maintained by the staff to come forward and say at some point there is an advantage to 
having an emergency meeting and developing a timeline in advance of our New Bern council 
meeting and doing some of the legwork and groundwork at that emergency meeting so that we’re 
better prepared? 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  That is certainly could be done, but you’re saying in advance of the New Bern 
meeting.  We probably won’t have all the information from the stock assessment until our New 
Bern meeting, so it would probably be between our September meeting and our December 
meeting I think would be the timeline that you would need an emergency meeting. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Yes. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  Okay, yes, that can certainly be done. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  If we can just keep our eye on it and see if there is any advantage to doing that 
and potential for time savings and development of ideas. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, let’s keep the discussion, if there is any, on this motion that we have 
before us. Is there any objection to the motion?  I see none so that motion is approved.  Now 
we have to approve the rules, Bob, as well. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  The proposed rule. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  The proposed rule, so I will need a motion from the committee. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  So move. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Dr. Crabtree to approve the proposed rules associated with the 
implementation of 17A and a second by Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  And a comment; I think we also need to put in the motion something about 
we need to be able to allow them to edit the rule according to the changes that were made at this 
meeting. 
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MR. CURRIN:  Okay, the motion is approve the proposed rule for Amendment 17A and allow 
the staff to make changes based on actions taken by the council.  Any further discussion of that 
motion?  Is there any objection to that motion?  The motion is approved with one objection.  
All right, folks, thank you very much.  What else do we need to do here?  We need another 
motion, Rick tells me, to allow the chairman to deem the rules after the changes are made. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  So move. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Dr. Crabtree to allow the council chairman to deem the 
proposed rule complete for review by the secretary.  Second by George.  Discussion.  Any 
objection to that motion?  I see none and that motion is approved.  Anything else on 17A?  
Do you want to break for lunch, Mr. Chairman, and we will be back at 1:15.  We will recess until 
then. 
 

(Whereupon, the meeting was recessed at 12:o’clock noon, June 9, 2010.) 
 

- - - 
 
 
 

JUNE 9, 2010 
 

WEDNESDAY AFTERNOON SESSION 
 

- - - 
 

The Snapper Grouper Committee of the Whole of the South Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council reconvened in the Ballroom of the Renaissance Orlando Airport Hotel, Orlando, Florida, 
Wednesday afternoon, June 9, 2010, and was called to order at 1:15 o’clock p.m. by Chairman 
Mac Currin. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  We will reconvene snapper grouper as a Committee of the Whole.  We’ve 
already, to some degree at least, been introduced to our next agenda topic, and that is the analysis 
of the closure areas that we’ve viewed and actually took some action on here in Amendment 
17A.   **The purpose of this item on our agenda is to make sure we understand and direct the 
staff or at least give some thought to how we might want to react or might feel we may react in 
December as we become more informed by the SEDAR 24 results.   
 
This is one approach that we use.  We have used it in the past to compare area closures and 
calculate what sort of reductions or in this case in December perhaps we may be looking at 
increases in the closed areas or reductions in closed areas.  Andy doesn’t have a presentation on 
this topic, but we have referred to the table if there are any questions about to, but certainly we 
want to have some discussion from the committee about what over and above this we feel we 
might need to start working on or to have in order to make a more informed or better decision in 
December. 



  Snapper Grouper Committee 
                                                                                           June 8-10, 2010 
                                                                                                              Orlando, Florida 
 

 96 

 
In addition, we’re going to talk about the implementation of whatever changes might be made, 
whether that is through an interim rule or emergency rule or a framework acti0on.  This is your 
opportunity to ask questions about that.  Robert. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Mr. Chairman, today we changed the action by lopping off an area to the north.  
Unless I’m missing something, it appears that is the way the table is constructed.  I guess 28/80 
is the base run.  I would be curious to know if it’s possible to look at an analysis where we might 
reduce the areas from the south now.  I think that would be helpful to me. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Robert, and George brought that up – yes, George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  And that would be a proportional reduction certainly because the fishery is so 
prevalent and predominant off of Florida the landings are high.  There is no problem but it 
should be a proportional meter. 
 
MR. STRELCHECK:  The tables that we provided for this meeting were constructed with the 
idea of as you reduce the size of the closures or increase the size of the closures you wanted to 
add the closed area was going to provide the next greatest or least reduction, so that’s why we 
took off from the north rather than the south.   
 
The model that Nick Farmer has developed over the last year for you guys certainly is capable is 
looking at an infinite suite of possibilities.  As we get closer to December, we can create similar 
tables such as this that would look at other options.  The other thing that I’ll add is that is that a 
lot of decisions that are being made during the SEDAR 24 Data Workshop and then into the 
Assessment and Review Workshops are going to change the model baseline that we were 
working off of. 
 
These tables really won’t be directly relevant come December because there will be some 
changes in terms of how we have to parameterize the model.  A key change, for instance, might 
be the commercial release mortality rate, which was reduced from 90 percent to 50 percent at 
least of the data workshop.  Those changes affect the baseline from which we’re reducing off of, 
and so we would have to reparameterize the model to account for those changes. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I’m not sure how deep in the weeds we can get as far as details, but I just want 
to make sure everybody is aware of what tools we have now and make sure we’re not missing 
something that we want in the future.  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  And in discussions over lunch, I queried about the SEDAR 24 and where we 
would be at specific points in time.  I was informed that in our September Briefing Book we will 
be privy to a draft review of SEDAR 24.  That is in our September Briefing Book.  Now, Gregg 
is frowning a bit, but the first draft of the assessment will be available in our September Briefing 
Book.  I think there is ample time here to really take a hard look at that.  
 
When it goes to the SSC, we’re looking really at a – and correct me if I’m wrong here, staff – 
they give us a thumbs up or a thumbs down if it is usable for management.  They look for any 
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glaring areas, but they don’t do a reassessment or do a point-by-point review of that assessment.  
I think with the scrutiny under which this assessment is being conducted and with the openness 
and inclusiveness of the process, even the people who would ordinarily be the people who make 
comments, public comments, if we have a public comment process in the SEDAR, are probably 
part of that process. 
 
I think in September we are in a position where we can really take a hard look at this and not 
wait until December to do it, but do our preliminary work in September maybe in lieu of that 
emergency meeting I talked about earlier. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, that would be ideal and preferable, I’m sure.  Robert. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Mr. Chairman, just a process question; in light of pending outcomes from 
SEDAR 24 – and this gets back to timing – some of the parameters of the model, for instance, 
about the release mortality certainly that have discussed at the data workshop a couple of weeks 
ago – from a timing standpoint are we going to have to have the SSC go and look at that and say 
grace over that before we accept these particular parameters in terms of guiding our decision in 
December?  Will that lead to a further delay?  Do we need the SSC to go over and say, yes, this 
is a reasonable presumption on release mortality, for instance?  Are we going to be able to just 
move down the road? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Rick just told me, Robert, that the SSC is rescheduling a meeting, bumping it up 
into August, so that they will have an opportunity to look at it. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Maybe. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Maybe, possibly.  I think they’re currently scheduled for November. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  To that point, Robert, I think the SSC is looking for glaring things that stand out 
as problems.  They don’t reassess; they don’t rechallenge, correct? 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Right. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  So it is more of an overview and the determination of whether it is usable for 
management. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  Just from a timing standpoint, the data workshop has been done.  The 
assessment workshop is beginning.  When the assessment workshop is done, the interim project 
will be posted, but the remaining step in the SEDAR process is probably the most important one, 
and that is the review workshop which, if I remember correctly, is happening in the middle of 
October.   
 
Looking at the results and using them to guide what direction you should be leaning certainly 
would be prudent, but you would want to be very careful about getting out ahead of the review 
process because, honestly, that independent peer review is the cornerstone of the SEDAR 
process.  
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MR. CURRIN:  Yes, I think at best, Bonnie, what we can expect is an indication of how things 
are going. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Yes, and I misunderstood.  I certainly don’t want to get out in front of the review 
process.  I was under the impression that draft was going to be kind of what the SEDAR was, but 
I didn’t realize it hadn’t been reviewed yet.  I guess we’re back to keeping as a timing issue the 
potential for an emergency meeting possibly between September and the December meeting in 
an effort to jump start this planning. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Other comments or questions?  I’m not getting any indication from the 
committee that they see glaring omissions or approaches that we should be taking that we’re not.  
It seems like we’ve got a pretty good tool here with Nick’s model and realizing that some of the 
parameters will change and that what we have seen before will be different, but at least it can be 
modified pretty quickly and will still remain a very good tool for us.   
 
Any discussion about the action and how we might try to make the changes?  I suggested this 
morning an emergency rule.  There are the possibilities of an interim rule, which is going to 
expire, and then, of course, I think Dr. Crabtree mentioned a framework.  I’d just like, if we can, 
Roy and Monica, if we can just go through those approaches, all the available approaches that we 
have, look at timings and pitfalls and problems with those just for my information and the 
committee, perhaps, as well.  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, this goes back to the previous question and Andy’s presentation.  
I just want to make sure we don’t lose sight of some other opportunities with respect to 
modifying the closed areas.  I think we might look at months of the year when those closed areas 
might be opened, perhaps even days of the week.  I just think we need to have all of those 
options on the table.  They may be much more difficult to analyze, I don’t know, but I don’t want 
to lose that, so I want to make sure we try to put that in the mix if we can. 
 
MR. STRELCHECK:  Right now the model is set up to actually be able to open months of the 
year based on spatial area closures.  We haven’t presented that, but obviously that is capable with 
how the model is designed now. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I think that is a really good point, Duane.  I think we do need to think 
about other possible management schemes that we could come up with other than just closed 
areas.  We’ve talked about having time area closures, but before we get away from this wouldn’t 
it be a good idea if we could come up with some other potential types of scenarios.   
 
We don’t have to work on, obviously, any details.  I can’t think of any myself, but I don’t want 
to go away from this without giving the guys who are going to do this analysis a feel for the 
kinds of things that we want to consider.  I think this is really important.  We need to consider 
everything and we have to be able to do what we’re talking about and also the mechanism for 
how we would implement any changes.  I think what we need to do is do it as absolutely quickly 
as possible as the law will allow.  I think that should be the guiding principle. 
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MR. CURRIN:  And I agree; I just want to kind of have a feel for how that is going to be 
accomplished.  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Obviously, I would want to run this by the Snapper Grouper Advisory Panel, 
but there are some things that could be done to lower the amount of discards; i.e., say if you open 
vermilion the same time you open grouper.  That pretty much takes a lot of people off the water 
because there is not much to catch except maybe some amberjack, but when they do open it up 
then they can keep their grouper and their vermilion instead of picking and throwing discards 
back.  That is not even getting into black sea bass discards and stuff like that.   
 
That could make a difference, and can we put that in the model.  Again, I would like to know 
how the advisory panel feels because if you wait until grouper, then you’re not going to be 
selling vermilion during Lent.  And then we have to put some boxes in for spawning closures and 
they may not necessarily correspond with these boxes.  We’ve heard testimony that those fish are 
inshore.  These boxes don’t go that far inshore so we need to put that in the mix. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Mac, a couple of questions ago were you asking a question to be 
answered at this meeting or for the future in terms of what kinds of procedural vehicles these 
action could take or what was your idea? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, I think if we’ve got time and you’ve got the information before you at this 
meeting, yes, I would like to at least have a good feel for among the options available to us for 
moving ahead, what is allowable, not allowable, timeframes associated with each, if that is 
possible.  If not, then, yes, I’d make that request that we – 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, I can discuss it in the broader context.  Assuming we have an 
administrative record, a proper one for whatever you would like to do – and you guys are good 
about developing those, so we’ll just assume we have a good one – then as I discussed a little bit 
during the 17A discussion, the options are doing something via framework. 
Remember that you have a framework action in 17B that has not been approved; and so if that 
were to be approved – and even if it weren’t to be approved, I think that you could modify closed 
areas, you could restrict gear.  There are a number of things you could do along those lines in 
terms of opening areas up, making them only specific for certain kinds of fishing, spawning 
season closure, all kinds of things you could do that way already apart from whatever 17B would 
change to the framework if it were approved. 
 
There is a potential for – well, an interim rule to reduce overfishing is a tricky thing because we 
have an interim rule that is in place right now that expires December 5th.  If you were to 
somehow fashion another interim rule to – so the interim rule acts as an amendment to the FMP 
for the time period that it is effective, so until December 5th that interim rule prohibiting the 
harvest and possession of red snapper is just like an amendment and it is part of your FMP, and 
that is what exists. 
 
An interim rule can only be used in the Magnuson Act to reduce overfishing, and so if your 
baseline is already that you’ve got the South Atlantic EEZ closed to the harvest and possession 
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of red snapper, then you would have to do something even more than that, maybe along the lines 
of bycatch, something like that, which would further reduce red snapper. 
 
If you understand where I’m coming from, you have a baseline already that closes all the water 
to the harvest of red snapper; so if you’re going to do something that further reduces overfishing, 
then you’re going to think of something more than just that area closed to harvest of red snapper.  
Those, just like an emergency rule, are good for 180 days.  They can be extended.  If you have 
sufficient record and you have taken public comment, you can extend those for 186 days. 
 
There is an emergency rule possibility which is more broad than an interim rule because interim 
rules are only to reduce overfishing.  In this area we’re talking about, in the Judicial District of 
the Middle District of Florida we have a judicial opinion that says that you can only use interim 
rules for species undergoing overfishing.  Interim rules are more restrictive. 
 
Emergency rules are broader, but they have criteria that you have to meet that the Fishery 
Service has had out for 13 years, almost, about what they consider guidelines really for 
emergency rules, so we would have to fall within those guidelines, the justification criteria.  We 
have discussed it before and I can bring that up again if we need to, but we’re not sure what you 
want to do yet so it seems premature to start talking about whether something in future could 
meet justification for an emergency rule. 
 
Then the next step up, which would take a little longer, is the framework amendment that we just 
talked about, but you don’t need a 60-day comment period for a Notice of Availability.  That is 
not required because you have already discussed the kinds of things that you would treat in a 
framework action.  Closed areas, gear restrictions, all those sorts of things, you have already 
developed that in a fishery management plan amendment that has had that longer comment 
period. 
 
You don’t need that but you would have a comment period on the proposed rule.  As Roy was 
discussing this morning, if you had a good idea of what you might want to include in a 
framework action, that could be frontloaded, so to speak, in that it would be pretty developed but 
it would be brought to you for approval. 
In other words, you wouldn’t see an options paper.  It would be much more than that.  It would 
be a document that would be pretty well fleshed out, but obviously you have the wherewithal to 
make any changes you want because it is going to be your document.  From a time period, the 
one that takes the longest is a fishery management plan amendment, and I know you’re all very 
familiar with those because you’ve done a lot of them and you’re doing a lot of them. 
 
That requires a 60-day comment period on the amendment once it is done, a comment period on 
the rule; and then 30 days after the comment period closes on the amendment, the secretary has 
to make a decision whether to approve it.  Those are the vehicles under the law in which you 
could put actions in to carry it through to make it effective. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Monica, can you put a rough average range of timeframes associated with those 
three actions? 
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MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, with I believe an interim rule or an emergency rule there is 
Coastal Zone Management Act time periods in which you send the action to the state.  Unless 
you can get them to agree to a shorter time period, that is pretty much a 90-day timeframe you’re 
looking at.  The state has 60 days to comment it, and they can extend that for another 15 days 
and then you can’t take action for another 15 on top of that.  Anyway, that is really a 90-day 
comment period. 
 
There is the NEPA time periods of which I know you’re all very familiar with now.  If it is an 
environmental assessment, the time to complete that is not nearly as long as it is for an 
environmental impact statement.  With an environment impact statement, you have to send it out 
for public comment for 45 days and you have to address those comments.   
 
I believe when you issue the final environmental impact statement, if that is the route you go, 
then you cannot take any action for 30 days after that.  It’s almost like a cooling-off period.  
Then under Endangered Species Act, you have to complete any appropriate consultations under 
the Section 7 of that for federal actions that need to be done.  That timeframe, it depends. 
 
We have been very good about having many of the – if the fishery required a biological opinion 
or some other type of consultations, we’re pretty much up to date with those, so that might not be 
a huge time factor.  Those are the major ones.  If there is a rule, it can get reviewed by OMB, and 
they have a statutory period to look at it.  Those are the major laws that I can think of that might 
– OMB is not a law but they have their time for review, so those are the major factors I can think 
of right off the top of my head. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Because Monica is a lawyer, she is more careful than me sometimes, but my 
guess is we’re going to be looking at just modifications to something we have already done.  The 
goal of this will be to achieve rebuilding red snapper, which we have already looked at.  I can’t 
say it won’t be an EIS, but I think it is unlikely that it would be. 
 
One thing we are going to need, though, the CZMA letter sometimes can be a real hangup, but 
we have got all the state directors sitting here; and if the states will do it, they can take that letter 
and turn it around in one day and get those back to us.  That can be hangup but assuming 
everyone is on board with that and the state folks go home and turn these around, that shouldn’t 
slow us down at all on some of this stuff. 
My goal will be to anticipate what the range of alternatives you may want to look at are prior to 
the December meeting and have whatever document and analysis we’re going to need done; so 
you come in, you read it and you make whatever changes you want and you choose your 
preferred, we schedule final action and public hearing at that meeting, and you do it, and then we 
go back and move the rule. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And assuming if it takes place as you outlined, that rule would become effective 
when? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  It is conceivable to me that we could – if it is a rule that waives notice and 
comment, that we might could get a rule to the Federal Register within 30 days of the council 



  Snapper Grouper Committee 
                                                                                           June 8-10, 2010 
                                                                                                              Orlando, Florida 
 

 102 

meeting.  If waive the cooling-off period, it could be effective on publication.  Now whether we 
can waive all those things or not depends on what it is we’re doing. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I have a hard time thinking you could waive public comment. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, on an emergency rule we could. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Yes, you could. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I don’t know if the framework would allow us to waive notice and comment 
on a framework action. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I don’t think it is set up that way, but, again, you can have a 15- to 45-
day comment period, so you could have a 15-day comment period.  You would just want to 
make sure you have plenty of opportunity for the public to comment. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And if the rulemaking happens along the timeline I am envisioning and we’re 
assuming that 17A is approved ultimately and then the rule publishes, say, on December 1st, then 
the red snapper closure would be effective on the 4th or whatever the date is to keep a lapse, but 
the closed area wouldn’t become effective until 30 days after that, so it wouldn’t become 
effective until in January sometime, anyway.  If things lined up, depending on what we do, we 
could potentially have the change in place within 30 days of it actually going in place. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, that helps me, thank you, both, very much.  Any other questions 
regarding timing approaches or generating information that we’re going to need for a decision?  
Everybody comfortable with where we are?  Do you feel like we can make progress in 
September?  Okay, Andy, thank you.  Next we’re going to move into Amendment 18, and that is 
Attachment 15 in your briefing book.  Kate is going to take us through that. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Okay, Amendment 18, as Mac said, is Attachment 15 in your briefing book.  
What we can do is go through Chapter 2.  We have a couple of new actions and some new 
alternatives to present to you and some new analyses as well.  If we take a look at Chapter 2, 
PDF Page 37, the first action is extend the Snapper Grouper FMU northward.  The language here 
has not changed, but we have some things that we would like to talk about. 
 
Nothing has changed within this action.  The analysis has changed a little bit but not much.  One 
of the main issues that we just wanted to make known to the council is that as the actions are 
written right now, as the alternatives are written right now, basically what would happen is if 
someone wanted to fish in those northern areas and they had a commercial snapper grouper 
permit, then they could. 
 
If someone wanted to enter the fishery and they lived in Virginia, then they would need to 
purchase two commercial snapper grouper permits from someone, and that would be combined 
into one.  They would do all the paperwork through the permits office, down there, as it is done 
right now, so none of that would change. 
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The only concern that some of us had on the IPT that we were going to talk about in the analysis 
is if you did allow for another office to go ahead and issue permits, then because it would be 
different from the requirement that we have down here of two for one, there could be some 
issues.  As it stands right now, as the action and alternatives are written, the Southeast Permits 
Office would take care of any new permits issued, and the states in the Mid-Atlantic and 
northeast would be responsible for adhering to any portion of the ACL that was designated to the 
northern area. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, this confuses me.  It confuses me because I understand about 
extending the FMU northward, but this whole permitting idea and letting the Mid-Atlantic or 
New England go ahead and do whatever they want to do in terms of permitting; how does that 
work?  How does that become part of this fishery management plan, do we have delegations that 
go – I mean, just how is that set up? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  I was just going to say – I think Gregg has something to say, but as it is written 
right now they would not issue new permits.  The Southeast Regional Permits Office would 
continue to issue permits as they do right now and the two for one would be maintained. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  But the area in which the two for one is maintained is the current area 
in which the South Atlantic manages and not further up north, so it would be just as it is now off 
of North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia or the east coast of Florida.  To fish in that area you 
need a snapper grouper permit and you would need two for one or however you obtain that 
permit, right? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Yes, and so when the extension occurred, then the permits office – the current 
permit would continue.  The permits that people have right now, they could then fish in those 
areas. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Okay, I understand that part; so if someone is in Virginia and they 
want to go fishing in the EEZ and this has been extended and the boundary has been extended up 
through the Mid-Atlantic or New England, all the way, what if they want to go fishing in the 
EEZ for snapper grouper species? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Then they would find somebody to sell them a commercial snapper grouper 
permit, two permits, and they would go through the Southeast Regional Permits Office to have 
that condensed into one, and then they would be able to fish the same areas that fishermen down 
here are able to fish. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Okay, so the permit requirement extends throughout the entire range 
of expanded FMU? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I think Gregg has got some light to shed. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Well, I don’t know, maybe some confusion to share because I think we’re 
making this a lot more complex than necessary and certainly more complex than where I thought 
we were heading.  I thought we were patterning this similar to what we did with mackerel; and 



  Snapper Grouper Committee 
                                                                                           June 8-10, 2010 
                                                                                                              Orlando, Florida 
 

 104 

we are recognizing that for whatever reason those species are showing up in the catches, we have 
to account for them – that is what we have been told – in tracking our ACLs. 
 
We were going to allocate a portion of the ACL to either the Mid-Atlantic area or the New 
England area and then turn over everything associated with managing that to the New England 
and/or Mid-Atlantic councils for them to determine how they want to ensure that quantity is not 
exceeded.  That certainly how, as I recall, we were talking about it.  It wouldn’t extend the two 
for one up there, it wouldn’t do any of that.  It is just up to them.  We have landings up there.  
They need to account for them.  They will be given an allocation.  They track it and shut it down. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Gregg, and that was my understanding as well from the 
communication we had with the Mid-Atlantic at least.  We haven’t had much in the way of 
communication with New England.  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Yes, and Gregg described my recollection as well and that is what I thought we 
were going to do. 
 
MR. MUNDEN:  I agree with everything that has been said other than the fact that the northeast 
region has not expressed any interest to getting into snapper grouper permitting.  It was our 
understanding at the Mid-Atlantic all along that it would be a two-for-one permit exchange in 
order for an individual to get a permit to fish in that new area. 
 
We support that because we feel that is only fair to treat those new fishermen the same way that 
fishermen have been treated in the South Atlantic area of jurisdiction.  I don’t think the northeast 
region has any interest in getting into the two-for-one permit exchange, and that would still be 
handled by the Southeast Region. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Red, I want to make sure I’m clear, then.  The Mid-Atlantic’s intent was never 
to issue a permit but to honor and require South Atlantic snapper grouper permits to fish in the 
Mid-Atlantic? 
 
MR. MUNDEN:  That is my recollection, Mr. Chairman. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, that was not mine.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I agree that I don’t think there is any reason to involve the Northeast 
Regional Office in the permitting of any of this.  It does worry me a little bit, though – and 
maybe there aren’t any, but if there are people up there who are actively commercially fishing 
for these species, which I’m not aware of any landings so I assume that there are really not, but 
they would be effectively shut down. 
I don’t know that anybody is going to spend the amount of money it takes to buy two snapper 
grouper permits in order to snapper grouper fish off of Virginia, because I don’t think there is 
enough up there.  Is there anyone commercially fishing up there that you guys are aware of, Red, 
because all we really have heard about I think are mostly some charterboats and recreational 
guys doing this? 
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MR. MUNDEN:  I agree, Roy, most of the comments are relative to recreational fishermen and 
the headboat/charterboat fishing fleet going out an targeting snapper grouper species, but there is 
some bycatch of blueline tilefish by the commercial industry.  I’ve been hearing that for a couple 
of years from North Carolina commercial fishermen.  I don’t know if anyone is actually targeting 
the snapper species or not commercially.  Quite possibly some of the North Carolina boats who 
have snapper grouper permits have shifted up into the snowy grouper fishery.   
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, other questions or comments.  I’m at least clear on where we’re going; 
it is not where I thought we were going.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And back to what Gregg was saying, the notion that we just turn it over to 
them, but if they want to put in place a change in regulations for a snapper grouper species up 
there, it seems to me they could have the discussions and decide what they want to do, but then 
they’ve got to come back to this council to vote to actually do a framework action or amend the 
plan or something. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  If that is not what you want to do – this document is this document 
right now and I guess we can discuss timing and all that, but if you want an action in there where 
you’re not going to require a commercial snapper grouper permit to fish in this area, that is 
certainly an alternative that you can add in. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, but I have no desire of that.  I want the Mid-Atlantic Council to be 
happy and I want to satisfy the requirements that we account for and track the mortality of these 
species.  As I told Rick Robins in the past, by the time we get this thing in place that fishery may 
be totally gone, anyway, because of the rates at which they’re harvesting.  I don’t know but it 
wouldn’t surprise me, at least.  I just want to make sure that these guys aren’t irritated with the 
way we’re approaching this.  It seems like we’ve got good agreement on that approach and we’re 
going to account for the landings up there as best we can, so I’m happy. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  So I have another question now that we’ve figured out the permit 
issue, and maybe we’ve just discussed this with Roy’s comment.  It discusses how the Mid-
Atlantic or the New England Council would specify management measures to limit mortality to 
the ACL/ACT specified for their area.  Do we all understand that if they wanted to specify 
management measures, they could get together and specify them, but then they need to go in and 
somehow be part of the FMP?  Okay. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I’m looking at Red for clarification of all that.  He is shaking his head in the 
affirmative. 
 
MR. MUNDEN:  That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Just to clarify, too, that is in part why Red is sitting at the table.  If we were in 
committee, he would be a voting committee member, but we have given seats as voting 
committee members to the Mid-Atlantic and New England, and that would facilitate the 
mechanism for them to have input and request regulatory changes. 
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MR. CURRIN:  Yes, and we went through this in the past with whether they wanted to set up 
their own committee or wanted to be represented, and I think they chose to be a part of our 
committee and have their input there.  Does that clarify everything that you need? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  That’s fine.  It sounds like the committee is in agreement with what we have 
written up here and now we all fully understand what that means.  I think for many months there 
was confusion on the IPT’s part as well as some council members, I guess, so we’ve got that 
straightened out and that is good. 
 
The only other issue to bring up here is to let people know that allocation to these northern areas 
would occur in the Comprehensive ACL Amendment.  The intention right now is to first get 
Amendment 18 through and then go on to the Comprehensive ACL Amendment.  Otherwise, 
doing it backwards might not make a lot of sense, so just a heads up that we probably need to 
keep that in mind. 
 
Okay, if there are no other questions on the northern expansion, we’re going to move down to 
Action 2, which is on PDF Page 39; designate EFH.  If you want, what we’re going to focus our 
attention on right now is Table 4-23 on PDF Page 175.  The wording for Action 2, some of the 
wording in there has changed, which I’ve highlighted in yellow.   
 
We will get to that in just a minute, but I’m going to let Roger and Karla walk you through some 
of that analysis and the approach that was taken.   Basically what we’re looking for from the 
committee is what do you think of this approach, what do you think of this analysis, is this okay 
with you; and if so, then we can move forward.  I’m going to let Roger take it from here. 
 
MR. PUGLIESE:  Okay, in response to the discussion at the last council meeting, what we did 
is coordinated with the Habitat Conservation and the IPT with the intent of including the 
information that we had compiled to date and then expanding it to address some of the issues, 
especially linking what we know about species in the South Atlantic with some of the 
information relative to designations in the Mid-Atlantic Region. 
 
What you have is in Table 174 – right prior to that you do have the descriptions of the EFH for 
the Mid-Atlantic.  The focus on this discussion and proxy discussion is tied to black sea bass, 
scup and golden tilefish.  When you look at this table, what you’re seeing are 36 species that 
have been identified through the Fishery Ecosystem Plan and in catch information that we were 
able to compile. 
 
This is a combination of both description information in the FEP as well as where we have 
confirmed landings in the Mid-Atlantic or northeast region.  You have a table that breaks out the 
species.  It lays out some of the details that have been identified in the plan that identified that 
connection extension through the Mid-Atlantic, New England and maybe even beyond to areas 
outside, but it does include that key point that identifies its extent into the northern region. 
 
It also does go into discussion and description of some of the habitat requirements, so it is 
building that connection between the habitat information that we have on those species and the 
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occurrence of that type of habitat or connection to that habitat in the designations for the existing 
species. 
 
The last column in the table then lays out what we’re identifying as an EFH proxy for that 
species.  What we tried to do was break it out by life stage.  If you go through this table, 
essentially what you end up coming to the rapid conclusion is most of the information, number 
one, is level one, which occurrence information and most of it really ties to adult use of habitats 
and in some cases juvenile use. 
 
What we did is we went through and created this and worked together to expand and refine it.  
One more recent recommendation from David Dale at Habitat Conservation was to refine this; 
and instead of stating no suitable proxy, just identify that there is inadequate data or insufficient 
data to identify that specific life stage. 
 
What you do have is the description of these 36 species where we do have some occurrence in 
the Mid-Atlantic and it refers it back to a connection to a Mid-Atlantic species habitat for black 
sea bass, scup and golden tilefish.  That is the short version of what we have in front of us. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Questions for Roger?  Yes, Karla. 
 
MS. GORE:  I just wanted to add to what Roger said a little bit.  We talked with the Habitat 
Conservation folks about how to designate EFH.  They explained to us there are four stages of 
EFH designation, and the first is looking for presence/absence.  We took all 73 species, like 
Roger said, compared them to the FEP and catch landings and determined that there are only 36 
species found in the northern extension area, and those are in Table 4-23. 
 
Then the next step was, well, do you have enough data to actually designate EFH or establish 
EFH; and for most of them we didn’t have that data in the northern extension area.  Then you go 
to the third step; do you have the data to link to different proxies?  There were only three species 
that we have proxies for in the Mid-Atlantic, which were golden tilefish, scup and black sea bass.   
 
We looked at those species and on Table 4-22 we kind of summarized the EFH of those various 
life history stages.  Then 4-23 kind of meshes the two together, so we look at the 36 species that 
we know are in the northern extension, their life history information and EFH requirements and 
then whether or not we can link them to one of the proxies.  In many cases we can’t.   
 
There is no suitable proxy.  The acronym “NSP” is listed for many of the life stages for many of 
the species.  According to the Habitat Conservation folks, that is okay, if we don’t have the 
information we shouldn’t establish a proxy that is not accurate.  That is where we are.  If you 
look through the list, there is a bunch of life stages and a bunch of species that don’t have proxies 
associated with them. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Questions for Karla?  Monica. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, I think this is a much better way to go than the approach that we 
were thinking about doing the last time.  I think that you have all talked with the habitat folks.  I 
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do have a question in terms of the actual wording of the alternatives because in Alternative 2 – 
well, Alternative 1, too, but that is no action, so Alternative 2 says designate EFH and EFH-
HAPCs, so the EFH-HAPCs are not required to be designated.  It is just that if you have the 
information that is sufficient to designate, then you can. 
 
I guess I have a question for you, Karla or Roger.  Is there information sufficient that you can 
designate EFH-HAPCs?  If there is not, I would just remove that EFH-HAPCs out of the 
alternative; and if there is, you want might want to make that – I think in the past we have made 
those separate actions and not together with EFH.  That is just a way to structure the document. 
 
MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, Monica, to that, it was put on the table for consideration when we were 
looking at some of the information they for existing HAPCs, if they would overlap, and the 
bottom line is we have enough basically to look at EFH alone at this point, so it would be 
probably prudent to remove EFH-HAPCs out of the action item.   
 
I would take that also one step further.  On the preferred alternative we have the New England 
designation and those are three Mid-Atlantic species in collaboration with the Mid-Atlantic 
Council, so that may be more specific to identify the Mid-Atlantic area proxies, because 
originally we had talked about possibly using monkfish, and that just overlapped way too much 
and really did not – once we got into the guts of looking at the information, it was inappropriate 
to use as one of the components; so those two variations, the EFH-HAPC removal and New 
England as one of the parts being removed. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  That all makes sense to me so is it appropriate that I would make a motion 
to modify our Preferred Alternative 3 to change the language on it or is it simply direction to 
council staff?  Do you need a motion, Gregg?  Okay, I’ll go ahead and make the motion to 
modify Preferred Alternative 3 regarding EFH and EFH-HAPC, to change the wording to say 
“track the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council EFH designations”. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  I just want to say that we have some suggested wording for Alternative 3 up on 
the screen.  The IPT was a little confused with the term “track”, so instead we suggested wording 
“designate EFH for snapper grouper species in the northern extension using MAFMC and 
NEFMC designations as proxies where appropriate”.  That would be preferable to the IPT. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  So moved by Dr. Cheuvront; second by Mr. Harris. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Yes, thank you.  
 
MR. CURRIN:  Discussion on the motion?  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  We were going to drop New England, right? 
 
MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes. 
 



  Snapper Grouper Committee 
                                                                                           June 8-10, 2010 
                                                                                                              Orlando, Florida 
 

 109 

DR. CHEUVRONT:  We only wanted Mid-Atlantic in this and not New England.  That is what 
we were talking about because we didn’t have New England species to use for identifying EFH, 
correct? 
 
MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, that is exactly – we have the clarification of wording that had been in the 
original wording, but with dropping monkfish and any specific designation, it is clear that it is 
three Mid-Atlantic species that we’re using as proxies. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And that will get us by until Massachusetts starts posting the world record 
tilefish on the internet and then we will have to do something different.  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Just to make sure it’s clear, I’ll reread the motion.  The motion is 
designate EFH for snapper grouper species in the northern extension using the Mid-
Atlantic Fishery Management Council designations as proxies where appropriate. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, further discussion on that motion?  Any objection to that motion?  I 
see none; the motion is approved.  Monica. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  So, Roger, the discussion will – and maybe I missed it, but it will be 
in there that there is no information, then, to designate it into the New England area? 
 
MR. PUGLIESE:  I think what the idea is it is the Mid-Atlantic species, and those species’ 
habitat distributions and EFH designations cover actually the Mid-Atlantic and New England 
areas.  It is the proxy species is all we’re talking about in there. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Just for some clarification there was some discussion about dropping HAPCs, 
but it is factual to say that the no action would not designate EFH or EFH-HAPCs.  Alternative 
2, we have looked at it, we have done the analysis, it is a reasonable alternative and we have 
concluded that we don’t enough to do HAPCs.  It seems to me just leave it in there.  We have 
explained why it isn’t appropriate. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Yes, I agree with you.  I think that is much better than what I was 
suggesting before. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  So you’re comfortable?  All right, Karla. 
 
MS. GORE:  I just wanted to restate this.  The preferred alternative is going to leave no proxies 
for many species in the northern extension area, which according to the EFH people that is okay, 
if we don’t have the data, we don’t make it up, and we can explain it in the document, but I just 
wanted to make sure everyone is aware of that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, thank you.  A whole lot of work went in to establish the fact that there is 
not much going on up there that we can do, and I hate to have put you guys through it, but I 
guess it was a necessary exercise to end up right back where we started.  It is good that we have 
built a good record for that.  Dr. Crabtree. 
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DR. CRABTREE:  Just one thing you should all be aware of now that we are extending in 
another region, and that is going require a new biological opinion.  It is likely going to be a 
formal opinion because it will have to consider protected species like Atlantic salmon that we 
have not considered before in any other biological opinion.  That is a many months’ process to 
write a biological opinion, so that will slow down the processing of this to do it. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Is this an opinion by the National Marine Fisheries Service or the Fish and 
Wildlife or whom? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Me. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  You? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, it is a biological opinion that comes out of the region office, and I sign 
it, but it will take a while to do it. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Can you give us an approximate timeframe? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Six months typically.  Exactly when we’ll start on it, we can start on it I think 
before we take final actions on it, but just be aware it is going to slow us down on this 
amendment. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Well, I don’t know if it is going to slow us down because you are going to send 
this out for another round of public hearings, so it will probably be right on track. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Do you know what they’ll start? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I think that six months is usually when – the Protected Resources will 
tell you that is when they have all the information and then they starting on it. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  But it doesn’t necessarily mean to submit it to the secretary, but I think we 
have done the month of the DEIS phase.  Is this an EIS or EA? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Yes, it is an EIS. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  So that is still a ways off, though, before we get to that point. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  And we really don’t have a choice because we haven’t entered into this 
extension of our own thoughts.  We were told that those landings are there and we have to count 
them so we have to extend the management unit.  It is what it is. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, it became impossible to ignore them, I guess. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Okay, if everyone is ready to move on to Action 3, limit participation in the 
golden tilefish fishery, this is PDF Page 40.  I would like to just take a look at the wording of the 
alternatives before I launch into the new analysis.   



  Snapper Grouper Committee 
                                                                                           June 8-10, 2010 
                                                                                                              Orlando, Florida 
 

 111 

 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Did we actually vote on the last motion?  I don’t know that we did. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I don’t remember and maybe we should do it again. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I don’t think we did. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I thought we did but maybe we didn’t.  Is there any objection to the motion?  I 
see none; that motion is approved either again or for the first time.  Okay, thank you, Brian. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  So, again, Action 3, PDF Page 40, but the wording has not changed for the 
alternatives, but we have some new analysis because we have some new alternatives.  Before I 
go into that, I just wanted for us to take a look at the alternatives.  At one time we had 
Alternative 1, no action.   
 
Preferred Alternative 2 is the endorsement program and Alternative 3 was the Golden Tilefish 
LAP.  Now, that Golden Tilefish LAP alternative was moved to Amendment 21 so that no longer 
exists.  Now we have two alternatives.  Alternative 1 is the no action, do not limit participation in 
the golden tilefish fishery through an endorsement program; and Preferred Alternative 2, which 
is rather lengthy, but I would like for people to take a look at it because I think it has some 
information there that hasn’t been perhaps thoroughly discussed. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  My question, Kate, was the commercial quota would be the allocated as 10 
percent to those holding golden tilefish hook-and-line endorsements and 90 percent to those 
holding golden tilefish longline endorsements.  I thought that was specific to a catch shares 
program? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  It was not.  This was the wording that we put together with the workgroup; 
however, that doesn’t have to remain.  That is one of the things I wanted to go over that hasn’t 
been discussed much by the council.  Maybe I can just read through it.  We have limit golden 
tilefish participation through a golden tilefish gear endorsement program. 
 
“Distribute golden tilefish gear-specific endorsements” – so that is gear endorsements for 
longline and gear endorsements for hook and line – “for snapper grouper permit holders that 
qualify under the eligibility requirements stated below.  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 possess golden tilefish.”   
 
I think that is pretty much understood by everyone.  This does imply that one could be allocated 
both a hook and a line and the longline endorsement; because if they have fished with both and 
met the eligibility requirements for both, they could receive one of each.  Then we have some 
additional language, which might be a topic for discussion. 
 
“The commercial quota would be allocated as 10 percent to those holding golden tilefish hook-
and-line endorsements and 90 percent to those holding golden tilefish longline endorsements.”  I 
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also have in here “also change the start to August 1st.  Now that has to do with another action, so 
we can go ahead and take that language out because that has to do with another action.   
 
“Logbooks to check catch history and trip tickets to verify,” that is pretty typical, but you might 
want to consider whether you want to keep those two statements regarding the allocation and the 
start date.  If you do, a motion would be preferable. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  August 1st, we heard public comment last night that there was some opposition 
to that August 1st start date.  I don’t really remember how or why it got moved here. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  I believe it was John Polson went and mentioned that having an August 1st start 
date or a start date later on in the year means that golden tilefish cannot be brought in and sold 
during Lent, and that is the time when they do make money on golden tilefish.  Now, that is 
something that the workgroup did not discuss. 
 
They did not discuss the closures, but we let them know that these closures are coming and the 
fishery would be closed through May 1st – portions of the fishery would be closed through May 
1st, but that is not something that was discussed.  I am not sure they considered that when they 
were saying that they preferred August 1st or September 1st. 
 
I went ahead and asked many of the golden tilefish fishermen do you still want to have a start 
date of August 1st, and they said that it seems okay with them.  You still have the issues of North 
Carolina and South Carolina boats cannot fish when you have a start date of January 1st.  They 
can’t really fish until April 1st.  May 1st, you saw that issue. 
 
You the hook-and-line fishermen down in Florida that would prefer to start fishing in September.  
Those issues still remain.  But, yes, we have this third issue of golden tilefish can’t be brought in 
until later in the year and then it can’t be sold for Lent, and really there is not many other things 
to fish for. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  On the endorsements, am I reading it right, the Preferred 2A, you have to 
show your best three years out of 2001-2005; you have to have a total harvest of a thousand 
pounds.  Then in addition to that, these options are that you also then in addition would have to 
show 1 pound, 100 pounds or 250 pounds in 2006.  Am I understanding this? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Yes, you’re understanding.  I wasn’t going to get into this yet, but I’ll explain 
why we have all these options right now.  Ben Hartig and I were talking and the thought was that 
there was a desire to make sure that the people who received an endorsement were still fishing or 
at least still held a commercial snapper grouper permit. 
 
The idea was to get some recent participants into the fishery so they would have to meet both 
conditions.  They must have a harvest level of 1,000 pounds when an individual’s best three of 
five years from 2001-2005 are aggregated and then one of the options below.  Now, one option is 
no additional qualifications to receive an endorsement, but then we have Option 2, et cetera. 
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DR. CRABTREE:  Well, it just seems too many options here, it seems to me.  I don’t like having 
something that puts so much emphasis on just one year.  What if a guy had a real illness in 2006 
and couldn’t go fishing, but he meets everything else.  I’m just not comfortable with that.  Maybe 
if you did it over two years, but then it almost seems kind of pointless to have it in there.  I don’t 
know, Ben, you’re the most familiar with this fishery, but isn’t there some way we can weed out 
a lot of this stuff and simplify this? 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Yes, and Kate is right, it was an attempt to try and have fishermen that would 
still be in the fishery, but the short timeframe – and you’re right, we had a lot more into this than 
probably is really needed for the two short years.  I agree with you that one year is not valid 
because somebody could be broken down – or even for two years, for that matter.  I think we 
could probably remove those additional qualifications from consideration, and I’ll make a 
motion now if you need it. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And I’ll second it. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  What is your motion, Ben? 
 
MR. HARTIG:  To remove the additional requirements for the hook-and-line endorsement. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  You might need to be more specific. 
 
MR. HARTIG: For golden tilefish. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Under all the subalternatives or just under – Kate said these are all new so we 
don’t need to – they have never been added so it won’t require a motion to remove them. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Okay, so it is just direction to staff? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, yes, it would require a motion to add them, I guess. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I agree with Ben; I think that is too complicated and we ought not do that. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Would you like for one of the requirements under Preferred Subalternative 2A 
and subsequent alternatives to be you must own a current commercial snapper grouper permit?  
As it is written right now, you don’t need to own a commercial snapper grouper permit, so there 
could be distribution of endorsements to people who have landings during the required years but 
do not currently own a commercial snapper grouper permit. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, and my opinion is, yes, they should have to have a commercial 
snapper grouper permit. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, I absolutely believe that to be a requirement and to fish with the 
endorsement you would have to have a valid snapper grouper permit, so I think you should add 
that. 
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MR. CURRIN:  And an unlimited permit at that.  Problem, Ben? 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Yes, I wouldn’t go that far for the hook and line because there are some 225s 
that do fish golden tilefish. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Well, it is under this action, but the next action, too, we’re going to run into the 
same thing about transferability.  It says that it could only be transferred to somebody holding a 
valid snapper grouper permit, and we’ve got to remember we’ve got two valid types of snapper 
grouper permits, so we may want to define this a little closer. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  We will do that when we get there.  Rita. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  Mr. Chairman, Alternative 2, we kind of jumped ahead after we were talking 
about the date.  I do think it would make sense to take the change of the start date out of that.  I 
think it complicates it more for different issues, especially now since we have input that says that 
there may be some other alternative dates we want to hear about in public hearing. 
With that in mind, I would like to make a motion that we have an additional alternative to change 
the start date to August 1 – 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  You already have one. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  Well, it would be an additional alternative if we were taking it out of this.  Do I 
need to say that first? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Kate just told it is a different action, Rita. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  Then the motion would be to remove from Alternative 2 the changing of 
the start date to August 1. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, that is pretty clear, I think. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  Okay, and then can I follow up with a motion to have another alternative?  We 
have to vote on this one. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  It is already in there, Kate said.  All right, is there a second to Rita’s motion?  
Second by Charlie.  Okay, discussion on this motion?  Does everybody understand it; it develops 
another alternative.  It is just absent the start date of August 1. Any objection to the motion?  I 
see none and that motion is approved.  Okay, Kate. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Is there any desire to remove the allocation details, the 10 percent and the 90 
percent? 
 
MR. HARTIG:  The reason for doing this and changing the start date was to make sure we could 
have landings again possibly as a bridge to a catch share program in the future.  If we’re boxed 
into these percentages, I don’t know if that is going to be the outcome of what we were 
expecting.  I would make a motion to remove these percentages from this part of the document. 
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MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Ben to remove the percentage allocations among the two gear 
types from Alternative 2.  Is there a second?  Second by Charlie.  Discussion?  Ben, I know at 
one point we had an action in here that would close the longline fishery when some percentage 
of the quota was caught.  I think I offered that because it concerned me that the hook-and-line 
guys seemed to be getting shut out every year. 
 
Now, I’ve heard from some people that changing the start date would eliminate that.  Certainly 
having an allocation or an endorsement with some required percentage associated with it would 
take care of that, but the previous two motions have taken both of those so.  Do we have a 
mechanism for preserving some amount of that quota, some access for the hook-and-line guys in 
this fishery? 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Mac, basically how we have used it, it is mostly in late August, September and 
November, and in mid-November we’re back into mackerels again.  If we change the start date, 
we will get to fish again.  When I first did the analysis for this probably five years ago, it showed 
that basically changing the start date – in lieu of the testimony we’ve have got, it did not alter the 
power between the Carolinas and Florida in the landings.  It did not alter it at all.  There were 
landings in those dates throughout the winter in those states also.   
 
It was a win-win situation.  This is a win in that you don’t have to have that step down because 
the hook-and-line guys get to fish.  The reality of the way the fishery has gone is that the 
longliners catch fish through the entire quota now.  Without changing the start date, we won’t get 
to participate. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, plus I’m seeing the fishery close earlier and earlier every year.  I was 
talking to Joe and some of the longliners and they said, you know, they had a fantastic year.  
They were catching trip limits real quickly, lots of fish in a hurry, and it’s done.  I’m not sure I’d 
count on it lasting until November if those guys are hitting it hard when you guys begin in 
August; I don’t know. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Well, basically, if you change the year to August, you know, we get to fish; 
August, September and November.  I don’t know if Rita was going to make another motion to 
broaden the start dates even further and maybe bracket August on each side by July and 
September.  If she wasn’t going to make that motion, I would just so the public could comment 
on a couple of other months. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Kate just said that is actually in there, Action 5.  All right, I don’t think we’ve 
voted on this motion, have we, to remove the percentage allocations among the gear types in 
Alternative 2.  Any objection to that motion?  I see none and that motion is approved.  All 
right, Kate. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Okay, the only other issue is you see that we have golden tilefish hook-and-line 
endorsement eligibility requirements.  You have Preferred Subalternative 2A.  That is the 
preferred alternative by the Golden Tilefish Workgroup.  You have a number of different 
alternatives there. 
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Then there is a set of subalternatives for the longline endorsement eligibility requirements, and 
you have Preferred Subalternative 2F.  Now, for 2F the Golden Tilefish LAP Workgroup wanted 
to have 2006-2008 data.  We have did not have 2008 data when the analysis was done.  What the 
IPT would like to do is update – first of all, change this alternative to 2006-2008 if that is desired 
by the council and then update the analysis. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thoughts on this?  It would certainly please me to get it more current in time.  
That gives me a little heartburn.  I don’t think we’ve actually got a control date set for this 
fishery, do we?  We do; what is that date; do you recall? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  December 5, 2006. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  2006, okay.  It just occurred to me in going through this that effectively what 
we’re doing with these really short timeframes is setting up a control date without actually 
saying that is what we were doing.  I would encourage us to have some options that went a little 
further in time.  Other thoughts?  The recommendation is to set up an option that – 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I got lost; I’m sorry; where are we now? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Preferred Subalternative 2F.  This is the first subalternative under golden 
tilefish longline endorsement eligibility requirements.  When the longline guys got together with 
the hook-and-line guys for the Golden Tilefish LAP Workgroup, what they originally wanted 
was this preferred subalternative using the years 2006-2008. 
 
Now we changed the alternative in order to do the analysis because we did not have 2008 
logbook data from the science center.  Now what we would like to do, if it is preferred by the 
council, is change that back to 2006-2008 and redo the analysis.  We don’t think it is going to be 
that different, but that was the original intent of the LAP Workgroup, and that was so they could 
incorporate some newcomers to the fishery. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  If that was the original intent and the way it was originally set up, I don’t know if 
we need a motion.  Couldn’t it just be direction to staff to go back to those years if that data is 
available? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, let’s do a motion because we’re actually changing the wording in the 
alternative. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Okay, well, I would offer a motion to receive a golden tilefish longline 
endorsement the individual must have a total of 2,000 pounds, GW, golden tilefish caught 
with longline gear between 2006-2008. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Second. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by David; second by George.  Discussion on this motion?  Is everybody 
okay with it?  Any objection to the motion?  I see none; that motion is approved.  David, I 
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assume your intent was to replace Subalternative 2F with the alternative.  All right, Kate, when 
you’re ready. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Okay, the next action is Action 4, and that is in Chapter 2, PDT Page 46; allow 
for transferability of golden tilefish endorsement.  This is a new action; so if you want to adopt 
this as an action in the document and adopt these alternatives, then you will need to make a 
motion to do so. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Mr. Chairman, before we get to the issue of whether or not we want to add these 
through a motion, again I want to raise this issue.  I’m not speaking for or against it, but when it 
says that the endorsements can be transferred to individuals or entities that hold valid snapper 
grouper permits; again, there are two types of snapper grouper permits. 
 
Now if the intent is to transfer them to either the unlimited transferable permits or to the limited 
non-transferable, the way it is worded now I think it could be transferred to either type.  I don’t 
know if that was the intent or whether it was just to be able to transfer them to somebody holding 
an unlimited transferable permit or if it was to allow it to go to either type of snapper grouper 
permit. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, I guess it is really only an issue with respect to the hook-and-line permits 
because it wouldn’t do much good for a 225 guy to have a longline permit unless there is some 
exception to that. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Well, I agree with that but it is an issue. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  You’re right, David, it is an issue and we should be more specific on that, and 
we can address that.  Yes, “commercial” probably should be added to those as well, so we can 
entertain a motion to adjust those and qualify all these alternatives in here, if you would like. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I won’t make the motion, but I have a comment.  Remember that 225s 
can’t be transferred and unlimited snapper grouper permits can be transferred, but, Ben, if you’re 
going to do an endorsement, that is really endorsing a permit, right, so you could allow free 
transfer if you wanted to.   
 
You could have a situation where a 225 person couldn’t transfer their permit but could transfer 
their endorsement off to someone else, if that’s the way you wanted to set it up.  The permit 
transferability has already been addressed and I assume you don’t want to mess with that; but if 
you do, that’s another issue.  The endorsement transferability right now is there are ways you 
could freely do it or restrict it. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Right now it is implied that the endorsement is separable from the permit; that 
is how it is implied.  If you had it attached to the permit, then when you do a two-for-one transfer 
of permits those endorsements would disappear, I guess.  That’s an implication of attaching the 
endorsement to the permit; so instead we implied that it is separable. 
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DR. CHEUVRONT:  Yes, and I think that is really important because I know I’ve talked to some 
fishermen who are trying to figure out – you know, if we go this route with golden tilefish, there 
is the potential now apparently for an emerging fishery off of North Carolina, and they’re only 
going to be able to get into this if they can get a permit. 
 
They obviously don’t have their landings now to qualify, and so we’ve got folks who don’t have 
the endorsement.  They have got snapper grouper permits already, but they would probably like 
to have an opportunity, if it would become lucrative enough, for them to be able to purchase an 
endorsement or something from somebody.  I think we need to be very careful to make sure that 
these are two separate entities. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  My impression is that it is going to be a relatively limited number of these things 
around.  You would know who had them, I guess.  All right, what is your pleasure; do we need 
some clarification on the permits?  We certainly need to add “commercial snapper grouper 
permits”, so that we exclude for-hire sectors involved in this, if that is the intent.  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  I think I followed most of this, but on the 225s, those permits were originally 
set up to phase out, so I don’t think you want to let them get an endorsement on a 225 and then 
keep transferring, because then it goes against the original intent of that 225 permit for that 
individual.  I don’t think you want to make an endorsement that is transferable on the 225.  On 
the unlimited, yes, I can see that, but not on the 225. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, we can set it up that way if that is somebody’s desire, so let’s get these 
things the way we want them and then we’ll entertain a motion to add this action as the direction 
that has been provided to staff.  Monica. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Or, since you’re going back out for public hearing, you could craft it 
both ways and just see what the response is from the public as well.  Feel free to make a decision 
today if you want to; but if you don’t want to, I guess you could go out with them being 
transferable freely or not. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  What is your pleasure?  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I’d go ahead and craft both and take it out to public hearing because I can 
see depending on where you are could determine how people would respond to this.  If you’re 
going to lose endorsements when a 225 permit goes away, you’re further restricting the fishery 
and making it more difficult for new entrants to become involved in a fishery that could 
potentially expand someday. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  What I’m hearing from you, then, is to craft, under Action 4, two sets of 
alternatives; one in which transferability is aloud among unlimited commercial snapper grouper 
permit holders only; and then one where it is allowed among all commercial, both limited and 
unlimited; is that correct? 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  That is correct. 
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MR. PHILLIPS:  We’re going to have a SEDAR on golden tile, and more than likely we’re 
going to be able to support more then ten or twelve boats.  We may need a way of getting some 
new entrants in there somewhere, whether you let the 225 permits be that vehicle, but we need to 
kind of think about a way of how somebody else may get into it. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, Brian, do you want to make a motion to add Action 4 regarding 
transferability as outlined with direction to the staff? 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Okay, I’ll make the motion to add Action 4 as outlined below.  Action 
4 is to allow transferability of golden tilefish endorsements.  The intent for the 
endorsements is separate from the commercial permit.  We’re directing staff to develop 
two sets of alternatives where commercial – 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Does all of this need to be part of the motion or can the motion just be to add 
Action 4 as outlined below.   
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Well, I’m not going to read all the alternatives, Gregg.  I’m just going to 
read through – yes, that far.  Okay, the intent of Action 4 is the endorsement is separate from 
the commercial permit and direct staff to develop two sets of alternatives where 
commercial is just unlimited and where a commercial is unlimited and the trip limited.   
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, motion by Brian and second by David.  Discussion?  Is everybody okay?  
Any objection to the motion?  I see none; that motion is approved.  Any concern, Ben or 
Charlie or anybody else about – you know, Kate said earlier that it is okay as we have it written 
now under these options for somebody to own both a longline and a hook-and-line endorsement. 
 
That is one thing.  Is it okay for somebody to own two hook-and-line endorsements?  At this 
point it wouldn’t do you a whole lot of good, but if somebody is anticipating some changes down 
the road or these things accrue some sort of value in transferability, you may start seeing people 
trying to stick them in their pocket for some reason that they have opportunity.  Is that a concern 
is my question?  Does that work, “prohibited”? 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I don’t think so.  The longline fishing power is about three to five times what the 
hook and line is.  I haven’t seen anybody go back to hook-and-line fishing once they’ve put a 
longline in. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, I just want to make sure that is not an issue or concern.  All right, Kate. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Okay, I just want to clarify that what we’re talking about here are four different 
types of endorsements.  There is a hook-and-line 225 endorsement; a hook-and-line unlimited 
endorsement.  Then there is a longline 225 endorsement and a longline hook and line unlimited. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, I couldn’t envision a longline 225.  I just don’t know how it would work.  I 
mean, the guys are fishing on – I’m scratching my head over it for the same reason I’m 
scratching my head over the guys fishing longlines for a 300-pound trip limit, but it happens.  I 
don’t think that makes a whole lot of sense. 
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MS. QUIGLEY:  Okay, are we talking then about three different types of endorsements?  Okay, 
got it.  Okay, the next action was the one that Rita was referring to a little bit later, Action 5, 
change golden tilefish fishing year.  This is PDF Page 48.  Right now there is no preferred 
alternative.  We Alternative 1, no action; Alternative 2, change the start of the golden tilefish 
fishing year from January 1st to September 1st. 
 
Alternative 3 is change the start date to August 1st; Alternative 4, change the start date to May 1st.  
Then we have Alternative 5, close the longline fishery when the 300-pound trip limit for golden 
tilefish goes into effect.  Now, that is something that we talked about the last time, and we 
couldn’t figure out by looking at the minutes whether that was taken out or not. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Obviously, it was because it wasn’t in my briefing book.  I think we did have 
some discussion, as best I remember, and the only reason I asked that be put in is for the concern 
that the hook-and-line guys would not be allowed to fish; and if they’re confident that changing 
the start date will accomplish that, then I’m comfortable, too.  Mark. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  We do have a preferred alternative, don’t we? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  I just discovered that, yes, Preferred Alternative 3, the start date of August 1st.   
 
MR. CURRIN:  Is everybody okay with where we are.  Is your recollection the same as mine that 
we did remove that Alternative 5 as reflected in the briefing book?  I would have to check the 
minutes, but I think we did.  All right, no desire to do anything with the fishing year changes?   
 
MS. MERRITT:  Mr. Chairman, do we want to get rid of that preferred at this point and just not 
have a preferred?  It’s just a question.  I don’t if it changes much.  Here again, the start dates, we 
have three different dates in there.  I don’t know that we want to add one more.   
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, I think the dates that are here are ones that came out of the working group 
and they thought these were reasonable to consider.  We can always add more.  There are three 
there; we could add nine more, but I don’t think we’ve got good rationale for doing that.  I think 
this seems to be a reasonable range as suggested. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  It seems like we keep shifting years around, and now everybody in the black 
sea bass fishery comes in an complains because we moved the fishing year.  I won’t talk about 
whose idea that was.  I don’t know, I’m starting to think maybe we’re monkeying with fishing 
years too often. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I don’t disagree with you.  I’ll tell you as long as it takes to get this stuff done 
and by the time we get it done somebody decides, well, that doesn’t suite me quite as well as 
something else did, and so here we are back doing it again.  Anyway, everybody okay with this 
action?  Everybody okay with Alternative 3 as the preferred, which is move to August?   That’s 
probably what we heard from the most people so far.  All right, let’s move on. 
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MS. QUIGLEY:  Okay, the next action is Action 6, change golden tilefish fishing limits.  This is 
PDF Page 49.   
 
MR. CURRIN:  Is this an action that we need to retain in this amendment?  Does anybody 
actually, other than the longliners, get to fish currently on the 300-pound trip limit? 
 
MR. HARTIG:  We get an occasional trip in the wintertime just to maintain landings.  That’s 
probably the only reason I do it, but we would much rather fish in the other time of the year.  
When I brought it before, we didn’t need these step downs and the longlines could go ahead on 
their trip limit and continue to fish and then fill the quota and then we would be done.  They 
wouldn’t have to try and catch 300 pounds on a longline, which is not the way to catch golden 
tilefish, in my opinion. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  That is why I raised the issue, Ben, because it seems like the indications are that 
is kind of where we’re going.  We’re going to start the derby in August and let it run until it runs 
out.  That’s why I brought it up; do we need to include this action with the 300-pound trip limits 
in there? 
 
MR. HARTIG:  No, we do not unless the RA thinks that he needs the step down and continue 
monitoring the quota. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I think you should do what you think is right here.  We can live with it either 
way. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I will make a motion to remove Action 6, golden tilefish fishing limits. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Ben to remove Action 6 regarding golden tile fishing limits; second 
by David.  Discussion?  Gregg. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Just to clarify, that will leave the 300-pound trip limit in place when 75 percent 
of the quota is met.  That is what is in place now; and if we take this action out, that stays in 
place.  If you want to get rid of the step-down, then we need to keep this action and keep your 
preferred alternative. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Yes, somehow I got caught on the wrong end of the discussion. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, and I led you astray, I’m afraid. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I’ll withdraw my motion; how is that? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, thank you.  Thanks, Gregg, for clarifying that.  I was very confused.  All 
right, the motion is withdrawn, then?  All right, is everybody with this; we’ve got a preferred?  
This action actually accomplishes what I was trying to accomplish in the wrong manner.   
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Okay, Action 7, limit participation in the black sea bass pot fishery, PDF Page 
50.  You have a preferred; Preferred Alternative 2, limit tag distribution to black sea bass pot 
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fishermen with valid federal commercial snapper grouper permits that landed at least one pound 
of black sea bass caught with pot gear between 12/08/98 and the control date of 12/04/08. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Everybody okay with this action, the alternatives and the preferred?  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Are you reading from PDF Page 50 because I don’t see where you have the 
’98 date.  Yours does not read exactly the same as ours. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  You’re right, why don’t we follow the wording that you have in Chapter 2.  
We thought we would clarify between those dates because we can’t go back any further than 12-
08-1998. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Okay, I understand; that makes sense.  The wording, Kate, that you just 
read comes from somewhere else in the document other than 2.7? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Chapter 4. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Okay, so all we would need to do then is to go ahead and modify the 
language in Chapter 2 so that matches Chapter 4, and I think probably just direction to staff 
would be fine to do that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I would think that would suffice.  Everybody is okay with this action as it is set 
up?  All right, Ben. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Mr. Chairman, I would certainly like to see some latitude given to these 
fishermen in Florida who are going to be closed out of the red snapper fishery for a period of 
years, and maybe when red snapper – they’re allowed to go back, they will no longer sea bass 
fish; that I don’t know, but I would like to see somehow that we can extend the date to ’09 and 
have another alternative.   
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, you can add an alternative if you would like with a motion. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Okay, so I would add the alternative to limit tag distribution to black sea 
bass pot fishermen with valid federal commercial snapper grouper permits that land at 
least one pound of black sea bass caught with pot gear by 12/04/09. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Ben; second by Mark. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  What was the date? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  12/04/09, I think, was it not, Ben? 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I was just going – I mean, it could be January 1st, actually.  No, you don’t want 
January 1st, you want the end of the fishing.  I was just referring to the control date – December 
31, 2009? 
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MR. CURRIN:  12-31-09; is that okay with you, Mark? 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Yes. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  We do have a control date here?  Okay, that was going to be my question.  I 
didn’t know whether he was going to just say a certain date because we didn’t have a control 
date; but if we’ve got one, we’re good. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, we had three, but we took one out.  I think we had three, anyway. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Well, if I may, part of this sea bass fishery hasn’t been fished commercially to 
any degree before.  This will be information to go into the new assessment and hopefully we will 
get some bang out of our buck for these fishery landings occurring. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Any further discussion on the motion?  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I understand the reasoning behind why Ben wants to do this.  This is 
obviously an emerging fishery off of Florida, and he wants to try to allow some recent 
participants into the fishery.  Yet we have the exact same scenario going on in North Carolina 
regarding golden tilefish hook-and-line fishery.   
 
Yet we don’t have a way to allow new entrants into the fishery, and so to me this says that what 
we’ve got is a problem with figuring out how can we get new entrants into fisheries.  What we’re 
doing by all these different closures and things, we’re forcing the fishermen to become more 
creative and find new things to fish for, and they’re trying to participate in fisheries that are 
quota managed, limited entry, whatever we’re trying to do. 
 
I think we need to come up with some way that is independent of any given fishery to help us 
determine how and when and why we can do this.  I understand where Ben is coming from, but 
we have a control date, and, yes, some people probably get shut out of it, but the same thing is 
happening with golden tilefish on the other end of the range.  We need to figure out as a council 
how we want to handle these kinds of issues, and just doing them one at a time I think is not the 
way to go. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, I was going to refer everybody up to the top of that page, roughly, over to 
Section 2.7 and the title of it, which is to limit participation in the black sea bass pot fishery.  I 
understand the desire, Ben, but I think Brian has got a very good point and we have to be careful 
about how we approach it.  It is difficult.  We can’t limit participation and allow people in at the 
same time. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  And to add to that, we set a control date in December of 2008.  Everybody 
was put on notice that if they entered the fishery after that date, they may not be allowed to stay 
in it.  If you got into the fishery after that date, that is the risk you took. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, we’ve got a motion.  Mark, further discussion, last word, and then we’re 
going to vote on this. 
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MR. ROBSON:  I understand all those points, but there have also been an awful lot of regulatory 
changes that are taking place just since 2008.  Particularly in Florida we’ve got some significant 
closed areas we’re looking at.  The effect of 17B is a significant impact on other parts of Florida 
as well that may not – I don’t know for sure – that may not have quite the impact that it is having 
right now on those fishermen that are here in Florida.  I think if at all possible I would like to see 
us try to accommodate that. 
 
MR. TEEHAN:  Mr. Chairman, this is a question for Ben.  The emerging fishery that you’ve 
seeing off of northeast Florida; is that strictly a federal waters fishery or do you see it happening 
in state waters, also? 
 
MR. HARTIG:  If I would, Jimmy Hall has fished sea bass in that area for quite a long time and 
he can answer that question much better than I can.  Do you want to come up to the mike right 
there and answer that, Jimmy?   
 
MR. HALL:  Jimmy Hall, Ponce Inlet.  It is strictly federal waters; state waters, none. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you very much.  I know up our way, Ben, at least some of the guys will 
pot in state waters on occasion, but we’ve got much more of a climate or temperature variation 
up that way.  All right, any further discussion on this motion?  Charlie, absolute last word. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Just a quick note; if we’re really concerned about letting people into golden tile 
or black sea bass, then all we have to do is just not put the endorsements in place and just leave it 
snapper grouper, and that is all we have to do.  That takes care of new entrants. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  The motion is to add a new alternative to read “limit tag distribution to black sea 
bass pot fishermen with valid federal commercial snapper grouper permits that landed at least 
one pound of black sea bass caught with pot gear by the control date of 12/31/09.”  Any 
objection to that motion?  The motion is approved with one objection.  All right, on to Action 
8 – is that all for Action 7; are we okay there? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  We have some updates on some enforcement concerns that you had at the last 
meeting and Karla is going to give those.  Then we can move on to Action 8. 
 
MS. GORE:  I guess at the last meeting there was some talk to work with law enforcement to 
create an exemption program for people who lost their pots at sea or lost tags.  I talked with the 
Office of Law Enforcement, and they kind of already have a way to deal with that situation.  It is 
on case-by-case basis and they want to continue dealing with it in the current manner. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  So disregarding lost tags, pots with tags, so a replacement policy for lost pots 
with tags; right? 
 
MS. GORE:  Well, the tag part of it, there is a lost tag policy through the permits department 
where they can apply to get new tags.  They cost I think a dollar each to replace the tags.  That 
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was part of the concern.  Another part was there was the action bring in black sea bass pots 
within, what, 72 hours? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Action 9. 
 
MS. GORE:  Yes, so there was the action to bring in the pots within 72 hours or – 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  At the end of each trip. 
 
MS. GORE:  At the end of each trip, so there was concern that maybe if they couldn’t bring 
those pots in because of weather or whatever other issue, that they could contact law 
enforcement and not get penalized for not bringing in those pots.  The Office of Law 
Enforcement was amenable to that idea, but they don’t want to develop an official program. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, thank you, Karla.   
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Okay, we have Action 8, limit effort in the black sea bass pot fishery, PDF 
Page 52.  You have a preferred alternative.  That is Preferred Alternative 3 which limits black 
sea bass pot tags to 50 per vessel annually.   You have a number of different options there as well 
as two step-down options, Alternative 5 and Alternative 6 as well as 7 and 8, so there are eight 
alternatives in total, and you have a preferred. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Discussion on this action?  Everybody comfortable with it or are there 
alternatives that we see that need to be or should be moved to the considered but rejected?  There 
are a lot of them in this amendment.  Robert. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Mr. Chairman, how would the just-added control date be affected by those step-
down Alternatives 7 and 8?  Do we add additional alternatives or do we change the date? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I’d really rather not add additional alternatives.  I’d rather see us get rid of those 
two.  We’ve got a pretty range of pot sizes ranging from I think 100 down to 25 or so; certainly, 
50.  Then we’ve got a number of other things that kind of – these two, I guess, step it down at 
various increments.   
 
It is up to the committee on how you want to handle it, but the passage of that last motion 
establishing essentially a different control date – if you want to keep these two in here in for 
consideration to make it compatible with the previous motion, then we probably should add two 
more, if that is the desire of the committee. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I would make a motion to remove Alternative 7 and 8. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Ben to remove Alternative 7 and 8 to the considered but rejected.  
Second by David.  Okay, discussion?  Rita. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  I think that these two alternatives speak to something that I had brought up in 
the past about the fairness across the board for a reduction in the number of pots; and rather than 
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having an arbitrary number that says this is the right number of pots you should have and then 
only penalizing those people who have a number that is above that, I feel like that is unfair.  I 
think that these two alternatives address that so that you do have reductions that are across the 
board. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Based on Rita’s comment, I’m wondering if maybe another way to handle this is 
simply put the new control date in there of 12/31/09.  That keeps the idea of some kind of 
reduction.  This is going to public comment. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  It is going back for public comment again, yes.  To that point, Kate. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  I just want to clarify that you’re referring to the new date being 12/31/2009 and 
saying it is a control date, but it is really not a control date.  It is just a newly identified date. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  But that is what we’re talking about, yes, exactly.  I guess that is another way to 
handle it, Robert; if you wanted to maintain these two alternatives, just modify them to that date.  
Rita, if that gives you heartburn, because this is actually a control date.  The 12/31 date is not 
strictly a control date but just one that if it were to go forward and if this were to go forward, we 
would at least have some way to accomplish that goal.  How do you want to handle it? 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I withdraw my motion. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Everybody okay with that motion being withdrawn?  All right, the motion is 
withdrawn by consent of the committee.  All right, what do you want to do with this – leave it 
alone?  What do you think, Ben; do you want your dates in there? 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I think it would be cleaner. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Do you want to change these dates? 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Do you need a motion? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, we’ll need a motion. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Okay, do you just want me to add another alternative or just that other date?  Do 
you want another alternative with a date or do you just want another date? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I was thinking more of modifying these, if that is what you wanted to do.  I 
don’t see any sense in having two different sets of reductions based on two different kinds of 
control years.  Rita has explained the rationale for approaching it this way.  I think the date 
basically is not that important. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  The motion is to change the dates in Alternatives 7 and 8 to 12/31/09. 
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MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Ben to change the dates in Alternatives 7 and 8 to 12/31/09.  Is there 
a second?  Second by Charlie.  Anymore discussion?  Any objection to this motion?  The 
motion is approved with one objection. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  All right, Action 9, implement measures to reduce bycatch in the black sea 
bass pot fishery, PDF Page 54; you have the preferred alternative, that black sea bass pots must 
be brought back to shore at the conclusion of each trip.  The enforcement issues that came up 
previously and we’ve seen some written comments on, Karla has addressed.   
 
MR. CURRIN:  Everybody okay with this one the way it is; any desire to add alternatives or 
change it.  We’ve got a preferred, bring them back.  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  I still think Alternative 2 is the preferred.  If you want to bring them back – if 
you need a preferred, I’d go to Alternative 3.  I’d prefer not to have a preferred. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, we do have a preferred and it is Alternative 2, which is bring them back to 
shore.  If you want to change that, you can either offer a motion for another one as the preferred 
or to remove that as the preferred. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  I would like to remove Alternative 2 as the preferred. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Charlie’s motion is to remove Alternative 2 as the preferred alternative.  Is there 
a second?  Second by Rita.  Discussion?  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  I’ve talked with Tom Burgess at length about this, and most of the people up 
there that he works with didn’t have any problem with this as the preferred alternative.  I think 
there was only one person that I heard from that didn’t like it, and we all know who that is.  
We’ve received the e-mail. It seemed like most of them were inclined to be willing to bring them 
back and thought that was a good idea. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  The reason that I pushed for this in the beginning was because I heard from a 
couple of pot fishermen that requested it be put in as an alternative.   
 
MS. MERRITT:  Mr. Chairman, I’ve brought this up in the past as well, but beyond what Duane 
said, the one person who has an objection to it and doesn’t like it, I know that at least in that 
person’s case he ran into a situation where bringing the pots back required him to have to rent 
storage space because his home owner’s association didn’t like the pots being there. 
 
But then the other reason was that I have seen on numerous occasions where these pots have 
been piled up on barrier islands and left for the boat to come back and pick them up at a later 
time.  I have always felt that was a potential storm – if a storm came in it would be potential 
trash in the water.  That was the reason why I did not think that it would be suitable to require 
that they come back after each trip. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I think I agree with George.  I think personally there are some advantages to 
having these things back from an enforcement perspective, from a protected resources 
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perspective, and I just think it is a good idea.  From limiting the effort in the sea bass pot fishery, 
it is a good idea, too.  Further discussion?  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  I’m thinking about it more from a safety aspect.  There are just sometimes – 
and I don’t care who you are, something happens and you just can’t bring your stuff back.  I’m 
thinking of it from a safety aspect.  If they had three days, a week, something like that, I 
wouldn’t have any heartburn over it.  I could kind of live with that, but to have to bring them 
back at the end of each trip, sooner or later you’re going to get caught and you’re not going to be 
able to do it.  That was my problem. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, and Karla addressed that specific point earlier.  They have talked to law 
enforcement about it.  They fully realize that, Charlie, that there are times and situations under 
which it would be unsafe, and they’re not going to demand that somebody bring pots back at the 
risk or peril to their life and limb, and I think they would work with them as long as you notify 
them.   
 
I think if it is after the fact and you show back up to the dock and it is a beautiful day and you 
don’t have your pots on board and the Office of Law Enforcement stops by and says, “Where are 
your pots?”, and you say, “Oh, man, I couldn’t bring them today because I had a problem”; I’m 
not sure that is going to float; but if you call a guy from offshore and say, “It is blowing a gale 
and I can’t get my pots up safely and get back; I’m fearful of my life,” I think that is going to fly 
pretty well.   
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Well, that being said, I’m willing to withdraw my motion. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, with the seconder?  Any objection to withdrawing the motion with so 
much debate?  I see no objection.  All right, let’s take a ten-minute break. 
 

(Whereupon, a recess was taken.) 
 

MR. CURRIN:  All right, before we move into Action 10, David brought to my attention an 
issue regarding a previous motion that I think we need to clarify at the very least, perhaps 
reconsider.  David. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Mr. Chairman, under Action 7 we passed a motion whereby we stated that 
12/31/09 was a control date and it is actually just a date.  It is not a control date, so what I would 
like to do, Mr. Chairman, is make a motion to reconsider that motion. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by David to reconsider the motion under Action 7; second by 
Duane.  The motion is on the table.  Would you like to amend it? 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Well, we’ve got to vote to reconsider. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you.  Any objection to reconsidering the motion?  I see none; the 
motion is approved. 
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MR. CUPKA:  Okay, I’d like to make a motion to amend the motion that would say, “limit 
tag distribution to black sea bass pot fishermen with valid federal commercial snapper 
grouper permits that landed at least one pound of black sea bass caught with pot gear by 
the date of 12/31/09.”   
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by David and second by Duane.  Any discussion?  Any objection to that 
motion?  The motion is approved with one objection.  Okay, on to Action 10 on PDF Page 55. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  This is improvements to data reporting.  We have a commercial section and a 
for-hire section.  Under the commercial, there are a number of different options.  We have 
Preferred Alternative 5, provide the option for fishermen to submit their logbook entries 
electronically by an electronic version of the logbook made available online.  This is something 
that several fishermen have asked for a number of years.  This is voluntary; it is not mandatory.  
The council has the option to choose more than one alternative as their preferred under this 
action under commercial. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Recall we did receive presentations from Steve Turner and Mike Cahall this 
morning regarding what is going on at the ACCSP and how NOAA is interacting with them and 
planning to utilize the ACCSP data base.  I don’t think we’re quite there totally with electronic 
logbooks.  We do have a pilot program in place, but we’re fairly close.   
 
I think it would behoove us to consider including an alternative or approving an alternative here 
that had something to do with providing electronic logbook information, either if selected or 
make it required at some point in the future.  What is your pleasure here on this action?  Any 
desire to select a preferred at this point?  Gregg. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  As a suggestion, you heard the center recommend yesterday that we coordinate 
across our FMPs to consolidate our reporting, standardize our reporting, and it seems to me that 
either here or in the – here we could amend the snapper grouper plan to implement the ACCSP 
Reporting Modules, and then we could do the same thing in the Comprehensive ACL 
Amendment to add an alternative that would amend all our other FMPs to track the ACCSP 
Reporting Modules.  Then staff could fully develop those for you to look at. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Gregg, my question is do we have a good feel for when that is going to be 
actually up and running totally?  I got the impression from Steve that ACCSP is ready, but we’re 
not quite to the point where we’re ready to avail ourselves of everything that they have to offer. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  I think that would come out as we develop the specifics of this potential new 
alternative.  You heard Steve say I think an August anticipated date for the start of much of it, 
but I think realistically the implementation date of Amendment 18 is a good year away.  This 
would at least give us the mechanism to implement those reporting requirements. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  Mr. Chairman, I am a strong advocate for electronic reporting.  We did get 
some input from the folks who were giving public comments and got some good feedback on 
that.  I think one alternative is the way you have Alternative 2 worded accommodates it, and that 
is that if selected gives some latitude to be able to phase in the electronic reporting.  I think we 
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want to do this but we want to do it in a way that creates an opportunity to phase it in.  I think 
wording like that would be useful. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, we have that alternative already there.  Gregg is suggesting we might want 
to consider adding another alternative that would essentially track – Gregg, you have to help me 
with the wording, but utilize the ACCSP Reporting Module.  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I’ll go ahead and make the motion.  The motion is that we include an 
alternative to Action 10 to implement the ACCSP Reporting Module. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Brian; is there a second?  Second by Duane.  Discussion? Any 
objection to that motion?  I see none; that motion is approved.  Okay, as David pointed out, 
we do have a preferred under here, but also we need to keep in mind, as Kate pointed out, that is 
simply a thing to provide an opportunity for fishermen – Alternative 5, to provide fishermen an 
opportunity to report electronically.  If they so choose, this provides a platform for them.  We 
certainly could and I think should select another preferred within this action at some point.  We 
don’t have to do that today.  What is your pleasure?  Everybody okay at this point?  All right, we 
will have to move on. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Under the for-hire section of this action, we have four alternatives and no 
preferred alternative. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I think this is another one, Gregg, where we might consider adding an 
alternative similar to the previous one for the commercial industry regarding the ACCSP 
Reporting Module.  Any desire by the committee to do so?  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Yes, so move, Mr. Chairman. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by George to add an alternative to the action to implement the 
ACCSP Reporting Module for the for-hire sector; second by Brian.  Discussion.  Rita. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  Mr. Chairman, I just have a question; the NOAA Fisheries Service 
authorization to require weekly or daily reporting – is that an optional kind of thing or would that 
have to be done in advance when a permit is issued?  At what point is that decision made; is that 
something that can change depending upon landings where you might go from a weekly 
reporting to say, okay, everybody, now we need it daily? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  That is a very good question, but I would have to defer to counsel for that.  I 
believe that currently in the Act I have the authority to require monthly reporting, and so I would 
have to defer to Monica for what it would take to have it weekly and then how that might switch 
back and forth. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Gregg may be able to also comment on that, Rita. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Yes, remember I think it was Steve that pointed out up in the northeast they did 
try daily and then backed off to weekly.  I think whatever you put in the plan would be what was 
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required.  Remember, the significant change is that when you go back to tracking landings and 
you have paybacks, there is a huge cost to going over.  The added cost, if you will, of individuals 
having to report daily to me is a lot less than having the quota go over and have to pay back the 
following year. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  Well, to that point, I was only questioning it because I don’t know, and it might 
be helpful for it to be clearer when it goes to public hearings.  I can see some advantages to 
NMFS being able to go to a reporting that is more often, go from a monthly or weekly to daily 
when things start getting tight.  I just would like to see it clearer in the hearings. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Any more discussion on this motion to add another alternative to the options for 
the for-hire sector?  Any objection to that motion?  I see none; that motion is approved then.  
Okay, Kate. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Okay, pretty much that wraps all the actions in Amendment 18, but we do have 
one that was discussed during the last council meeting.  That was changing the black sea bass 
fishing year.  I’m taking a look at PDF Page 58.  This was not fully analyzed because there was 
discussion of establishing trip limits and that could accomplish goal as splitting the black sea 
bass fishing year.   
 
Anyway, we’ve got a couple of different alternatives here.  I just wanted to point them out.  
When it comes time to discuss trip limits, it can be discussed at that time.  We also need to settle 
upon if you are going to go with this action, if you want this action, it needs to be approved in a 
motion and you need to decide where you want to go.  There are multiple places where it could 
go, the Comprehensive ACL Amendment, Amendment 18, several other places, framework 
action. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  What are your thoughts on this?  This was one of an actual suite of alternatives 
that we kind of threw on the staff at the last moment at the last meeting.  It was suggested by the 
fishermen.  Some are okay with it that I’ve talked to; some don’t like it.  Keep in mind this is 
probably the source of Dr. Crabtree’s comment.  I know Dr. Daniel spent untold years around 
this council table trying to get the black sea bass fishing year changed to June 1.  I think he 
finally was successful, what, a year and a half ago, and here we are we’re going to change it 
again, so I don’t know what that says.  Robert. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Mr. Chairman, we have heard this comment and I would like to see it remain as 
part of 18.  Again, this has come up particularly in our neck of the woods, and I think this is a 
good suite of options for starters. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Other thoughts?  Then we need a motion to include this as an action if that is 
what you want to do.  David. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  I would so move, Mr. Chairman, that we include this action in this 
amendment to change the black sea bass fishing year. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, motion by David; second by Duane.  Discussion?  Brian. 
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DR. CHEUVRONT:  One of the things that we’re not taking into account here in our designation 
of the fishing year is because the quota seems to be caught earlier now and the fishing year is not 
lasting all year long anymore.  We might even want to look at something like trying to protect 
the spawning season for this species.  I don’t that is taken into account in any of these 
alternatives. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Another concern I’ve heard expressed is that because vermilion snapper are 
closed at a different time it has caused people to shift into the sea bass fishery which has 
contributed to that quota being caught earlier.  There was a discussion about why both species 
couldn’t be closed at the same time to preclude that effort shifting on to sea bass and caused that 
quota to be caught up so quickly.  Now, I know if splitting the season in half will accomplish the 
same thing by allowing it to stay open longer, but that was a concern expressed by two fishermen 
up in North Carolina to me. 
 
MR. MUNDEN:  Mr. Chairman, I had a call about six weeks ago from a South Atlantic 
fisherman, and he was questioning me concerning the opening of the black sea bass fishery north 
of Hatteras.  That fishery opens as per the fishery’s management plan January the 1st.  He was 
inquiring as to whether or not you could get possibly a staggered season that would increase the 
demand and price for the black sea bass.  He also said that an option may be to have a split 
season. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, Red, and we’ve had recommendations to consider a split season as well, 
and I think we’ll talk about that when we talk about these trip limits.  I think that was suggested 
by some of the fishermen, anyway, as indicated here in Alternative 3.  Okay, everybody okay 
with the alternatives; how about the range of alternatives here?   
 
I guess we can vote on adding the action and then consider the alternatives.  Is there any further 
discussion on the motion?  Any objection to the motion?  I see none and that motion is 
approved for a new action in 18.  Okay with the range of alternatives here.  It would be better to 
add now than later, but we will have opportunity and we may get some suggestions from the 
public as we go forward with this.  Robert. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Just a question; maybe Kate can clarify for me a portion of the catch based on 
average landings from the last five years; was that just a staff suggestion or was that part of the 
discussion in March?  I believe I missed the discussion so just clarification for me, if you would, 
please. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  I believe that was a suggestion from the council. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I don’t remember who made it, Robert.  I suspect it is fairly arbitrary, but it 
would seem to be a long enough time period to give a pretty fair indication of how the fishery 
has been operating over the last handful of years.  There have been so many weird changes in the 
last two years that I would hate to start basing something on that.  Anyway, give some thought to 
whether there are other additional alternatives that you would like to consider under this action. 
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MR. CUPKA:  It was just a general comment, but it does refer to this action.  I was just going to 
suggest of staff now that we’ve got this in there and it is a pretty major change, there are two 
parts of the document.  One is the summary at the beginning and then there is another section 
there called “Issues Addressed in Amendment 18”.  Now that we have included that, we might 
want to go back and include those since it is a major action so that people will know it is in there 
if they start reading the first part of the document. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, I do think there is some rationale to perhaps having a spawning 
season closure.  I think that is something I would like to see maybe fleshed out and let’s bring 
that back to the council to look at that.  I know off the coast of Georgia we’re looking at January 
and February and March as prime periods for spawning of black sea bass.  It may even start 
earlier than that.  They get hammered pretty well during those months, and so it may be 
something that we need to look at.  If we have a spawning season closure, it may offer us some 
other opportunities in some other areas.  I would make that as a motion, Mr. Chairman. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Second. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Duane to add an Action 12 into this Amendment 18 looking at a 
spawning season closure; second by George.  Discussion on the motion?  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Is this commercial, recreational, both? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I guess the alternatives could be set up in any way, but it depends on your intent. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  And that would be the way I would set the alternatives up. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  So inclusive and exclusive of the various sectors for a set of alternatives.  How 
about ranges?  Spawning seasons are fairly protracted; do you want to look at any guidance to 
the staff as far numbers of months centered on the peak of the spawning season or what are we 
talking about here? 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, that works for me.  I think it would be appropriate to look at 
throughout the range where they spawn and when.  I know where it is off Georgia but I don’t 
know off North Carolina when that is, so I think we ought to look at that and perhaps have those 
alternatives in there as well. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I guess staff can flesh out some of that stuff for us and provide some of that 
information.  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Just to follow up with Duane’s comment about spawning seasons, I’ve 
been told that it really kind of gets started about March off of North Carolina, so we’re going to 
have get the science together and find out how this all plays out. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Any other comments on the motion or discussion?  Charlie, did you have 
something? 
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MR. PHILLIPS:  Just one quick comment; it might be a good thing if we can tie in the closures 
for things like – you know, if we’re going to fool with start dates, have our closures for sea bass, 
vermilion, gag, just get people off the water and give everything a break, just kind of keep that in 
consideration.  It helps our discard problem. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  There is no question about that.  One of the problems that I foresee was just 
identified.  We’ve got sea bass spawning in March and April, May, into June, depending perhaps 
on other places, and then we’ve got the grouper spawning in the winter.  As best we can, I 
understand and I think that is a great goal.  Any further discussion on the motion?  Any 
objection to the motion?  I see none and that motion is approved.  Kate. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Okay, I just want to make people aware originally we intended to ask for the 
council to approve this document for public hearings.  Because we’ve got some new actions on 
the table and new alternatives that have not yet been identified, we will not be able to do that 
until September, so I just want to make the council aware of that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, this is what happens when you bring all this stuff in late in the game.  All 
right, anything else, Kate?  All right, thank you very much and thanks, Karla.  Monica. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Mac, when we do public hearings, when this could go up into Mid-
Atlantic and New England, do they do those public hearings; do those councils take care of those 
hearings? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  In the past we have traveled – I haven’t, actually, but Rick has traveled up for 
past public hearings with regard to the northern extension.  He has traveled up to the office of the 
Mid-Atlantic and held a public hearing. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I went to the public hearing in Newport News as a council member and Jack 
Travelstead and Joe Grist were there in addition to our staff.  One guy from North Carolina drove 
up there to comment.  **All right, on into Amendment 20, and the first item there is an 
emergency rule request.  There is an Attachment 17 on that.   
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  What I thought we could do is start off by taking a look at Attachment 17.  If 
you recall, at the last council meeting you had requested an emergency rule for wreckfish permit 
holders to have a six-month moratorium on having to obtain a commercial snapper grouper 
fishing permit in order to possess wreckfish.  I am going to turn that over to NMFS staff to 
explain that letter. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  The long and the short of it was it was very difficult to fit this request 
within the emergency rule criteria.  I know I’m the one who brought this up at the last council 
meeting and suggested that might be a way to approach it.  The council requested it and when we 
went back and evaluated everything, it was very difficult to fit it into the criteria. 
 
One of the criteria is it is an unforeseen circumstance.  That cuts both ways because as I 
explained before, without going into all of it, some of these regulations have been in place for a 
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while, so whether it was unforeseen is a matter of debate in terms of whether an individual 
needed a snapper grouper permit in addition to the wreckfish permit. 
 
There were other concerns, NEPA concerns, other things.  That is all I’ll say on it. Dr. Crabtree 
wants to say more.  I think that some participants were called to discuss it with them as to where 
they were in the process, whether they were getting a permit.  I think one of those participants 
did in fact get a permit.  The justification, if there was any, for an emergency rule, I would say 
fell apart, but it wasn’t all together in the first place, so it just didn’t work under the emergency 
rule criteria.  Then the fishery opened on April 15th. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  So at least one of the people who was identified as being as risk has taken care 
of their problem? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Yes.  I should tell you that another individual who did not purchase 
the snapper grouper permit, I think several of us might have had conversations with him, and I 
had a fairly lengthy conversation with him last Friday or Thursday.  I explained to him what had 
taken place.  He was very unhappy.   
 
He said he had been in the fishery for a year and had hoped to continue in the fishery, so I 
explained, one, what happened; and, two, that the council, you, was considering an amendment 
that looked at all the aspects of the Wreckfish ITQ Fishery; and that if the council wanted to, you 
could address again whether a commercial snapper grouper permit was needed  
 
I had assumed you would look at a variety of things.  He said he was going to come, if he could – 
he is in the Keys – come up to give public testimony last night.  I don’t remember – I’m not sure 
what he looks like, but I don’t remember hearing anyone talk about wreckfish.  I’ll carry 
forward.  I told him I would bring it up to you if he didn’t come up and testify that he would like 
a change in the permitting scheme.   
 
He said he purchased gear, he used it for a year, he is not able to use it now.  I discussed with 
him the possibility of purchasing a permit.  He said that was too expensive.  We discussed some 
leasing kinds of situations.  I actually gave him the number of the permit team leader who is very 
aware of how to do leases and all that sort of thing.  He was going to talk to her, so that is where 
we left it.  I know he would like a consideration for you all to look at the permitting scheme for 
wreckfish when you’re looking at this amendment. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Any questions for Monica about what has been done about this?  All right, Kate, 
are you going to walk us through or fill us in on the wreckfish shareholders’ meeting of recent?  
That is under Attachment 18, I believe. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Yes, that is right, it Attachment 18.  It is the summary of the wreckfish 
shareholders’ meeting, which was held March 29th and 30th in Charleston.  We had six 
shareholders that were able to come.  We had three NMFS staff and then we had several council 
staff there.  The purpose of the meeting was to bring together shareholders to discuss the 
Amendment 20 options paper that the council had put together and the review of the wreckfish 
fishery. 
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They reviewed these documents in detail and provided comments on how they felt about each of 
the actions and alternatives.  They received several handouts, pretty much all the information that 
we have on wreckfish.  They were made aware of the actions that are going into the 
Comprehensive ACL Amendment, and we can discuss those under the Comprehensive ACL 
Amendment.   
 
There are several actions that were recently moved there, and these are included here under 
summary on Page 1, initial reactions to wreckfish actions in the Comprehensive ACL 
Amendment.  There are comments.  We talked about confidentiality waivers. They were made 
aware that the SSC would have a hard time deciding upon an OFL if they did not have the ability 
to take a look at the landings’ data because several years are confidential. 
 
We did have confidentiality waivers available.  We distributed them and we only received one 
back.  That was from a shareholder, not from a dealer.  We asked about their reaction to the 
current program and almost everybody said that they really liked the current program and they 
don’t want to see it changed except for a few things.  One of the things they mentioned is they 
would be amenable to electronic reporting put into place, getting rid of paper coupons, basically 
updating the system.  Electronically and administratively, they would be fine with that. 
 
Several of them were worried about illegal fishing of juveniles and high grading and that 
recreational fishing should not be allowed.  They saw no need for a vessel monitoring system.  
They were open to approved landing sites.  They talked about how the spawning season, 
although it did change the market early on in the Wreckfish ITQ Program, it was not a problem 
now and they have learned to live with it. 
 
They did want to know about excessive shares, what would be excessive shares in the fishery 
where there is really only four, five or six people participating in the fishery.  We stated Mike 
Travis and I would be putting together some information and giving a presentation on that in the 
near future, perhaps September or December. 
 
We talked a little bit about cost recovery, and there was at least one shareholder right here – Paul 
Reese had expressed that he wanted cost recovery to be shared equally among all shareholders.  
They get into some of the specifics under each of the actions and alternatives contained in the 
options paper. 
 
We’ve got two different sections.  Votes were tallied on each of the wreckfish actions contained 
in the Comprehensive ACL Amendment, and we’ll discuss those under the Comprehensive ACL 
Amendment.  Then we’ve got votes were tallied for each of the actions contained in the 
Amendment 20 options paper.  What we asked is that they vote one way or another. 
 
We went around the table and then we asked them to give some rationale when they were able 
to.  Under here I’ve noted in parentheses the number of people that voted in favor of a particular 
alternative and what the rationale was.  For most of these actions, Alternative 1 was the preferred 
alternative or in some cases they added alternatives; so you see that under reapportionment of 
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ITQ shares, there is new Alternative 6 and new Alternative 7 that they wanted added to the 
options paper. 
 
You can decide whether you add those or not to the current options paper, but for almost every 
single action they preferred Alternative 1.  We have not yet incorporated these into the options 
paper.  If that is something that you would like to do, then someone could make a motion to do 
that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  It looks like a lot of them are in there already because they are no action, don’t 
do anything.  I guess there was a handful that were suggested or added for various reasons by 
this group.  What do you want to do about the recommendations from the shareholders’ meeting? 
 
MS. MERRITT:  I guess you can see that I was in the meeting as a shareholder, so I would like 
to encourage members of the council to take into consideration what these shareholders brought 
forth.  However, I would feel reluctant to make the motion myself since it is somewhat self-
serving.   
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, you are a little close to it, aren’t you?  Mark. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  It sounds like what we need to focus on maybe are the new alternatives that 
they have recommended to see if we want to put them in the options paper.  The first ones that 
see are under reapportion of ITQ shares.  There were two alternatives.  I’ll make a motion to go 
ahead and include them in the options paper. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Mark to include new Alternatives 6 and 7 under the 
reapportionment of the ITQ Shares Section into the options paper.  Second by David.  
Discussion?  No discussion of the motion?  Robert. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  I just want to be clear – maybe a question for Rita – equally redistribute shares 
belonging to deceased shareholders; equally as in take the number that are available and equally 
– not proportionally but equally; is that correct? 
 
MS. MERRITT:  Equally but not proportionally; equally, yes. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  I just had a question because I’m not sure I understood the different between 6 
and 7.  I was wondering if Rita could clarify that. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  What page is that on? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  PDF 4. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  I guess the reapportionment; for people who cannot be contacted, what is the 
timeframe or how long do you have to wait before you can’t get hold of them. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  It is not real clear how many days you have to take his mail out of his mailbox 
before you get his shares. 
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MS. MERRITT:  I think from what I remember – that wasn’t a thought that came from me, but 
when it did hit the floor, I’m not sure anybody had a chance to think it all the way through.  I 
think it was just an idea but it hadn’t been completely fleshed out.  Maybe Kate has got more on 
that. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  There were some people that were comfortable with redistributing shares 
belonging to deceased shareholders.  Most people were comfortable with that.  There were a 
couple of people who were also interested in redistributing shares belonging to deceased 
shareholders and shareholders that could not be contacted by us since we started looking at 
wreckfish as an amendment.   
 
For about a year and a half or two years, there are several people we’ve tried to contact and we 
have not been able to contact.  The idea was to include those, but as you can see there were only 
two people that were in favor of that; whereas, three people were in favor of just redistributing 
shares belonging to deceased shareholders. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Kate, is this a matter of people that you have had mailed returned or phone calls 
unanswered or just not received a response from? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  This has to do with mail returned and the permits office, the contact 
information that they have on file, we have tried calling and it has been a line that has been 
disconnected.  We have asked around the fishery and not been able to find any other contact 
information for those individuals.   
 
MR. GEIGER:  Kate, do we know approximately how many shares we’re talking about in this 
grouping? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  I’m not sure how many shares we’re talking about.  We’re talking about four 
individuals we were not able to contact and then, of course, there are three individuals that are 
deceased. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Well, is there any way we can find out how many shares that totals? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  I can find out for the next council meeting. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Because that would be an opportunity to possibly apportion that to a recreational 
fishery without taking existing shares from anybody. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Other discussion on this motion?  Any objection to the motion to add these 
new alternatives?  I see no objection; that motion is approved.  George had a suggestion.  
Are there any other alternatives you want to add for consideration in the options paper regarding 
this particular issue or do you want to handle that after we go through the workgroup and deal 
with their suggestions?   
 



  Snapper Grouper Committee 
                                                                                           June 8-10, 2010 
                                                                                                              Orlando, Florida 
 

 139 

All right, the next new alternatives I see – Kate, correct me if I’m wrong – are on Page 5 under 
the use-it or lose-it policy; new Alternative 4, which states if needed set a control date for a time 
in the future whereby a fisherman would need landings to qualify.  I think what they’re after is 
those that have not fished in a while, give them an opportunity to show some landings with their 
coupons.   
 
MR. HARRIS:  So we think if we establish a control date in the future they will go ahead and get 
landings and then qualify? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, that is the way I would interpret it.  Kate, you can tell me what the intent 
was. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  The idea was in order to be given an appropriate heads-up, that it would have 
to be a date in the future because if you set a date now then people can’t do anything about it. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Monica, have we ever set a control date in the future before? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I don’t think this council has, and I’m not sure if it has been done 
elsewhere in the country or not. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  I think a couple of times we said upon publication in the Federal Register, so I 
guess that would be in the future, but we didn’t actually set date.  We just said that when they 
published it, that would be the control date. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  That’s a good point. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I would be willing to speculate at best, if not bet, that would not suffice the 
intent of the group here simply setting it effective at the date of publication.  I think the idea here 
is to give these guys some notice so that if they want to produce some landings, that they’ll have 
the capability to do that.  That is my interpretation. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  This still gives them time.  If they know at this meeting that we said that upon 
publication that will be the control date, they’re going to be put on notice that they had better get 
out there and get some landings. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Aren’t they kind of on notice that we’re considering this, anyway, now?  Maybe 
I’m missing something. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  If you set a control date you might want to set a control date and/or X amount 
of time should somebody buy some shares or coupons a month before the control date.  They 
don’t want to get hung up on 30 days.  You may want to use the control date or six months after 
you acquire shares or coupons. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Or, I guess we could not add this alternative to the amendment as an option.  It 
is up to you.  Rita. 
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MS. MERRITT:  I think part of the problem in making some of these decisions came about 
because there is a difference between whether or not this becomes a brand new ITQ or if this just 
becomes an updated old ITQ, which is not under the Reauthorized Magnuson Act.  I think we 
had this discussion at length before, and it did create some difficulty in that meeting with 
shareholders as I recall, right, Kate, just trying to get that resolved.   
 
I think that overall everybody said leave it alone, just clean it up, leave it at is, it will resolve 
itself over time, and that is kind of the message most of the people seemed to have is that this is 
what it is, but it is evolving now because of further interest and they don’t really want to change 
it so much as update it, clean it up because it should have been reviewed a long time ago.   
 
It should have had some science associated with it, either a stock assessment or an update of 
some kind and therefore would not lead to a brand new ITQ.  George just mentioned consider 
giving the deceased people’s shares or the abandoned so-called shares and consider it perhaps for 
recreational fishermen.   
 
Well, when that topic was discussed, it seemed to be the consensus that, well, no, that would be a 
new ITQ and let them set up with their own rules with an allocation.  It is very confusing as to 
whether or not we’re talking having a brand new, start-from-scratch Wreckfish ITQ or just 
updating the old one.  I believe that Monica gave us some guidance on that the last time as to 
what would constitute it coming under a new ITQ. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Monica, did you have something to that point? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  No, it was to another point. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Well, correct me if I’m wrong, but when we discussed this back when we were 
discussing catch share programs and the expansion of catch share programs in the golden crab 
and golden tilefish, we had this ITQ Program in place that had never been reviewed.  We have a 
Reauthorized Magnuson Act that has specific requirements for catch share programs contained 
within it. 
 
I was laboring under the impression that we were looking at redoing the defunct Wreckfish ITQ 
Program and creating a new catch share program under the provisions of Reauthorized 
Magnuson in accordance with the requirements of Magnuson.  That is where I thought we were 
going because my contention was that we should use an ITQ Program that is in place and yet has 
never been reviewed as the foundation for creating a new catch share program under the tenets of 
Reauthorized Magnuson, see the effort that is involved in that, how we do it, go through that 
exercise and then use this as a template, if you will recall, for the creation of other catch share 
programs should they come up as being requested from the industry.  I proposed that this would 
be our working test case in developing a catch share program and then using it as a template to 
move forward. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And I recall those thoughts and conversations around this table.  Monica. 
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MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I was going to talk a little bit about control dates, and Jack just gave 
me a really handy thing that said we have had three wreckfish control dates.  One of them was 
July 30, 1991.  The ITQ Program was established after that.  We had one April 20, 1997 and the 
last one was October 14, 2005. 
 
What I also wanted to say about control dates is usually you have set them in fisheries – I take 
everything back I just said.  There was only one control date of October 14, 2005, so I misspoke.  
What I wanted to say was usually you establish control dates for fisheries that there are too many 
entrants, there is too much fish being caught, there are derbies, there is this, there is that, but this 
is a different situation in which you already have an ITQ Fishery, so you’ve controlled it pretty 
well to the effect that are only – if you want to get into this fishery, Duane, for example, can’t 
just go catch wreckfish. 
 
He has got to buy wreckfish – he has got to be a shareholder, he has got to have the coupons, he 
has got to have a wreckfish permit, and he has got to have a snapper grouper permit.  What 
you’re almost talking about in some ways is kind of a use-it or lose-it kind of situation where I 
guess you wanted to show interest in the participants at some level I guess as to whether – I 
guess you would consider that to potentially be a factor as to whether they would stay in the 
fishery or that you would not let them stay in the fishery or restructure the whole program and all 
that.  This is just a different kind of situation in which we have discussed control dates before.  
There is no use-it or lose-it in there, by the way, and that has never been a requirement in this 
fishery. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  And as it comes back in my recollection now, in addition to the comments that I 
made previous, during those discussions we even talked about how we would formulate and look 
to see if we even needed a catch share program in the wreckfish fishery through the identification 
of a purpose and need for the program.  We were talking about looking at the creation of a new 
catch share program, as I recall it.  I remember speaking to the fact that we need to be able to 
identify a purpose and need for a catch share program before we even embark on it. 
Now, whether because we have this IFQ Program in place, that is fine, but there should have 
been a purpose and need for it when it was created as well.  If that needs to be refreshed, we need 
to look at the whole program.  Again, this should serve as a template.  If we can’t develop a 
catch share program based on an existing IFQ Program, it is going to be difficult for us to start 
from scratch I think, and this would be an easier way to do it. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, in fact, George, what we have is a template, and we’ve gone through the 
steps with the existing shareholders’ group as opposed to with a new catch program, a 
workgroup as we did earlier when we were talking about LAPPs and had the LAP Workgroup.  I 
think we do have a good template here that has been developed for this.  We still I think don’t 
have a good feel for how we would like the Wreckfish ITQ look or if we think it should remain 
an ITQ, but that is kind of the process that we’re going through from my perspective.  Kate. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  I was just going to say when the ITQ was established, there was a purpose and 
need and obviously the fishery has changed quite a bit since that point in time.  We did do an 
official review.  The council staff did an official review of the Wreckfish Program and then we 
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delivered that to the council and gave a presentation on that, and you have that in past briefing 
books as an official review of the Wreckfish Program. 
 
Staff made recommendations on how if you wanted to keep the objectives that were currently 
implemented for the Wreckfish ITQ Program, these are the things that need to be done to meet 
those objectives.  That provided guidance to the council on things they could do.  Then it was 
brought up, well, how do wreckfish shareholders feel about the program, so that is what we’re 
coming back with now. 
 
We have staff input to the council and we have shareholder input to the council.  I think that as 
far as we can really go as staff with the current objectives.  If you were to change the objectives 
on what you wanted to see the program accomplish, then we could go ahead and analyze those as 
well, but as it stands right now I think we’ve brought almost everything we can to the council 
that they have asked for.  If you have other suggestions, we can work on that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, let’s, if we can, get back to this document and the report from the 
shareholders’ meeting.  At this point, in my opinion at least, the new Alternative 4 doesn’t make 
a whole lot of sense.  I’m not sure that it is necessary to include, but somebody may feel 
differently about that.  It assumes that the development of an ITQ or allocation of shares is based 
upon landings.  It may or may not be.  What do you want to do about it; do you want to stick it in 
the options paper here now or not?  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, yes, I would like to leave it in there, but I would change it and 
delete “for a time in the future” from the language because I don’t want to lock us into something 
like a time in the future.  It is going to be a time in the future from this meeting, but we may want 
to set it at the next council meeting or something as the control date.  I think we probably will 
need a new control date since this one is getting a little bit stale, I don’t know.  Monica is going 
to tell me no, but that is what I would recommend. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Duane; is there a second?  Second by Brian.  Monica, you had your 
hand up. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Yes, I don’t disagree with anything Duane just said, but I am a 
baseball fan so here is my third strike, my third attempt at giving you the correct control date 
information.  We believe that the only control date that has been given in this fishery was March 
28, 1990.  That would make some sense because the ITQ Program went in right after that or 
shortly thereafter. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Monica, could you explain why a control date would get stale if the council 
established a control date for a purpose? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, what the control date does is it puts people on notice that after 
that certain date if they get into the fishery the council may choose to use that date to establish 
some sort of cutoff for participation in the future past that date.  “Stale” comes in when – well, 
let’s use this one, for example.   
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I would say this one would be stale in 1990 if after that the council never did anything and so no 
one paid attention to that control date and there were all kinds of new entrants into the fishery.  I 
think there has been some case law, and I will bring that back to you at the next meeting.  I 
meant to do it at this meeting discussing stale control dates.   
 
I think other councils have reached back much further than this council has in the past putting in 
effort-limitation programs.  They have picked sometimes a date pretty far in the past, and I think 
that has either not been challenged in the courts or if it has been upheld.  I will look into that for 
you and get you a little bit better information at the next meeting.  Staleness really, I think if you 
put a date and don’t ever use it, how have you put people on notice that you might use that date 
in the future, so it is a matter of fairness, I guess. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, I just remind everybody that this says “if needed”, and I’m not 
that it is needed based on what Monica just said. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, any further discussion on this motion?  The motion is to add a new 
alternative for a new control date if needed.  Is that your motion? 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Yes, but it also includes whereby fishermen would need landings to qualify. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Then the motion reads, “Add a new alternative for a new control date, if 
needed, whereby fishermen would need landings to qualify.”  Any further discussion?  ny 
objection to this motion?  I think the staff has a clear understanding how to incorporate 
this into the amendment.  Robert. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Mr. Chairman, I’m just raising my hand in objection.  I’m not quite sure that I 
understand that we need it. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I’m with you, but, anyway, any further discussion on this motion? Any 
objection to the motion?  The motion is approved with three objections.  All right, I think 
that is the last suggestion by this workgroup.  We have got a lot of information here about their 
preferences on the alternatives that have been identified and a handful of suggestions which we 
have move forward to be included in Amendment 20.  It might help to have a motion, if the 
committee desires, to ask the staff to incorporate all the information from this document, 
including the new alternatives and begin analyzing those alternatives, if that is the desire of the 
committee.  Rita. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  Mr. Chairman, no, I don’t wish to make that motion.  Perhaps somebody will 
later, but at this point what I would like to do is to ask Monica to please readdress our guidance 
from Magnuson as to whether or not we are obligated to redesign this ITQ or not, because it is 
the wishes of the shareholders as an existing ITQ to maintain it and just do it as regular review 
with updating to meet Magnuson. 
 
Now, if that is not the case, then we need to know that because that is what we got out of the 
shareholders’ meeting is that this was – we would have to bring it up to the level of meeting the 
mandates by Magnuson, but we would not be treated as a brand new ITQ. 
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MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, there is the provision in the reauthorized act that basically 
grandfathers in wreckfish and some other programs that were established before a certain date.  
You may recall that I said there were certain things that the wreckfish program was out of 
compliance with the reauthorized act in 1996, the Sustainable Fisheries Act, charging ITQ fees 
and those sorts of thing. 
 
You always have no action in all these alternatives and you could choose that, but at some point 
when you start to change it, I think it is changed sufficiently so that it would fall under the new 
requirements of the reauthorized act, and then I think you would have to meet – for example, if 
you do what George is suggesting, it would be a new ITQ Program and you would have to meet 
all the new requirements of the reauthorized act, but you are grandfathered in to a certain extent. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  Thank you, Monica, but that is why the shareholders felt like they were 
grandfathered – this wasn’t going to change other than to update as a review but not become a 
whole new ITQ.  Maybe this is where we just have a misunderstanding of how we were 
approaching this because we were coming from both directions. 
 
Most of these alternatives came up prefaced by a conversation that says, well, if we go to a new 
ITQ, then we should do this; and then in other cases it was just what we were doing as an update 
to the old ITQ.  Please correct me on that, Kate, if I heard it differently than you did. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  No, I think I understand what you’re saying.  It was made clear at the outset to 
the shareholders that as the wreckfish stands right now, other than cost recovery – that was the 
only thing I was aware of – that this program is not required to be changed; however, that the 
council wanted them to review this program and say how they felt about it, what improvements 
they wanted. 
 
I made them aware that if major changes were made to the Wreckfish ITQ Program, then this 
would be possibly considered a new ITQ Program and then would have to comply with the 
Reauthorized MSA.  I think that is what you were trying to say. 
 
MR. STEELE:  Well, I would defer to Monica on this, but some of the provisions in the IFQ 
Program, I think the program could be modernized and with the same provisions that you’ve got 
there; modernize being get rid of paper coupons, things like this.  I don’t think it would change 
the basic tenets of the IFQ Program.  It would just bring it up to the 21st Century.  I think from 
what I remember from one of the APs that the members were all for this, so there is that 
consideration, also. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  I apologize, I don’t have the minutes from the previous meeting and I don’t have 
a clear recollection of everything that was discussed, but one of the things I clearly remember 
our discussing was the fact that wreckfish catch share program, the entire wreckfish TAC was 
commercial and that there are recreational landings – well, they aren’t recreational landings, but 
there are people encountering wreckfish recreationally who are required to throw them back, 
caught from great depths dead. 
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I just asked Red and that recreational fishery occurs all the way up into New Jersey.  They’re 
encountering fish in Florida in much shallower areas.  They’re discovering them in different 
places.  I just believe when it was designed it was a misstep to create a 100 percent commercial 
fishery.  At the point we discussed it we were going to look at – in addition to that, we didn’t 
even have at that time a catch share policy draft from the National Marine Fisheries Service. 
 
Since that time there has been a Catch Shares Task Force and there has been a whole suite of 
issues discussed and a draft policy issued by the National Marine Fisheries Service to serve as 
some form of guidance that the councils – when they’re considering and designing these catch 
share programs.  I just think this is an old program that needs a real fresh relook and some 
consideration for omissions such as a recreational catch share portion for that sector. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Keep in mind, I was just reminded by Kate, George, that action on allowance of 
recreational harvest in wreckfish, there are options on that in the Comprehensive ACL 
Amendment.  It is not in this review of the Wreckfish ITQ Program, but it is – 
 
MR. GEIGER:  No, I understand this is philosophical discussion as to whether we’re just going 
to have an old – you know, we’re going to put a fresh coat of paint or some new lipstick on the 
old pig or if we’re going to try and get a nice new piglet to grow the way we want it to grow for 
show purposes. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  As long as you can keep the camel’s nose out from under the tent, I think we 
will be okay.  All right, what do you want to do here?  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, I would move that we direct staff to add the alternatives 
from the workgroup in the Amendment 20 options paper. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Duane; second by Ben.  Discussion?  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  I would like to ask George what are they targeting out there when they’re – I 
guess they’re accidentally catching these.  What are they targeting out there to accidentally catch 
this? 
 
MR. GEIGER:  They’re actually headboats and some private boats are fishing in areas for 
grouper.  Headboats, there was one guy in Sebastian who was actually advertising Gulf Stream 
Monster Trips and had pictures on his website of landed wreckfish.  I turned it over to NOAA 
Enforcement and they took care of that, but that is how prevalent and how often they’re being 
encountered.   
We hear from the recreational sector all the time much more frequently.  I just received a suite of 
pictures from up in New Jersey a couple of weeks ago of some very large wreckfish that were 
landed up there, and they fish them often coming back in from tilefishing trips.  They’ll stop to 
catch wreckfish on the way back in was the quote and the caption under the picture. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Further discussion on the motion?  Is there any objection to the motion?  I see 
none so the motion is approved.  George, I’m sure you saw the comments on the issue of 
recreational bag limits and consideration that was given to the shareholders’ workgroup, and they 
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made comments on that; and as indicated, they were not in favor of that, but I think you had a 
good idea, personally, about some way to carve out some sort of allocation for these encounters 
that occur on a rare basis.  David. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  I just want to say that it wasn’t an omission or a misstep that it wasn’t in there 
originally.  When that fishery was developed, it was developed by commercial fishermen and 
there were no recreational catches in there at the time, so it wasn’t that it wasn’t considered.  It 
was considered; it wasn’t overlooked.  It was done intentionally at the time at that meeting that it 
has to stay that way.  I’m just telling you when it started it wasn’t done because it was 
overlooked. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, the motion has been approved.  Kate, what else have we got on 
Amendment 20? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Just one more thing.  We have an issue to discuss that I think Monica is going 
to explain.  It has to do with the regulations regarding wreckfish and how wreckfish is part of the 
snapper grouper bag limit. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I was having a slight sidebar and I think what you brought up was the 
aggregate bag limit?  Yes, I think this is a great document to discuss and address whether you 
would like to except wreckfish out of the aggregate bag limit.  Remember how at the last 
meeting I discussed the way that the snapper grouper regulations and amendment have been set 
up, that the aggregate bag limit covers all snapper grouper species except for the specific bag 
limit species, the snappers, the groupers, those sorts of things. 
 
It excepts out specifically tomtate and blue runner, but it doesn’t except out wreckfish and 
therefore under my reading wreckfish is part of the aggregate bag limit, which is odd because it 
is not like you can just go catch your bag limit of wreckfish because you need shares and you 
need to be a wreckfish permit holder; and if you want to sell them, you need to have a snapper 
grouper permit. 
 
I think it would be good in this document to address whether you want to have wreckfish be in 
the aggregate bag limit or not.  I would assume staff could work up some options and those sorts 
of things.  I’m glad Kate reminded me because I think this is a good thing to discuss. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  The repercussions of the current regulations is that someone – from what I 
understand, Monica, someone with a for-hire license could bring people out wreckfish fishing if 
he also had a wreckfish permit, shares and coupons.  He couldn’t sell the catch, of course, as 
stipulated under 15B, but he could bring people out on a charter trip. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Yes, and then they would have to be counted with – how would they 
be counted if he didn’t sell them?  That’s a good question, too, so that is a potential problem.  He 
would have to have shares and coupons to cover at least the harvest of those wreckfish. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And a wreckfish permit as well? 
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MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Yes. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  It doesn’t sound like that can happen, but can it happen? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I’ll let Kate discuss it.  She probably knows more than I do, but I 
think there have been some transfers and purchases going on of permits. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  It appears that this has happening already. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, that is almost encouraging.  The people I have talked to in our commercial 
industry up there that were encountering these things years ago had been trying to find permits so 
that they could bring them to the – some way that they could bring them to the bank.  They either 
found it frustrating, difficult, impossible to do, so it is encouraging that can happen.  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, I would move that we include another option to consider 
whether or not to remove wreckfish from the aggregate bag limit. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Duane to add an action to consider removal of wreckfish from the 
aggregate bag limit; does that capture it? 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Yes. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Is there a second; second by Ben.  Discussion?  Any objection to the motion?  
I see none; that motion is approved then.  Okay, is that it? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  That’s it. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, thanks, Kate, very much, we appreciate it.  All right, the next agenda 
item is the Comprehensive ACL Amendment.  Rick is going to get us through this.  We have got 
a lot left to do and our discussions yesterday and reception of the SSC Report on data-poor 
species is going to come to roost right here.  Attachment 20.  My briefing book had a folder at 
the top left, which was the Comprehensive ACL Amendment and the document and the 
appendices are in there. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, PDF Page 27 is the first action.  This is to remove species from the 
fishery management unit.  You have seen these alternatives before, so see if you’re satisfied with 
the range of alternatives.  If you have a preferred alternative, that would be great at this point.  
Alternative 2 would remove species with 95 percent or greater of landings in state waters, so it 
compares the fed and the states, what is landed, and remove species based upon that.   
 
That’s Alternative 2.  Alternative 3 would remove 11 species with 90 percent or greater of 
landings in state waters, and Alternative 4 uses an 80 percent cutoff.  If you scroll on down, 
Alternative 5 removes all of the following snapper grouper species, and these are species that fall 
under the Florida Marine Life Species Rule.  That would be queen triggerfish, porkfish and 
puddingwife.  That is the first action.  There are five alternatives and you do not have a preferred 
alternative at this time. 
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MR. CURRIN:  Any desire to select a preferred alternative here at this point.  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  How does Florida feel about Alternative 5?  That one seems to be hanging 
out there separately from the others, so we could choose Alternative 5 as a preferred along with, 
I would think, some of these others.  If Florida is not in line with the idea of Alternative 5, we 
could probably go ahead and put that into the considered but rejected appendix. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Well, first of all, I’m having a little difficulty scrolling.  I can’t seem to see 
Alternatives 2, 3 or 4. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  They’re kind of hidden around those tables, Mark.   
 
MR. ROBSON:  I’m not sure how to get around the tables. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, 4 is on Page 30; 3 is on Page 29. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  I can’t see them, but I can see 5.  Now, those three species have always been 
covered under our Marine Life Rule, so we have no problem at all with taking those out of the 
FMU.  I was going to ask a question, though.  I don’t know if this is the right time or not, but we 
received – I don’t know if the South Atlantic Council received the same letter, but the Fish and 
Wildlife Commission received a letter from the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
seeing if we were interested in taking over management of several reef fish species. 
 
It was including mutton snapper, yellowtail and one other species, I thought – Nassau grouper.  I 
don’t know if those actually need to be – because the alternative of that request was if Florida 
wasn’t interested in taking over management of those species, the Gulf of Mexico Fishery 
Management Council was interested in delegating the authority strictly to the South Atlantic 
Council for all stocks.  I’m not sure where the letter is in our packet.  It is somewhere floating 
around. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, Rick said it is Attachment 24, Mark, and it is under our agenda for the 
Comprehensive ACL, so we will get to that very shortly. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay, very good.  As far as Alternative 5 I believe this is something we have 
supported for a while now. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  I would move that we make Alternative 5 as the preferred alternative, and 
I have another motion for another alternative as a preferred, but I think we ought to take 
them separately. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Second by David.  Discussion?  If Mark is willing – Brian’s concern was that 
the state of Florida had considered this and was willing to take this on.  David. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  The motion says as the preferred, but you really wanted to make it a preferred 
because I think we can have more than one there.   
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MR. CURRIN:  Further discussion on this motion?  The motion is to select Alternative 5A as a 
preferred alternative for an action to remove species from the FMU.  Any objection to the 
motion?  I see none; that motion is approved.  Duane, did you have another suggestion under 
this action. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Yes, sir, I would move that we select Alternative 4 as a preferred alternative 
under the ACL Amendment. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Second. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Duane; second by George to select Alternative 4 as a preferred 
alternative under this action, and that alternative would remove snapper grouper species with 80 
percent or greater of landings in state waters as indicated in that table there, 19 snapper grouper 
species encompassed by that.  We’ve got a range of those.  Monica. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I guess just as a reminder, we discussed before about putting in the 
rationale for why those species were included in the first place so you could have a discussion 
and inform your judgment on that.  Just as a reminder to you all that in the future, when you get 
more analysis you can choose to – and it is for the public, too – you can choose not to make these 
preferred alternatives. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, they can be changed; we realize that and they’re I think a good range in 
there.  We have got another alternative considering 90 percent occurrence in state waters.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I think the reality is that we have not actively managed these species in many 
years.  I don’t believe we’ve changed the regulations on any of these species in the years I’ve 
been on this council, which I think is nine or ten years almost now.  There are assessments for 
some of these, I think sheepshead and some others, but they’re really all done by the states.  It 
seems to me the states are more than capable and better positioned than we are to manage these 
species because the vast majority of the landings are in the state.  It seems logical to me. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  And just to clarify if we select Alternative 4 with this table as a preferred 
alternative; does that affect our discussion about those other three species?  Okay. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Mr. Chairman, I need to just make sure everybody is aware that we have a 
rather cumbersome regulatory process in South Carolina that requires us to get legislative 
approval; so as we move down this road, a concern I would have would we not get legislative 
approval to manage some of these species, that at least in our jurisdiction there may be some 
period in which there is no management.  I would just like us to be aware of that.  We’re excited 
about the opportunity to manage some of these species.  Many of us thought for a long time that 
we would like to have a stronger hand and just for the council to be aware of that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Robert, and I think it is the same problem that you guys have with 
regulations coming out of ASMFC at times as well, so I’m sure we can be patient.  If it might 
help to give you a heads-up to give your legislature a heads-up, then it may reduce some of that 
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time.  Okay, any further discussion on the motion?  Is there any objection to this motion?  I 
see no objection and that motion is approved.  Okay, Rick, ecosystem component; we had 
some discussion of this the other day in the Mackerel Committee. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  This is on PDF Page 36.  The next time that you see this document we’ll put 
the alternatives all together on one page so you won’t have to scroll down so far.  The ecosystem 
component starts on Page 36 and looks at total landings.  Alternative 2 would designate the 
species in Table 5 as ecosystem component species if landings are equal to a thousand or less.  
Alternative 3 uses the cutoff at 2,500 pounds as ecosystem component species.  Alternative 4 is 
5,000 pounds and 5 uses the cutoff at 10,000 pounds. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Doesn’t this using commercial and – or at least commercial landings for 
sure, so that these species are in violation of that ecosystem component four-part requirement 
that generally are not kept or sold; isn’t that one of the components of designating species as an 
ecosystem; and if we’re using commercial landings and there are commercial landings, that says 
then they are sold.  I was confused by that when we saw that later on.  I wasn’t quite sure how 
we’re using this to select these species and whether that was in violation of that designation 
process. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, keep in mind that the tables that are presented here under this action 
include both recreational and commercial, so, yes, there is a column and you can separate out the 
commercial landings.  Certainly many of them have commercial value and commercial landings, 
but the point is they’re at a low level and we’re trying to kind of get at what level is reasonable to 
classify or categorize these as ecosystem components, I guess. Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  There is some overlap between this and the previous motion, right?  Is it 
substantial?  We voted to take some species out and I’m wondering how many of these would – 
if we stay with the preferred we just selected, how many of these go away?  I know puddingwife 
does.  I have been trying to get puddingwife out of this plan for a decade. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Rick, do you have a feel for that right now?  I can see a few right now right off 
the top of my head. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Yes, and the team has talked about this and I think that we’re just going to 
have to take this back.  There may be a way to avoid it.  Possibly combining this into one action 
would be a way to clarify that. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I think going to Brian’s comment, to me if these can’t qualify as ecosystem 
species, then I think consideration of removing them – I don’t know why tiger grouper needs to 
be in anything.  I don’t think there is a record of tiger grouper in the South Atlantic.  There are 
no landings, and I’m not sure that they occur there at all.  It is hard for me to envision how there 
is a need for federal management on a species when there is no fishery for it and there are no 
landings. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, I think Phil Conklin caught the last one.  I asked him about it not long ago.  
Actually I asked him what it was and he said, yes, he has seen them, but I didn’t know what it 
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was.  All right, what is your desire here, select a preferred, are we okay with the range of 
alternatives?  Personally I would like to see it the level at which this is established as close to 
10,000 pounds as we can get.  When we’re talking about a fishery the size of what we’ve got that 
is on the order of 11 or 12 million pounds plus a year, 10,000 pounds is not a whole heck of a lot.  
All right, no desire to select a preferred at this point?  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I’m wondering if we shouldn’t select a preferred and then let staff go ahead 
and work through the analysis.  I would be willing and I’ll make the motion that we establish 
Alternative 5 as a preferred. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Roy to select Alternative 5 as a preferred; second by Mark.  
Discussion on that motion? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And if I could, Mac, what I would like to see is if staff can go through the 
criteria within the guidelines and how well does this fit; and then once we take a look at that – 
because I don’t guess that is in here yet, Rick.  I apologize but I haven’t read it carefully.  Has 
that been done yet? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  No, the staff has not gone through. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Okay, so then we’ll start with that; and I would say that if we run into a lot of 
problems, then we can rethink and potentially go to a smaller suite of species and kind of work 
that way. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And that would allow the staff the opportunity to identify what kind of overlap 
there is between this alternative and the previous action as well so we can kind of see where 
we’re painting the same canvas with two different colors.  All right, further discussion on this 
alternative?  Any objection to this motion?  I see none; the motion is approved.  All right, 
Rick. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Species groupings starts on PDF Page 39, and you can get a feel that this is a 
step-wise process where the first step is to take some species out of the fishery management unit 
on ecosystem component species, and now we’re talking about species groups.  The council 
should talk about if you set a group, are you going to set the ACLs for each of these species; are 
you going to have an indicator species with that.  I think now would probably be a good time to 
have Andy Strelcheck come.  He has a presentation and this may help us along. 
 
MR. STRELCHECK:  I’m going to be presenting some work that has been done by Nick Farmer 
and Rich Malinowski in the Southeast Regional Office.  I will try to keep it brief.  I will stay out 
of the detailed methods at this point and just provide you essentially with an overview of what 
we have been doing for the Gulf of Mexico. 
 
We recognized that Kyle Shertzer and Erik Williams have done some work already with species 
groupings in the South Atlantic.  We’re not trying to reinvent the wheel.  We have been talking 
with them and trying to work with them and hopefully use some of the new methods and 
information that we have applied to the Gulf and also apply to the South Atlantic analyses. 
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Why species groupings?  Well, you are tasked with setting ACLs for a huge number of species, 
many of which haven’t been assessed.  Although you have now potentially removed quite a 
number of species from the snapper grouper complex that wouldn’t require ACLs, there is still 
going to be a lot left that will need to have ACLs, so your option will be to set species-specific 
ACLs or potentially consider complexes that could group species together to set a single ACL 
for an entire complex. 
 
You have numerous options in terms of setting stock complexes.  The annual catch limit 
guidelines that were published in a final rule essentially lay out at least three approaches, one of 
which is that you establish ACLs for one or more indicator stocks and several other stocks.  
Another approach would be to set an ACL for the complex as a whole but not necessarily with an 
indicator stock. 
 
Then the third would be you could set it for the complex as whole but also have ACLs criterion 
that would apply to indicator stocks.  There are multiple avenues depending on what is known 
about species within a complex, whether you want to include indicator stocks or not include 
indicator stocks as part of the complex and how you would go about setting the ACLs. 
 
Our goals and objectives were to provide the Gulf Council with some guidance in setting annual 
catch limits for reef fish; and in doing so, we wanted to determine or identify species’ 
assemblages for them, and in particular for the reef fish complex; determine if these assemblages 
were consistent across sectors.   
 
We used a myriad of different data sets in order to accomplish this; and then also look at other 
characteristics life history and vulnerability to determine and assess impacts of management 
action on those stocks, and so all of those factors are then considered as part of this process in 
developing the species’ assemblages.  As I said, this is just a brief overview. 
 
We’ve been putting together a report that provides much more detailed methods; but just to 
capture a little bit of some of the work that we’ve done, it goes back to some simple summary 
information about life history characteristics.  We’ve looked at the vulnerability susceptibility 
analysis done by MRAG Americas and others. 
 
We’ve looked at just some simple association statistics such as percent landings and percent trips 
by data set in association with various species.  We also have done some much more detailed 
multivariate  analysis that looks at hierarchical cluster analysis in order to determine associations 
between species both from a present/absence standpoint as well as weighting it based on the 
amount that is being landed. 
 
Some other analyses, nodal analysis, which I won’t get into detail but that is a method that we 
can look at rare species.  Rare species tend to not group well together in a clustering approach 
because there is not a lot of information to inform the model in terms of where those species 
associated with, so this nodal analysis helps us to identify common species that might occur with 
that rare species. 
 



  Snapper Grouper Committee 
                                                                                           June 8-10, 2010 
                                                                                                              Orlando, Florida 
 

 153 

Then Nick essentially came up with a way of indexing all the information that was put together 
based on the various data sets and come up with kind of an aggregate summary solution in terms 
of the species associations based on all the clustering approaches that were done.  We’ve also 
generated just some simple maps and GIS using observer data as well as longline fishery-
independent data in order to validate some of the information about species’ associations. 
 
Certainly, not all of these data sets would be available for the South Atlantic, but many of them 
are available.  We’ve looked essentially five major data sets for the Gulf of Mexico.  They range 
from fishery-dependent data such as the commercial logbook program and headboat logbook 
program as well as MRFSS to fishery-independent data collected through our Reef Fish 
Observer Program and the NMFS Bottom Longline Survey. 
 
We wanted to look at both fishery-dependent and fishery-independent data to get an indication in 
terms of potential biases in terms of targeting and not targeting species and how that might affect 
the clustering of species’ groupings.  Now, this is one of probably 50 or 60 identigrams that Nick 
has put together.   
 
I won’t go through the gory details, but essentially what this is trying to accomplish is it tells you 
the association among species and it tries to explain the variance in relation to species based on, 
in this instance, presence/absence of the species for the vertical landings in the commercial 
fishery. 
 
This was partitioned by depth and area, but what it essentially will tell you, once everything is 
run and clustered together, is what species are most commonly associated with one another at 
least for this particular set under the parameters as has been specified.  It is hard to see on the 
screen, but you can see that there are some different shadings of color, so you will have species 
like blueline tilefish, golden tilefish and queen snapper that are grouping very closely together. 
 
Well, that makes a lot of sense because those are deep-water species and you expect them to be 
caught together.  We see yellowedge, snowy grouper, Warsaw grouper and speckled hind, so 
there is some obvious clustering that is occurring and a good indication that it is very 
representative of how the fishery might be operating and harvesting those species. 
 
In this instance, this one is one of our cleaner analyses, but certainly there are results that are 
going to be less than obvious and species that will group with another that you wouldn’t expect 
to group with one another and oftentimes that is just because they’re rare or there is an 
oversampling of the data. 
 
With the fishery-independent logbook program we saw a lot of bias toward highly abundant 
species such as red grouper and red snapper, but those were primary species targeted by that 
observer program, and so we saw less utility in terms of explaining all the species’ grouping 
associated with the type of data set in comparison to this fishery-dependent data.  As I said, this 
is just one example of many, but it does give a good indication of the species themselves, how 
they’re caught together and that many of them have very similar life histories and depth 
distributions and would be expected to be caught together. 
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This is probably something you’ve seen before that gives you an indication of the productivity 
susceptibility analyses conducted by MRAG Americas, and overall it uses life history parameters 
as well as susceptibility to fishing in order to categorize essentially the level of overall risk 
associated with the various species.   
 
In this particular graphic you see all of the snapper grouper species that are included in their 
analysis and the level of overall risk that might be associated with those species.  This is 
essentially to inform us when the species’ groupings are developed as to what you need to be 
aware of in terms of vulnerabilities of those species.  You wouldn’t want to put together a 
species group that might have species that are primarily not vulnerable to fishing activity, but 
then there is one that is very vulnerable to fishing activity. 
 
This is not something that directly goes into the analytical work we’re doing, but is kind of a 
secondary analysis that has helped to inform the results of our work.  This is essentially laying 
out the numbers associated with that type of analysis.  I have partitioned this into the complexes 
that essentially were broken out during the work that Nick and Rich had done.   
 
You can see here that as the jacks complex, you have fairly similar productivity susceptibility 
results in terms of where species are grouping, and so that is a good indication that not only is the 
species association probably appropriate, but you’re not going to be grouping more vulnerable 
species with less vulnerable species. 
 
Just for your reference, the species highlighted in bold are those that we have assessed in the 
Gulf of Mexico, so the council could also potentially look at those as indicator stocks for a 
complex as a whole in setting the ACLs.  This is just a simple representation of the cluster 
association index that Nick and Rich had developed, and essentially this took all of the results of 
the various clustering analyses across all the data sets, indexed it into one outcome. 
 
This essentially shows three species, black grouper, red snapper and yellowtail snapper, and the 
five species that are most commonly associated with those particular species; so for black 
grouper, gag, red grouper, scamp, yellowtail snapper and mutton snapper, the five species that 
commonly associated with them and all of the cluster analyses that we conducted.  These are 
obviously some of the more obvious, some of the cleaner results that we see.  Obviously, with 
rarer species, you’re going to get some unusual species’ groupings. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Would you take questions now?  I know one of the things in the Gulf of Mexico 
I have heard very, very frequently is that the commercial industry primarily prosecuting red 
grouper is now encountering red snapper, and I noticed that red snapper doesn’t fall under the – 
well, you’ve got red snapper and red grouper.  I’m sorry, I see red grouper at the bottom of that 
pile.  Okay, I’m sorry, I missed that. 
 
MR. STRELCHECK:  Well, keep in mind we have done this analysis for the Gulf of Mexico as a 
whole so red snapper is distributed primarily from the Panhandle westward to Texas, and red 
grouper occur mostly in the eastern Gulf of Mexico, so there is some overlap.  Gag, also there is 
some overlap, and certainly that is the case where they’re encountering more and more red 
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snapper, but for the bulk of Gulf they don’t commonly associate with one another.  It is only in 
that eastern Gulf area that they would. 
 
I’ll talk about some biogeographic considerations that haven’t necessarily been a problem for the 
Gulf of Mexico so far with the analysis that might be an issue as we work toward South Atlantic 
species’ groupings.  I won’t go into detail but this is essentially the preliminary results of the 
outcomes of this work. 
 
From the analyses that have been completed, we were able to essentially define a shallow-water 
grouper complex, and it is very consistent with the existing shallow-water grouper complex.  
From that we’re not making recommendations here, but the council could make decisions as to 
whether they want to break out the three major assessed species, gag grouper, red grouper and 
black grouper, into indicator stocks, each with their individual annual catch limit, and then the 
remaining five species either have a separate annual catch limit or just be defined by a catch limit 
for the complex as a whole. 
 
Then we have additional species that are part of that grouper complex like Goliath and Nassau 
where the fishery is closed so it would be appropriate to set ACL separately for those, and then 
sand perch and dwarf sand perch are research only species at this point, so they really don’t 
group well with any of this. 
 
It gives you an indication of at least the box in blue would be part of the results; the orange and 
pink boxes essentially are more decisions that then can come out of this from the council’s 
standpoint as to how you want to set up your ACLs and management your fisheries based on 
ACLs. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Andy, excuse me one second; I have got to relinquish the chair to my vice-
chairman, Mark Robson, and excuse myself. 
 
MR. STRELCHECK:  What I guess I want to point out at the end of the presentation here is that 
right now you manage 73 snapper grouper species and the Gulf of Mexico manages 42 species.  
If we do the clustering approach for the 73, you’re going to have a lot of rare species that you 
just threw out, so it is not going to probably be as clean of an analysis because you do have some 
rare species or some less abundant species. 
 
Also, you have a much broader latitudinal difference which can result in problems because you 
have differences in the number of species in that geographic range.  You also have a much 
greater difference in terms of bathymetry which allows for fishermen to encounter a whole suite 
of species on one trip that wouldn’t necessarily be encountered in the Gulf of Mexico. 
 
All of that makes grouping species more complex because you could encounter a more diverse 
array of species on a single trip.  The biographic zones here just are shown based on what Kyle 
Shertzer and Erik Williams had come kind of come up with in their clustering approach, but you 
can see as you move farther north you go from 70 species that are primarily occurring in the 
Keys, southeast Florida, to 45 species north of Hatteras.  That is a huge difference in terms of the 
diversity of species; and from a clustering approach, latitudinal differences would probably be a 
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very important factor in terms of the outcome of the results.  With that, I will end with the bar 
jack hanging out with the hogfish.  Any questions? 
 
DR. LANEY:  Mr. Chairman, I’m not on your committee but, Andy, do you know if Kyle and 
Erik have looked at the SEAMAP data base in the course of doing their work or is that one that 
you would recommend that they proceed to do the same sort of cluster analysis that you have 
undertaken? 
 
MR. STRELCHECK:  They relied on the commercial logbook data and the headboat logbook 
data for their analyses.  They have not looked at the SEAMAP data.  Are you referring to the 
MARMAP data for the South Atlantic? 
 
DR. LANEY:  Well, if that is the SEAMAP Survey, yes.  I don’t know if there is a separate – 
there is a SEAMAP Trawl Survey, I guess. 
 
MR. STRELCHECK:  The problem I would understand from the MARMAP data is just this 
geographic coverage extends primarily to Canaveral and doesn’t cover the southern-most portion 
of the range and probably doesn’t cover as well the northern part of the range, so it wouldn’t 
probably have as much utility, but it is certainly a data set that could be looked at. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Any other questions?  Thank you, Andy.  Rick, I guess we’re going to continue 
working on that grouping for the amendment. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Yes, and that is actually Alternative 5 that Nick Farmer and Andy Strelcheck 
are working, so there is still work to be done.  It is a work in progress, so I think we kind of have 
to wait for that before choosing preferreds or anything of that nature.  The next action is PDF 
Page 42, and this is the ABC Control Rule alternatives. 
 
To save time, I won’t run through these in detail.  These have already been discussed during 
mackerel and spiny lobster.  I will note that Alternative 5 is to establish ABCs based on the 
SSC’s ABC Control Rule.  Well, actually, all of the ABCs are in Attachment 22.  If you want to 
see the actual values of those, Kari Fenske has put those together.  It is in a spreadsheet and it 
actually shows you what the values would be for these alternatives. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Alternative 5, which is the SSC’s ABC Control Rule; is that the one that 
we’ve had the control rule document and all presented to us with the P-stars or is that the ABC 
Data-Poor Control Rule that was in the report that we looked at yesterday? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Those are mainly the data-poor species that they presented yesterday.  I think 
that there were some species that they have provided ABC values for.  Yellowtail snapper was 
one and golden tilefish, so those have been assessed, so those would, I guess, also be covered 
under that alternative. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Do we need to have some discussion about that?  There were a lot of concerns 
about the control rule for data-poor species.  Brian. 
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DR. CHEUVRONT:  Aren’t we going to discuss these ABC control rules at some point but 
maybe not now or are we supposed to do it now?  Now would be the time to do it. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  I think so.  Well, I think there was some discussion of whether we’re ready to 
even accept the recommendations for that control rule for data-poor species that was provided by 
the SSC.  Would Alternative 5 imply that we’re accepting that? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  That is just one of several alternatives in the document right now; but perhaps 
if you have some comments that should be taken back, it would be a good time to bring those 
comments up now of your concerns over the data-poor control rule or for the entire control rule, 
for that matter. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, I’m not willing to accept that data-poor control rule and 
would recommend that we reject that.  I don’t know whether it is appropriate to put that in the 
considered by rejected appendix or not, but that is what I’m considering at this time. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Is there a second?  Seconded by Ben Hartig.  Discussion?  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Will I think we went through a lot of this discussion yesterday when the SSC 
Report was presented, but I don’t think the way they went about that was consistent with the 
guidelines.  I don’t think it properly reflected the council’s judgment on the amount of risk that 
we’re willing to take although I think we need to be more clear about that.  I think we probably 
ought to make some recommendations about that, but I would support the motion. 
  
MR.  ROBSON:  Any other discussion of the motion?  The motion is to reject the SSC ABC 
Control Rule for data-poor species and move it to the considered but rejected appendix.  Is there 
any opposition to the motion?  The motion carries. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  If they were to come back with a control rule that you could live with that 
would incorporate the concerns that were raised, then we could add that alternative after looking 
over that control rule.   
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I think it would be could if we could do something to offer some direction 
to the SSC instead of just saying, no, we don’t like it.  There is no guarantee that they’re going to 
come back with something that is going to more to our liking.  I think if we can somehow give 
them some direction as to what we want them to consider, how much risk is appropriate. 
 
For example, I was at that SSC meeting and one of the things that I was concerned about was the 
fact that they were provided with a fair amount of data and information; but given the ABC 
Control Rule for data-poor species, in most all cases they didn’t even bother to use those data.  
There are times when they do actually have data, but it is not an assessment.   
 
I think we need to give them some direction as to how to use data that have not been passed 
through a peer review.  That is what they were falling back on.  They were saying this is not 
peer-reviewed stock assessment and we don’t know how valid any of this stuff is, and they just 
said, therefore, we’re not going to consider it. 
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For example, the first thing that they were looking at was the gorgonians.  There was a lot of data 
that was provided to them, for example, and I pointed out some of that to them during some of 
their deliberations.  For example, there is data that shows that there was like 28.8 billion colonies 
of gorgonians in just two national monuments, but they chose to ignore that. 
 
When you stop and look at the numbers that they came back with, in a busy summer weekend 
they probably have recreational boat anchor strikes killing more colonies than they were going to 
allow for harvest in one busy weekend.  That just doesn’t make intuitive sense.  I think what we 
need to do is to try to somehow give them some direction on what to consider, how much risk is 
okay.  I don’t think this can be done in 15 minutes or 10 minutes.  I think we need to give it some 
serious consideration. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Mr. Chairman, I agree with Brian, and this is part of what I was getting at the 
other day with my comment that this may be kind of a misnomer or bad choice of words because 
some of these aren’t data poor.  There is data that apparently wasn’t used because they just 
looked at one approach, which were average landings over a time series. 
 
There has got to be some way in which they can consider other data that is available.  For 
example, on wreckfish we’ve got things like CPUE values, we’ve got mean size over time, so 
there has got to be some way to incorporate this additional information.  I know that at our 
September meeting we were going to try and concentrate on this Comprehensive ACL 
Amendment; so I agree, I think we need to give some direction to them.  We also need to get 
them together before our September meeting to come back to us in September with some 
additional considerations.  There are at least four species that I can think of where the approach 
they used the last time I think is just inappropriate and unacceptable. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Let me try to give us a little bit of a way forward on this and work this out with 
staff.  Gregg has got a copy of it and I will read it.  I would move that the council direct the 
SSC to consider the following guidance when considering an alternative control rule for 
unassessed stocks:  determination of species as ecosystem components and increasing of 
buffers about OFL for such circumstances is beyond the scope of assessment uncertainty 
and should therefore not be part of an ABC Control Rule. 
 
The Council believes that stock status is an outcome and not an assessment uncertainty 
appropriate to consider in an ABC Control Rule.  The council recommends that the SSC 
configure the data-poor control rule to provide a reduction downward from OFL as 
described in the guidelines and does not believe it is appropriate to start at an assumption 
that ABC equals zero. 
 
The council recommends that the SSC consider a tiered approach that differentiates 
between levels of data deficiency and takes into consideration sources of information 
beyond landing streams that may include but are not limited to prior assessments, effort 
trends, survey and monitoring trends.   
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Moreover, the council recommends that the SSC review, compare and contrast and 
comment on the utility of the analytical approaches for developing ABCs in data-poor 
situations and for unassessed stocks that were provided for consideration at the April 2010 
meeting (such as the DCAC and Cooper approaches); the alternative ABC control rules 
developed by the council and included in current draft amendments; and the proposed 
data-poor control rule developed at the April 2010 meeting.  The SSC should comment on 
which of these approaches is most robust to unknown information and most appropriate 
for use in deriving ABC from OFL. 
 
That is something to mull over and think about. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  We have a motion; is there a second?  Second by Brian.   
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I think some of the things that we need to make sure that we do is make 
sure that we’re not talking about just snapper grouper species here.  We’re talking about all 
species where the ABC Control Rule for data-poor species was applied, but there were also a 
couple of species in their report where they did not apply this rule and they came up with 
measures.  I think shrimp was one of them. 
 
I think we need to make it clear that is what we mean when we’re giving this motion, and 
whoever crafted that I think did a great job.  Also, if it would be possible, can we get the text of 
that sent out like in a e-mail or something because I would like to be able to consider fully what 
exactly that all means. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  I’m sure we can do that, yes.  At the very end, it seemed like there was either a 
run-on sentence or something.  Can we go down to the end? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Do you want to go section by section? 
 
MR. ROBSON:  No, just towards the end it seemed like there was a sentence that didn’t sound 
quite right.  I guess the sentence would start there.  I think after “Cooper approaches”, something 
needs to be different there.  Okay, he is doing some editorial licensing.  Did we capture all the 
key issues in terms of the direction that we want to give?  Gregg. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  One thing that was pointed out, the first part of this motion we already 
addressed in a previous motion.  We already rejected it and moved it to the considered but 
rejected appendix, so we could remove that. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  That wasn’t read into the motion. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Is that acceptable to the seconder?  Now, is it the intent to provide this in terms 
of just written direction to the SSC and this appropriate to any species they’re looking at.  This 
isn’t just snapper grouper.  David. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  I know in the motion it doesn’t say peer reviewed, and it was done intentionally I 
think.  I know John is here and he knows the intent of this and can relay that to the SSC, but 
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certainly the intent is not just strictly to look at previously peer-reviewed assessments but any 
assessment that was done. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I’m fine with the motion and I’ll support it, but I think what we’ve got to deal 
with right now is I don’t – I mean, we can send this to SSC, but we don’t know when they’re 
going to meet again or when they’re going to deal with this.  In the meantime we’re under the 
gun in terms of timeline to get this done, and so I think we’re kind of at a position where you 
may want to just go ahead and select a control rule in here and a buffer you’re comfortable with 
and considered selecting a preferred so we can go ahead and take the OFLs we have and 
calculate out the ABCs based on these things and staff can get this document moving. 
 
We’re going to need to make a considerable amount of progress between now and the September 
meeting to get this done, and I don’t know when the SSC is going to meet again and be able to 
deliberate about any of this.  I would encourage you to give some thought about what kind of 
buffer for these data-poor stocks are you comfortable with and consider establishing that as a 
preferred rule.  You’ve got some alternatives here of ABC 65 percent of OFL, 75 percent of 
OFL, 85 percent of OFL.  See if you can find something in there that you can work with. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  We do have a motion on the table for this particular guidance.  All right, we 
have a motion to provide guidance to the SSC.  Is there any other discussion or changes to this 
language?  All right, is there any opposition to this guidance that we’re sending?  Okay, the 
motion carries.  David. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Again, I think it is important that we try and get the SSC together sometime 
before the September meeting.  I don’t if that is possible, but I think that is something that we 
ought to shoot for.  I don’t know what else they’re going to need in terms of support.  It may not 
even be feasible to do that, and that is expecting a lot in a short period time.  If there is any way 
that we can do that at all, I think we need to try and move ahead with that. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  And I know we’re always talking about convening the SSC.  Is this an 
opportunity – seeing as how we’re getting them to focus on one item, could they do it by 
webinar? 
 
MR. ROBSON:  John, I think we need to get your input. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  I think this would be pretty tough to try and do through webinar. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  It doesn’t sound like it will work.  I’m not sure who we need to – Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Just for discussion, what if we set Alternative 2 as the preferred and then we 
could always work down from there when we get a new rule from the SSC? 
 
MR. ROBSON:  You’re talking about the control rule alternative that we want to select as – 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Alternative 2. 
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MR. ROBSON:  Okay, before we step to that, David, is there any direction to staff that we want 
to provide to actually look into getting the SSC together? 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Well, I guess I would ask John or Bob whether that is feasible.  They have to be 
productive from some standpoint, and I don’t know what we can do.  It worries me a little bit 
about even using OFLs as a starting point with what we have seen on some of these species.  I 
think there are a few species that are going to have to be given some kind of special 
consideration, maybe.  Again, I would defer to John as to whether he thinks we could even get 
something productive out of that, but we do need to move ahead. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  Well, I think in terms of considering we’re dealing with data-poor 
species, things with only landings for the most part, I certainly think setting – I guess Alternative 
2 is OFL equals ABC.  That is probably a stretch because you know you have a lot of uncertainty 
because of the fact that you don’t have an assessment and you only have landings.  You may 
want to consider another alternative in that regard. 
 
I think there are some other stocks that maybe don’t necessarily have to fall under this pure data-
poor unassessed.  As David mentioned, there are some species for which we have information, 
and the SSC talked about a number of those in their meeting.  In particular it seems like golden 
crab, sargassum perhaps the corals, and wreckfish emerges, things where there is additional 
information that may allow the SSC to do something alternative to something such as this rule or 
whatever you may choose as a true data-poor situation. 
 
It may be more of an unassessed but not quite as data poor, as David has been alluding to.  I 
think there is something that can be done, and we can certainly try to have a meeting sometime 
in late August and perhaps we can have some evaluations of some of that information available 
for them in time for your September meeting. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  I would offer as a friendly amendment so if we can establish an ABC Control 
Rule where ABC equals 75 percent of OFL, where we change Alternative 2 to mirror Alternative 
3B.   
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay, so you’re back to getting to selecting an alternative.  Do we have enough 
direction on the SSC getting together for staff?  I had Roy and then we’ll get to the selecting of a 
preferred. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I want to be clear about the motion we passed because if you look at 
Alternative 5, it talks about the SSC’s ABC Control Rule, but what we rejected was the data-
poor control rule.  We didn’t reject the P-star assessed stock control rule, which I’m reasonably 
comfortable with that.  I think that needs to be clear, Rick, somehow as to what we did. 
 
I agree with John that setting ABC equal to OFL is probably a tough sell.  I can read you that in 
the comments and response in the ACL Guidelines, one of the suggestions in there is it says, 
“Possible approaches include setting the ABC at 75 percent of recent catch.”  That is kind of a 
starting point.  You might could justify setting it somewhat higher than that, but I think setting it 
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equal to OFL would be kind of difficult to sell, and I don’t think I would be entirely comfortable 
with that. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  What would you do in a scenario where, for example, like with 
gorgonians, that harvest is demand-driven, and we have a situation there where currently we 
have a 50,000 colony quota, which probably if we ever even reach that would probably still be 
okay, but we’ve never gotten close to that.  If we’re going by landings, we’re already cutting 
them back on landings by at least 75 percent if ABC is 75 percent of average or median OFL. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I think there are exceptional circumstances where you may want to do things 
differently and where it may make sense to set ABC as OFL.  For gorgonians I would 
recommend you do one of two things; one, withdraw them from the plan and turn them over to 
Florida under their Marine Life Rule; or, two, simply explain in the document that you already 
have quota for gorgonians, and that is the ACL and you’re not going to make any changes, and it 
is not even action. 
 
I don’t think you need to do anything with gorgonians right now.  You already have an ACL for 
gorgonians; it is 50,000 colonies.  You could justify that, but I think my preferred approach right 
now, based on all the comments we heard, is to turn it over to Florida and let them manage it 
under their Marine Life Rule. 
 
I think wreckfish may be an exceptional circumstance.  I think golden crab may be, gorgonians, 
and there may be some others, and so there may be cases where you could justify ABC equals 
OFL, but I think as a general rule across the majority of them – that’s more often than not – 
you’re not going to be able to make that case. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay, we’re back to the ABC control rules.  George, did you have a comment? 
 
MR. GEIGER:  No, that was going to be my suggestion, offer gorgonians to Florida. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay, but first we would have to put them in the Snapper Grouper FMU.  Well, 
we will get to that, though.  Charlie, you were trying to come back to Alternative 2.  We’re 
trying to decide if we want to have a preferred alternative for the ABC control rule for snapper 
grouper species.  Is there any discussion or a motion to that effect? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  There is no motion yet.  There were words that were suggested, but nobody 
seconded either motion. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  There has been no motion or a second, so is there a motion to do this?  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Where are we going to get – I’m just trying to make this move along – where 
will we get the OFL level from? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  We already have recommendations; median landings from 1999-2008 has 
been their recommendation for OFL for snapper grouper species. 
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MR. PHILLIPS:  So they’re using landings for the overfishing level? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Correct. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  For snapper grouper. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  No, I just can’t along with landings for an overfishing level because they’re 
two different things.   
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay, so any discussion about selecting one of these alternatives as a preferred 
alternative?  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Okay, do we have to have a preferred; can we do them case by case?  
Obviously, just from public comment we know that some landings may actually be close to OFL 
and others may not.  Wreckfish, for instance, do we have to have a preferred? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I don’t see why you couldn’t specify a preferred and make a couple of 
exceptions and say this doesn’t apply to wreckfish and deal with that separately, if you wanted 
to. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, I’m not hearing any motions to select any one of these as a preferred. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  I’ll make the motion to select then Alternative 3 be outright as ABC 75 percent 
of OFL for data-poor species. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  That is Alternative 3B. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Yes, and except wreckfish. 
 
MR. ROBSON: Is there a second?   
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  I would like to make a friendly – well, I’ll second it, but I would like to make a 
friendly amendment.   
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, Roy Crabtree and Charlie Phillips second. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I’ll give Charlie credit. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  It is hard to tell who spoke first.  All right, Charlie, do you have something 
else? 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Yes, I specifically would like wreckfish, golden crab – 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Just snapper grouper species. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Just wreckfish then not fall into this. 
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MR. CUPKA:  That was going to be my point, Mr. Chairman, that this motion is just considering 
the species that are in here now because later on we may take some action to move other species 
into this amendment, and we need to make sure that those are treated separately perhaps.  In 
other words, we don’t want to pass this motion and then later on bring other species in that 
would be automatically covered by this motion.  That is not the intent.  It is for this motion 
relative to the species that are in there now; is that correct? 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Yes.  All right, we have a motion and a second to select Alternative 3B as the 
preferred alternative of the ABC Control Rule with the exception of wreckfish.  Again, working 
off the OFL recommendation is based on 75 percent of median landings.  That is the – no, just 
median landings.  John. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  And just to clarify, by data poor we mean essentially stocks which have 
not been assessed and those which the SSC has not put through their other control rule for 
assessed stocks. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  My understanding now is this control rule is not – this is for all snapper grouper 
species and not just data poor.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  That is not my understanding.  My understanding is we’re dealing here with 
data poor, but I don’t think we have been clear about that, so I think we need to be.  I’ll have to 
defer to George because this is what I think.  I think for the data rich where we have assessments, 
I’m comfortable enough with the P-star approach that the SSC has developed.   
 
I don’t have any real problems with that.  I think it is getting reductions in the same sort of 
neighborhood everywhere.  It is the data-poor control rule that we rejected, and that I think is 
what we’re trying to replace, but, George, I think you need to make that clear with your motion 
for the record. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  John, would it clear it up if we said “data-poor unassessed snapper grouper 
stocks”? 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  I believe that would help. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Okay, so I’ll modify the motion to establish an ABC Control Rule for data-poor 
unassessed snapper grouper species where ABC equals 75 percent of OFL, except wreckfish, if 
that is okay with seconder. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  One issue with saying unassessed is we have a number of species that you might 
have assessments, some assessment has been done.  I think what we’re talking about here are 
species that don’t go through and don’t meet the requirements of the other control rule the SSC 
has.  I don’t know what we’ve called that other control rule.  Isn’t that the intent; if they don’t 
meet that other control rule, whether that is data rich or whatever, then they fall under this one.  
Some of these species have been assessed.  They may not be a SEDAR assessment, but they 
have been assessed. 
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MR. CARMICHAEL:  You’re really meaning unassessed and a no P-star evaluation available.  
You could add that into the parenthetical and I think that will make it, unassessed and no P-star.  
They kind of go together, yes. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Let me read the motion again:  establish an ABC Control Rule for data-poor, 
no P-star analysis, snapper grouper species where ABC equals 75 percent of OFL, except 
wreckfish.  Is that okay with you, Charlie?  I hope so. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, that is the motion.  Are we all clear now?  I think I am now finally. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  And the rationale for the 75 percent, Roy, is that most of the P-star analyses are 
coming in at somewhere around that range? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I think that is part of it.  I think John can give you some additional 
rationale.  I think it has been a value we’ve used for many years in terms of selecting buffers.  
Most of our OFLs have been set at 75 percent and others, but, John, are there some other bases 
that would indicate 75 percent as a reasonable selection? 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  Yes, that is correct.  There is the information that Roy read earlier about 
75 percent of the catch, and then there have been some evaluations that looked at the relationship 
between CVs or coefficient of variations in assessment estimates and the P-star probability of 
overfishing values that have been chosen. 
 
Bob had provided us – and Duane was up there – the presentation from the Pacific Council that 
was done at the council chairs where they showed a distribution based on their average 
assessment sigma of 0.36, and they showed the catch reductions that have occurred from those.  
If you look at analyses such as that and some things we looked at with the SSC, which showed 
the relationship between CVs and risk of overfishing, if you’re talking about a CV in the range of 
40 to 50 percent and a probability of overfishing in the 25 to 30 percent, which is kind of the 
midpoint where the council has been, those often equate to around 75 percent of the OFL when 
you look at ABC as a function of OFL. 
 
From that analysis and then there was some similar work done along these lines that we 
discussed at the Uncertainty Workshop that was put forward by Mike Wilberg for some things  
he has done at the Mid-Atlantic Council SSC, that is has kind of emerged as sort of the midpoint 
over that range.  I think that gives pretty good support to the 75 percent number as a starting 
point when we don’t have a lot of other information. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, if there are no other questions, we will move along.  Okay, are there 
any objections to the motion that has been read and it is on the screen?  No objection; show the 
motion passes.  All right, Rick, allocations. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Allocations, if you’re going to set sector ACLs, you will have to specify 
allocations.  You have seen these alternatives before.  Gregg has just brought up do you want to 
discuss the ABC Control Rule for wreckfish since you have – we do have a section called 
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wreckfish that goes with that so we can handle it.  So you have allocation alternatives – you have 
those before – using landing evaluations.  Alternative 2 is use two sectors.  Alternative 3 is to use 
three sectors. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Any suggestions, thoughts, changes?  We don’t have a preferred.  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Well, we have had some discussion about this in the past.  We even had an 
Allocation Committee that came up with a potential formula for calculating allocations using 
other than just straight catch history over a period.  I believe that is Alternative 2, and I would 
make a motion that Alternative 2 be our preferred alternative. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay, a motion to make Alternative 2 the preferred; seconded by Duane.  It that 
the Boyles’ Law? 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Yes, it is.   
 
MR. ROBSON:  Is there any discussion on that?  Alternative 2 would be the preferred.  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  I just want to note again the same thing I noted the last time we brought this up 
that any overages over a sector’s TAC would not – they wouldn’t get credit for it towards 
Boyles’ Law. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay, any other discussion on the motion?  Any opposition to the motion?  
The motion carries.   
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, the next three actions deal with ACLs, ACTs, and AMs.  You can see 
we do not have alternatives here.  I noticed that the Mackerel Committee had a range of 
alternatives, and we can bring those into snapper grouper and bring those before you in 
September, which is probably the best way to handle this. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  If that is acceptable to the committee, we’ll direct staff to go ahead and do that.  
All right, next. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Now we’re getting to species-specific sections. We go through greater 
amberjack, red grouper, wreckfish.  This has been brought up before.  I think it came from the 
public where someone was concerned about the 1,000 pound trip limit for greater amberjack, so 
we have inserted alternatives -- you have seen these before – to change the trip limit to 2,000 
pounds and an alternative to change it to 1,500. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I would like to bring up a more big picture thing with it.  We’re running late 
on getting these things done.  My preference with this would be to have this amendment do the 
ACLs and take the management measures and the red grouper rebuilding plan and those kinds of 
things and deal with those in a separate amendment. 
 
I guess we’re going to come to the letter that was just delivered, but we’ve got two years to deal 
with red grouper overfishing and get it implemented.  We have about six months to finish these 
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ACLs, and I would like to see this amendment be strictly what we have to do to get ACLs done 
and pull these other things out and deal with them in a separate amendment that would follow 
this one.  I’m really concerned that the rest of this stuff is going to drag on and on. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Does this mean taking the amberjack trip limits out of this amendment?  The 
reason I ask that is because we’ve pretty well promised some folks that we would deal with this 
in this ACL Amendment.  I don’t mind removing the other stuff, but I’d hate to remove 
amberjack trip limits because we have been telling some folks for a long time we would do it. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I would say pull them out and put them in a regulatory amendment and do a 
framework action on it and get it done fast.  We’ve got the analysis and I think that is easy.  It is 
up to you, but I think you could do them in a framework action, couldn’t we, and that way they 
potentially get done ahead of all of this.   
 
My bigger concern is red grouper and trying to do a rebuilding plan and all the things associated 
with that, and then I don’t know what is in here with wreckfish and the rest of it.  I would 
suggest if you want to just make a quick decision on amberjack trip limits, let’s do a simple 
framework action and dispense with that. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, simple doesn’t apply to the Magnuson Act.  It may sound simple 
and it may be simpler than a plan amendment.  If that is the best way to do it and the quickest 
way to do it, I’m all for it.  I just don’t want to have it drag on beyond the ACL Amendment. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I’m philosophically one who likes more focused and smaller 
amendments.  I make that argument to you all the time.  If you think about it, when we get these 
big monstrous amendments with all those things in it, in the end we always end up splitting them 
up.  Let’s split it up now it seems to me.  I am really concerned and we’re hanging out there with 
ACLs because even if we strip this down now, it is going to be a real rush to get these ACLs 
done on the timeline we’re supposed to get it in.   
 
MR. BOYLES:  Mr. Chairman, in light of the discussion, I would make a motion that we 
remove the greater amberjack trip limits from the ACL Amendment and initiate a 
framework action to deal with the trip limit change. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, we have a motion; is there a second?  Second by Duane.  Is there any 
discussion?  Ben. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  How much public comment are we going to get in this regulatory amendment,  
one at one public hearing? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  You probably can hold as many public hearings as you would like.  I know 
from hearing Monica this morning that there is a 30-day comment period on the proposed rule, 
but I think it is up to the council on how many hearings you would like, but we’re talking about a 
greater amberjack framework action. 
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MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Yes, that is up to the council.  You can even have it done at the next 
council meeting.  It is up to the council as to how many hearings that you, the council, would like 
to have.  You could even have only one at the next council meeting; but if you want to do more, 
that would be fine. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I thought I remembered before that was normally the way we did it.  On a 
framework we had one public hearing at the meeting where we were going to take action.  
Before we took action, we heard from the public.  Is that not right; that is what I thought we 
normally did. 
 
MR. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I think that is the way you used to do it.  I’m kind of out of order but I 
notice that you have later in the agenda a potential interim rule request for black sea bass, 
vermilion and gag trip limits.  You can make just a framework trip limit action for all these four 
species and deal with it that way. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  I would amend my motion to suggest that we do as legal counsel just described 
– no, a framework action to deal with trip limits. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  To Ben’s point, Ben, if you feel like we need to have more than one public 
hearing on this, which – 
 
MR. HARTIG:  No, I do not.  I just wanted to make sure how public comment it was.  I think we 
can accomplish it in one.  It is a very fixed, fine universe for at least the amberjacks; and the 
other ones, the universe is a little bigger. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Coming back to Roy’s comment about the bigger picture, that concerns me as 
well, and now what you’re saying is, yes, we’ve only got six months to finish the Comprehensive 
ACL Amendment; and, by the way, let’s throw in a regulatory amendment for four species – 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Framework. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Framework, the same thing – trip limits.  We’re going to talk about our work 
schedule and priorities in the Executive Committee.  You know, it is a lot.  One other question, if 
we stream down the ACL Amendment, can we just establish the ACLs or do we also have to 
include the accountability measures to ensure we don’t exceed the ACLs? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I think we probably have to include the accountability measures, so I think 
we could structure this amendment so it has ACLs, accountability measures, all these others.  I 
mean, you’re right, we’re going to have to figure out where we do it and where red grouper falls 
in and all these kinds of things. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, does this motion capture the trip limits, the intent to look at all of 
those trip limit species in snapper grouper?  Is there any discussion?  The motion is to remove 
greater amberjack trip limits from the Comprehensive ACL Amendment and initiate a 
framework action to address trip limits.  Do we need to specify the species? 
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MR. HARRIS:  Well, it includes all the trip limits that are at the present time in the 
Comprehensive ACL Amendment, right? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  You will have to talk about the other ones later on in the meeting. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, if that is clear enough, that is the motion.  Any other discussion on the 
motion?  
 
MR. HARTIG:  Please, if I could know the species, it would help.  Okay, vermilion, black sea 
bass and gag.  Okay, you’re going to make someone very happy in the audience last night. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Well, the way that motion reads we want to include greater amberjack.  Okay, 
you’ve got it.  Any other discussion on the motion?  I will reread the motion:  Remove greater 
amberjack trip limits from the Comprehensive ACL Amendment and initiate a framework action 
to address trip limits for greater amberjack, vermillion snapper, black sea bass and gag grouper.  
Any objection to the motion?  Show the motion passed.  Okay, Rick. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  The next action deals with red grouper.  I don’t know if we’re ready to go 
over those now.  As direction to staff, again a motion perhaps to move also these out of the 
document.  We’re going to go through red grouper and wreckfish. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I would move that we move the red grouper rebuilding plan and 
associated measures into a separate stand-alone amendment. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Motion and a second by David Cupka. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And if I could, Mark, just talk about the letter for a minute, I signed this 
today and I think you all have it.  This is the standard notification to the council.  The only 
difference is the clock is different now.  In the past it has been one year for the council to take 
action.  Now it is two years to implement the rebuilding plan and the management measures.  We 
probably have a little more time – I’d say 18 months to get this done, something like that.  We’ve 
got more time to spend on red grouper than we have to spend on these ACLs. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay, we have a motion and we’ve got a second.  As Roy has explained, we’ve 
got the new two-year timeframe to address overfishing and rebuilding plan.  Any discussion on 
this motion of removing this from the ACL Amendment?  Any opposition?  Show the motion 
passes. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, we have a series of red grouper alternatives.  You have not seen these 
before.  This is the first time that you have seen them.  Maximum sustainable yield is the first 
action. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  I think there is direction to staff to go ahead and remove all of – the  
components of red grouper, to take it out of the ACL Amendment.  We don’t need to go through 
them now in the ACL Amendment.  Do you want to go through them now? 
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MR. GEIGER:  Well, no, I don’t want to go through them now, but I can’t believe we’re just 
going to kick it off to the next meeting.  If we’ve got time, let’s do it now and start working on 
this stuff.  This is how we got in the situation we’re in with red snapper. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Then I think the issue is whether – we’ve got 45 more minutes; what is the 
highest priority stuff we need to get through in that time? 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Rick, can you help us out?  Let’s see what we’ve got in the ACL Amendment. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, I can go through these relatively quickly.  MSY for red grouper; we 
actually are not dealing with a proxy here.  We did get an Fmsy value from the stock assessment 
so you can see that value and what MSY would come out to be. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  What page are you on there? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  This is PDF Page 45. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I would like to make the motion that we accept Alternative 2 under 
maximum sustainable yield as our preferred alternative. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Motion and a second to accept Alternative 2 for MSY.  Second by Duane.  Is 
there any discussion on the motion?  Any opposition to the motion?  Show the motion carries.   
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, the next action is the rebuilding schedule.  The stock is overfished so 
we have a series of alternatives.  We set these up just like we did with red snapper where 
Alternative 2 is Tmin; that is three years.  Alternative 4 is Tmax, which is ten years.  Alternative 
3 is the midpoint between those two, which is 6.5 years.  Those are the rebuilding schedule 
alternatives for red grouper. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, I would move Alternative 4 as our preferred. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Motion to make Alternative 4 as the preferred rebuilding schedule; is there a 
second.  George seconds.  Any discussion on that?  Ben. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Was it the fact that red snapper has a much longer rebuilding timeframe or was 
it because it came in before under the gun? 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Well, it is the same principle, though.  It is using the maximum allowable 
rebuilding schedule.  It is based on a generation time and then adding ten years, so it is different 
for red snapper than red grouper but it is the same – we’re basically saying we’re going to take 
the longest possible rebuilding schedule that we have available to us. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  And then the only question I was asked is why is it only ten years for red 
grouper? 
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DR. CRABTREE:  Well, the statute specifies that you have to rebuild stocks in ten years or less 
unless the biology of the stock is such that it cannot be rebuilt in ten years.  In the case of red 
snapper it could not be rebuilt in ten years.  Red grouper can be rebuilt in ten years, so that is the 
maximum you have here.   
 
You need to give staff some rationale for why you’re going with ten years as opposed to, say, six 
and a half years.  I think what I would want to look at with red grouper; you know, we 
implemented the four-month closure, and I think we’ve got ACLs already on the books for red 
grouper.  If we stick with what we have done now; is that sufficient for us to rebuild and how 
quickly would it rebuild with the catches at those levels?  I think that would give us some 
guidance on all of this. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  If you turn to PDF Page 54, you recall that Amendment 16 put in a closure 
for shallow-water groupers for January. February, March and April, and changed the aggregate 
grouper bag limit from five to three.  The expected landings of red grouper from that would be 
498,317 pounds whole weight. 
 
That is lower than the ACLs that we got in the previous projections, which are a few tables up, 
which I’ll walk you through.  The expected landings from Amendment 16 actions are lower than 
the ACLs from the projections.   
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And the ACL – it seems like I remember the ACL was 588,014 pounds?  I 
thought we did it in 15B.  No, not for red grouper?  Okay. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  A question, Mr. Chairman; based on what Rick just read to us on Page 54; does 
that suggest that a shorter rebuilding schedule would be more appropriate than Tmax?  Is that 
what you’re saying?  That is what I kind of thought you were saying. 
   
MR. DeVICTOR:  I don’t think we know that at this point because projections that were done all 
used ten years as Tmax, so to find out that answer we would have to ask for projections that 
rebuild in 6.5 years or three years. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And I’m looking at the table on rebuilding strategy and the yields, and what 
is the Foy for red grouper now?  It has got F 45 percent, and the percentages of F 40 percent, is 
that a carryover from somewhere else or is that actually OY for red grouper. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Yes, that table which is on Page 46 – I’m not if that’s where you looking at, 
but that shouldn’t say F 40 percent SPR.  That is a mistake.  That was a cut and paste so that 
should read 85 percent of Fmsy, 75 percent and 65 percent. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  But when I look at this, it sounds like to me that if you selected Alternative 4 
or even 5, the anticipated catches we’re looking at are actually lower than either one of those.  
You know, the thing about the rebuilding time is if you choose a longer rebuilding time, then 
you’re going to have a much higher probability of recovery.  If you choose the somewhat shorter 
building time, your probability of recovery will come down some.   
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I don’t know how you balance those out, but I think the point is it looks to me like we’ve already 
put management measures in place that are sufficient.  All we’ve really got to do now is lay out 
the parameters and we’re good to go with red grouper. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Doesn’t that include specifying what the ACL is for red grouper rather than just 
relying on our projected landings from the previous amendment? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, yes, and that looks like what we would be doing in this table and in this 
amendment, but it doesn’t appear there are any management measures that are needed right now.  
I think you guys just have to figure out if you want to take ten years and have a very high 
probability or if you want to take something shorter and have a lower probability. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  What is your pleasure? 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Of rebuilding the fishery; is the lower probability or higher probability of 
rebuilding – 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, because I think this table is based on ten years, so obviously if you 
choose 75 percent of the Fmsy, it is going to have a pretty high probability of rebuilding in ten 
years; but if you choose to use six years, I don’t know if it gets there or not in six years.  I don’t 
guess we have any of those, so I think you’re going to have to have those projections before 
you’re able to make a selection of the timeline of the strategy. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  I think we have to run the economic models for this, too, because I think you 
recall with black sea bass it actually made sense in the long term to move that up a couple of 
years.  Once we flesh that out, I think it will give you a better idea of what kind of rebuilding 
timeframe to set. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, so my recommendation would be that we not choose a preferred right 
now, we get the economic analysis, get the numbers and then we look at what seems to be the 
best way to go when we have that. 
 
MR. HARRIS:   Mr. Chairman, based on this discussion, I will withdraw the motion. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  You good with that, George.  All right, the motion has been withdrawn and 
staff has enough direction to take a look at that analysis with a shorter rebuilding timeframe.  
Where are we at? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Well, we’ve talked about the rebuilding strategy, which is PDF Page 46, and I 
guess we will wait on that before choosing a preferred alternative because that is part of the 
rebuilding plan.  We do have management measure alternatives.  Well, first we have allocations 
for red grouper because there is none on the books right now.  We have the same alternatives that 
we have looked at before, using two sectors and then using three sectors. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Mr. Chairman, in keeping with the discussion we had a moment ago, I 
would move that we make Alternative 2 our preferred. 
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MR. GEIGER:  Second. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Motion and a second by George Geiger to make Alternative 2 the preferred for 
the allocation formula. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  And that comes out to be 47 percent commercial and 53 percent recreational. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Is there any discussion?  Again, this is just to make it the preferred.  Any 
objection to the motion?  The motion passes.  Go ahead, Rick. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, this is the last part of red grouper.  We have AMs and management 
alternatives.  You can see what is currently in place now under Alternative 1 and under PDF 
Page 52.  Then there are proposed regulations in 17B, which is not in place right now, but it has 
been submitted to the Secretary of Commerce.  That set up the gag, black grouper, red grouper 
commercial ACL and recreational ACL.  I put that in that table, also.  Then if you scroll down to 
Alternative 2, which is PDF Page 53 – 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Hold on.  George, go ahead. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Yes, just as a question, I know we’ve already put in place the four-month 
closure, but there is an action that we’re taking in 17A that is going to close some area.  Have we 
given any consideration to the reductions that would occur resulting from that closed area in 
terms of projections?  I guess we haven’t because we don’t know what the size of the closed area 
is going to be, but at some point when we know that we’re going to be able to project savings 
there as well in terms of potential future landings. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Yes, we could look at that.  Most of the red grouper landings are in the Keys 
and North Carolina. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Just keep it as something to look at, please. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, you can see we’ve got a number of management actions that are 
already in the hopper, if you will.  I don’t know what you’re looking for here from – 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Again, PDF Page 53 has alternatives that you have not seen before.  It sets up 
a commercial ACL for red grouper; and after it is met, you limit it to the bag limit as Alternative 
2.  Alternative 3 deals with if you go over the commercial ACL, you reduce the ACL in the 
following season by how much you have gone over.  That is the commercial side of things. 
 
Then on the recreational side of things you use a running average of three years; and then 
Alternative 5 is to reduce the length of the following year if you have gone over; and Alternative 
3, reduce the ACL in the following fishing season by the amount that you have gone over. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a motion that Alternative 4 under the 
recreational sector is the preferred alternative. 
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MR. ROBSON:  Is there a second?  Second by Duane.  The motion is to make Alternative 4, 
using a running three-year average of landings used to – this is for accountability measures, 
really.  We have a second; is there discussion on that motion?  Ben. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I just wonder about the mathematical utility of maybe taking a five-year average 
and dropping the highest and lowest value.  I’ve done it before.  With the problems with the 
recreational data, I don’t know that MRIP is going to solve all of the problems we had in 
MRFSS.  I’m not a mathemagician to be able to tell you whether that is a better way to do or not.  
I just wish somebody could look at the data and tell me if that is a better way to do it in the long 
term. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  I don’t know whether that is a better way to do in the long run or not, Ben, but 
this is consistent with what we have done for other species.  I think it is really incumbent on us to 
try to be as consistent as we can with these accountability measures.  It just makes sense to me. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, we have a motion and a second.  Is there any other discussion? 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  What are they going to do about possible overages? 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Are we talking about recreational?  David, to that point. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Yes, Mr. Chairman, it seems like to me that Alternative 4 is just a procedure by 
which you gauge whether you’ve gone over it or not, but it is not really an accountability 
measure.  It doesn’t seem like you get into an AM until you look at Alternative 5 or 6.  To me 4 
just says how you’re going to arrive at that number to see if you’ve exceeded it or not. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Yes, that is correct; I misspoke earlier.  This is a process to figure out when you 
need to do accountability measures.  Rick. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  These are alternatives that we took from 17B, so I think what you would have 
to do here is choose multiple preferred options.  That is what you did with 17B. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I think that covered it. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Mr. Chairman, I was going to suggest that we also – you’ve got a motion on the 
floor; never mind.  We will deal with that and then I was going to suggest we add Alternative 6 
as preferred.  Let me make a substitution motion that we would select Alternative 4 and 
Alternative 6 as accountability measures in the recreational sector for red grouper. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Second by David.   
 
MR. CUPKA:  Mr. Chairman, the reason I would support Alternative 6 is we’ve had a lot of 
testimony from recreational fishermen that they would rather see ACLs or bag limits reduced 
than they would to shorten the fishing season.  I think 6 is a better alternative than 5 based on 
testimony we have had from the recreational sector. 
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MR. ROBSON:  All right, Roy, did you have your hand up earlier? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I’ve got some questions, I guess.  If the ACL is exceeded, then the ACL the 
next year is reduced, but what prevents you from running over the ACL in the next year?  Are 
you going to do an in-season closure?  Did I miss something?  Just reducing the ACL in and of 
itself doesn’t do anything.   
 
You have got to then make an adjustment to the season to make sure you don’t go over the then 
reduced ACL.  I’m afraid the dilemma you’re in is unless you’re going to get very frequent 
assessment updates to keep track of this, if you don’t pay back these overruns, you potentially 
find yourself in a pretty deep hole because the stock is going to recover, the recreational catches 
are likely going to go up as the stock recovers, and that gets a tough decision. 
 
I think even Alternative 6 isn’t complete because it doesn’t specify what specific action do you 
take.  I think you have got to consider do you want to have an in-season closure or do you want 
to put management measures – and I guess we have them now in place that we think are 
sufficient.  Then if we run over, we pay back the overrun plus we then shorten the season or 
reduce the bag limit or do something in order to prevent the catches from exceeding the then 
reduced quota. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Well, I think you’re right, but we still have a motion right now for selecting 
Alternative 4 and then Alternative 6.  The question that Roy is raising is in regards to the 
completeness of Alternative 6 and telling us what we need to do.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  If it is helpful, I can give you an example of one that we have in the Gulf of 
Mexico that is happening now, and that is greater amberjack.  In greater amberjack they 
established a commercial and a recreational quota.  With the recreational and the commercial 
fishery, there is an in-season closure when the quota is caught.  Then there is also a payback 
provision, so last year we closed both fisheries. 
 
Both fisheries exceeded their quota, the commercial by a little and the recreational by I think 
about 300,000 pounds.  Then what the accountability measure specifies is that at some point 
early the following year we publish a notice in the Federal Register saying here are the new 
ACLs with the payback provision deducted from the ACL, and then we project what we think 
the closure date for the recreational fishery is and establish that as the new closure date for the 
fishery. 
 
Of course, in the commercial fishery you monitor the quota and you close it down when it is 
reached.  Now, that has all gotten kind of fouled up by the oil spill and the big area closure in the 
Gulf right now, but in theory that is how that one was supposed to work.  I guess it is kind of 
your choice whether you want in-season closures of the recreational fishery or not. 
 
I know no one likes those and the data is not well suited to that, but the problem we had with 
greater amberjack in the Gulf is the quotas were low enough that we were afraid we would get 
four months into the season and realize the recreational fishery has already gone over their quota; 



  Snapper Grouper Committee 
                                                                                           June 8-10, 2010 
                                                                                                              Orlando, Florida 
 

 176 

and if we didn’t do the in-season, we would sit there and watch them go over by so much that 
there would be no fishery at all the following year, and no one wanted to have that happen.  
Now, you have to judge those risks among yourselves, but that is an example of one that has 
been put in place in the Gulf and it is actually happening. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  In my notes I had perhaps add Alternative 7 that would duplicate what we 
have on the commercial side to actually shut down the fishery when the recreational ACL is met. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  We need to vote on this one.  We have the substitute motion.  All right, is there 
any discussion on the substitute motion?  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Okay, I’m guessing after we vote on this, then we’re still going to go back to 
something like Roy has talked about and then vote on that, hopefully. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Yes.  Is there any objection to this motion?  I think there were concerns about 
this motion not being complete.   
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, we can pass this motion, but then we can go in and add an additional 
sentence to it. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay, we still need to vote on the substitute motion.  Is there any objection to 
the substitute motion?  The substitute motion passes.  Now we need to vote on this as the 
main motion, and that is to select Alternatives 4 and 6 as our preferred.  All right, is there any 
discussion?  Any objection to that motion?  The motion passes.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I move that we add a sentence to Alternative 6 that states the Regional 
Administrator shall publish a notice to close the recreational fishery when the ACL is 
projected to be reached. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Motion and a second by Duane.  Alternative 6 would read if the recreational 
sector ACL is exceeded, the Regional Administrator shall publish a notice to reduce the 
recreational sector ACL in the following season by the amount of the overage; and then 
additionally the Regional Administrator shall publish a notice to reduce the ACL by the amount 
of the overage and close – 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I think you need to deal with the in-season closure first and then the 
adjustment of the ACL second, Gregg, and then it is close the recreational fishery when the ACL 
is projected to be met and not when the fishery is projected to be met. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, that is language to be added to end of current Alternative 6.  Roy, why 
don’t you read the entire Alternative 6 now with that language added to the end? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Okay, the motion is to add to Alternative 6, “The Regional 
Administrator shall publish a notice to close the recreational fishery when the ACL is 
projected to me met and reduce the ACL for the following year by the amount of the 
overage.” 
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MR. ROBSON:  All right, that is the motion; was there a second?  Duane seconded it.  Any 
discussion on the motion?  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I think this is the way to go.  I just would strongly encourage you to keep a 
close eye on this and make sure that the management measures you have in place is sufficient to 
make sure that they don’t reach it, because I can tell you from experience they hate it when they 
reach it and you close them down.  You don’t want that to happen. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, if there is no other discussion, is there any opposition to the 
motion?  The motion carries.  I think we have reached our threshold for the day.  Robert. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  I was going to make a motion for the commercial measures just to dispense with 
this, if we could, Mr. Chairman. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, if we can finish that. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Mr. Chairman, I would make a motion that we select Alternative 3 as 
preferred for commercial accountability measures. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Motion to select Alternative 3 of the commercial ACL/AM criteria as the 
preferred; is there a second?  Second by Charlie Phillips.  Rick. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  And that just deals with post season; that doesn’t put in an in-season AM. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, we have a motion and a second.  Robert. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  The status quo is after the commercial ACL is met, all purchase and sale is 
prohibited. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  That is not in place for red grouper right now; 17B proposes to put in an 
aggregate gag, red and black. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Mr. Chairman, modify my motion to select Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 as 
preferred.   
 
MR. HARRIS:  I’ll second that. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, seconded by Duane.  Is there any discussion on that motion?  Any 
objection to the motion?  The motion carries.  All right, we are now through that and we will 
recess, Mr. Chairman. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  We will recess until 8:00 a.m. tomorrow morning, and we will reconvene the 
Snapper Grouper Committee of the Whole at that time. 
 

(Whereupon, the meeting was recessed at 6:47 o’clock p.m., June 9, 2010.) 
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- - - 

 
JUNE 10, 2010 

 
THURSDAY MORNING SESSION 

 
- - - 

 
The Snapper Grouper Committee of the Whole of the South Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council reconvened in the Ballroom of the Renaissance Orlando Airport Hotel, Orlando, Florida, 
Thursday morning, June 10,, 2010, and was called to order at 8:00o’clock a.m. by Chairman 
Mark Robson. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  What we’re going to start off is talking about black grouper.  I think we went 
through red grouper and we were done with those alternatives.  This stock assessment was 
completed.  It was determined that there is one stock between the Gulf and South Atlantic, so I 
think we’re going to need some advice here from NOAA GC on this.  This is not in your briefing 
book, but what you have on the screen are the recommendations from SSCs in terms of OFLs 
and ABCs. 
 
The OFLs are the same between both SSCs and recommendations, but they differ in their ABCs 
and it has to do with the difference in the P-star.  Their control rules aren’t exactly the same.  
Also, what the Gulf SSC did is they did it out for a five-year stream where our scientific advisors 
just gave us one year.  You can see the difference in the value for next year for the South 
Atlantic would be 610,482 and the Gulf is 49,761. 
 
We should talk about do we need to get these groups together and come up with one value or can 
we choose one of these to go forward.  Then as we go through the alternatives, how do we 
allocate between the two jurisdictions?  Is that something that we want to do?  Then we can set 
forward our sector ACLs. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Maybe I missed this, but the difference between these two is because of the 
different P-stars used?  The P-star is essentially the risk of overfishing.  I think the council just 
ought to make a decision if you want to go with 33 percent or 27.5 percent risk of overfishing, 
and that would reconcile it assuming the Gulf Council makes the same decision. 
 
I think if you’re comfortable with a 33 percent risk of overfishing, then this is all consistent; but 
if you want to go with 27.5 percent, then we would need to go back to the Gulf.  It looks to me 
like this is something the councils need to decide. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  I think we’re all familiar with the most recent stock assessment and the results 
of that.  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, I would move that we select a P-star of 33 percent as the 
risk of overfishing for black grouper. 
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MR. ROBSON:  Okay, we have a motion and a second by Ben Hartig.  Discussion?  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Just for the record, I don’t think there is that much difference between the two, 
but what it does point out to us is the difference of who you select for your scientific committees 
and what their approach might be with respect to risk of overfishing.  That is a council decision.  
They give us advice but it is a council decision.  I just don’t see there is that much difference in 
the percentages.  I do see that there is some difference in what the ABC might be, and I still think 
it is a pretty risk-averse approach of overfishing. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  And, again, with the black grouper assessment that came out, it is not 
undergoing overfishing or overfished.  Any other discussion?  Gregg. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Just one quick question and it may help to have some clarification because the 
P-star – and, John, you may need to help us with this – of 27.5 came out of our SSC’s assessment 
control rule, for lack of a better term, and I think we have sort of indicated we’re accepting that 
one; so maybe just some clarification as to why now we’re using a different one and not our sort 
of recommended control rule. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I think part of it is that in this instance we’ve got two different SSCs 
and two councils, and we’ve got to harmonize this somehow.  It sounds like to me that this 
council is willing to harmonize by going along with the Gulf Council recommendation.  I guess 
we’re making an exception here in order to be consistent with the Gulf Council. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I would just say there was a lot of discussion in the SSCs about the black 
grouper assessment, but they went out of their way to make that overfishing level smaller with 
black grouper with some of the same inputs in the assessment of red grouper, so I don’t have a 
problem with this. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  John can go back through the minutes, but there was all this talk by one or 
two people on the SSC about cumulative optimism, and I believe they penalized this because of 
some of those types of things, which, frankly, I don’t think they really should have done; and 
obviously the Gulf Council SSC did not do.  I think that is part of the difference here. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  Yes, and I think their original P-star, when they first ran through it, was 
like 30 percent; and when they had further discussion and decided to change the scoring of the 
treatment of uncertainty, they got to the 27.5, so even initially they were at a different point than 
the Gulf’s SSC.   
 
I think that is not going to be unusual especially for any of these stocks which are jointly 
managed and both councils are going to deal with it.  I think that is a bigger question and we 
need to consider that; does this now – I guess perhaps by accepting this P-star the SSC needs to 
go back and redo their ABC, but it does raise a bit of the procedural issue about if you pick the 
ABC from this, then you’re picking an ABC that is higher than what your SSC has 
recommended.  I just don’t know how all that plays out and how we deal with this for the 
multiple stocks that may come up. 
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MR. ROBSON:  All right, is there any other discussion on the motion?  Is there any objection 
to the motion?  Seeing none, the motion carries.   
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, the next action deals with maximum sustainable yield; and then when 
we get through actions, we will have to have a discussion on what amendment this action goes 
in, because right now it is in the Comprehensive ACL.   
 
MR. ROBSON:  This is for black grouper? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Black grouper. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, Gregg brought to my attention that we need clarification; are we just 
setting the ABC for 2011 or are we actually going to go forward with what the Gulf SSC did and 
set it for a five-year stream? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Now, by picking this P-star of 33 percent, then these are your ABC values.  The 
OFL is the same, so I guess we’re adopting the OFL, but we need clarification on whether you 
want us to go forward with this ABC increasing each year, whether you’re going to average it; 
how do you want us to treat those numbers? 
 
MR. ROBSON:  I guess the question would be what would compel us not to do the same 
schedule? 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, I think that is the question; and it seems to me to the extent that 
we can be consistent between ourselves and the Gulf on these jointly managed stocks, we should 
try to be.  I would adopt the approach that the Gulf Council has taken, and I would move, Mr. 
Chairman. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay, we have a motion to accept the five-year ABC levels; second by Ben 
Hartig. Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And that is fine; but the way we have normally handled this, in some cases 
we’ve put as much as three years’ TACs in the regulations, but we have not put anymore than 
that.  The other thing about it is the increases in the TAC from year to year are contingent upon 
not exceeding the TAC in the previous year, and we need to put some language in the discussion 
there that those TAC increases are continent upon us successfully staying within.   
 
Otherwise, the other way to do it is just put the one-year TAC in and then you come every year 
end and do a framework action and adjust, but I see Gregg frowning.  I think staff will figure out 
how to deal with that to look at next year. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay, is that good enough direction for staff to add that language? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Yes. 
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MR. ROBSON:  Okay, so we have a motion and a second.  The motion is to accept the five-year 
ABC levels from the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council and applying a P-star of 33 
percent.  Is there any further discussion on the motion?  Any objection to the motion?  Show 
the motion passes.   
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, we’re going to skip the MSY and OY actions at this time and just go 
right to the ABC Control Rule.  These are the same alternatives that you have seen throughout 
the week.  I guess what you’re doing – if you can scroll down to Alternative 5 where you’re 
going to establish the ABCs based on the SSC’s ABC Control Rule; however, you are changing 
the P-star, so I’m not sure if you want to add a new alternative that would repeat this, but you’re 
changing the P-star; or, do you want to revise this alternative? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  This is just specific black grouper; could we not put an alternative in there to 
adopt the control rule approach used by the Gulf Council SSC?  I would so move that we put in 
an alternative which is to adopt the control rule used by the Gulf Council SSC and 
establish that as our preferred alternative. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Motion and second by Duane.  You’re referring to the Gulf Council Control 
Rule for black grouper? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, this is just for black grouper. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, we have a motion and second; is there discussion on the motion?  Any 
objection to the motion?  Show the motion passes.   
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, the alternative for MSY, there is a no action, Alternative 1, and what is 
currently on the book is F 30 percent SPR for black grouper.  Alternative 2 would actually set the 
recommendation – again, we’re dealing with proxies here; whereas, red grouper we actually had 
a value for Fmsy.  Here actually the recommendation that came out was to use F 30 percent SPR 
as a proxy.  The question is do we have to set this as an action or are those alternatives the same 
because we’re setting a value that is a separate alternative; or, do you want to see more 
alternatives? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  My personal preference is this not be an action at all that we just put some 
discussion in the document that the proxy is unchanged, here is the new estimate, done, unless 
someone has a desire to revisit the proxy, but I don’t. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  I don’t see any desire to revisit that unless somebody wants to do so.  All right, 
we will move on, Rick. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Next is OY, and these are standard alternatives that we have.  Again, OY for 
no action equals zero produced by Foy where F 45 percent SPR is used as the Foy proxy.  Then 
as we do, we set 65 percent of Fmsy again, so that is the F 30 percent, 75 percent and then 85 
percent.   
 
MR. ROBSON:  Any desire to select a preferred OY alternative?  Gregg. 
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MR. WAUGH:  As was mentioned yesterday, we have to be careful with linking our OY to our 
ABC and ACL, and you can see that these OY numbers are below the ABC stream that we just 
talked about, so you may want to consider – I don’t know what the poundage estimate would be, 
if we have that from the current stock assessment, but it would probably be lower than these, 
whether you want to add another alternative 
 
MR. HARTIG:  The basic question I had in trying to figure out all this new terminology – I 
mean, does OY equal ACL, Gregg?  Is OY equal to ACL – I’m just wondering where we stop 
going down in this process.  That is what I’m trying to get at; how many steps are we going to 
take for uncertainty, and then the OY is not an uncertainty, per se, is it? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Well, when we first started down this road a year and a half or so ago we had 
had some discussions about setting OY equal to the OFL, but your OY gets into the more long-
term yield as well.  We backed off of that and we have been looking at this sort of suite of 
alternatives. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  When you say the OY relates more to the long-term yield as opposed to – I 
need a little more explanation of that. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Well, right now your OY is the yield produced by Foy, and we were using F 45 
percent as the proxy.  You’re not overfishing or overfished, so basically the values we’re getting 
are estimates of your long-term yield.   
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Gregg, what is the yield at F 45 percent; do we have that?  We have more 
recently I think been shifting towards setting OY at 75 percent of Fmsy, and for consistency 
purposes we might do that here.  It may be that 75 percent of Fmsy is not much different than F 
45 percent, but I don’t really know.  I think that is something that we need to look at before we 
make a decision on that and look at what those yields are. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Mark, the basic problem I’m having is seeing how this all works for a particular 
species; you know, how each one fits in, what reductions we get, and then I can make an 
informed decision about OY. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  And by that you are referring to not just the OY but then – 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Yes, the whole suite, the ACL, OFL, ABC, OY; stock assessment uncertainty 
and then management uncertainty; where is the step-down in OY; what does that mean?  That is 
what I’m having a problem with and how it relates to setting your eventual number that you’re 
actually going to be able to catch. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  And looking at that in relation to actual yield values? 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Yes, and at the actual yield levels, yes; because without having that, we’re 
making these decisions that lock us into doing that when we don’t even know what the values are 
going to be and how much uncertainty in the landings is already taken into account before we set 
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that level.  I’m just trying to figure out how to go forward where the public can understand how 
this all relates and why the reductions were made. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  I agree; it would be good to be a little more transparent about that.  Maybe we 
should just – yes, let’s leave this as it is without going any further on a preferred or anything and 
maybe we can see some numbers from staff later.  All right, we will move on. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Well, the question was asked are those enough alternatives; you really don’t 
know until you look at how they all interrelate and you may want one that is less restrictive. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, next is allocation alternatives.  Again, it is the basic alternative that we 
have been working on through the week; to allocate between two sectors; and then to three 
sectors, using the equation that we have used so far, and I’ll bring that up on the screen. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Mr. Chairman, I would make a motion that we go with Alternative 2, 
dividing among two sectors. 
 
MR. ROBSON:   Seconded by George.  Any discussion on the motion?  This would be to adopt 
Alternative 2 on allocations for black grouper as our preferred alternative.  Any discussion?  Is 
there any objection to the motion?  The motion passes. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, the final action for black grouper has to do with AMs.  Perhaps a quick 
way of doing this is to set this up as you did with red grouper and have the same alternatives as 
that or I can go through each alternative as I did last night. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Mr. Chairman, can we adopt by reference the measures that we discussed 
last night for red grouper? 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Is that a motion? 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Yes. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Second. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Second by George Geiger.  Okay, the motion is to adopt by reference the same 
suite of accountability measures as we approved for red grouper.  Is there any discussion on the 
motion?  Any objection to the motion?  The motion carries.   
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  This ABC applies to the South Atlantic and Gulf; so do we need to allocate 
between the two jurisdictions? 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  How can we do that without Gulf representation in the room? 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Well, we have it but I don’t know if he has got the Gulf Council’s authority to – 
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MR. TEEHAN:  Well, obviously, Mr. Chairman, I don’t have that authority, but it is something 
we can – we’re meeting next week and we can take this issue back and have the discussion 
during our Reef Fish Committee. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Relative landings would be obviously something to look at for us to be 
informed about what we want to do.  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  If we’re talking about allocations and landings are what we’re trying to get away 
from, the same way we allocate between sectors would in my opinion be a consistent way to 
determine this allocation as well. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Mr. Chairman, I would make a motion that we propose, perhaps, to the 
Gulf Council the application of the formula among the two councils, which is the formula 
half-weighted on a long-average landings and half on a most recent series, consistent with 
the formula that we have adopted for allocation between sectors. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, we will capture that motion.  Second by George.  Bill. 
 
MR. TEEHAN:  Mr. Chairman, this might be premature but if this motion does prevail, I would 
like to request that it be in the form of a letter. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay.  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Yes, and certainly in that letter there would have to be an explanation of the 
formula and how it was derived, going back to the origins of the formula. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  We could offer to send an envoy to explain it, and that would be Robert.  Okay, 
the motion is to propose to the Gulf Council, in a letter, the Sector Allocation Alternative 2 of the 
South Atlantic Fishery Management Council be used to allocate black grouper between council 
jurisdictions.  Does that properly capture the motion?  Is there any discussion on the motion?   
 
MR. HARTIG:  Mr. Chairman, just one question; what is long term in this when you develop 
that 50 percent long term, 50 percent of most recent landings?  Is it the three most recent; is it the 
last three years and long term; how long does it go back? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  The long term is 1986-2008, and the more recent is 2006-2008. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  I was presuming that there is no ’09 data; I’m guessing. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Mr. Chairman, maybe at some point we need to revisit the formula and those 
years should be updated as we go forward. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Well, it does say three years rolling, so actually it could be 2007-2009. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Right. 
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MR. BOYLES:  I guess I was assuming that was the case, that the dates in there were not hard 
dates, but were in fact rolling, but did begin – I think the long-term set begins in 1986. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  At some point that particular language probably could be generalized to just 
refer to the three-year rolling cycle of most recent.  All right, Ben, does that address your 
concerns?  Okay, Bill. 
 
MR. TEEHAN:  Mr. Chairman, this is just a procedural thing.  I realize that we’re probably not 
going to see this letter next week.  Is it the preference of this council for me to wait to broach this 
to the Gulf Council until the official letter, or do you want me to open sidebar conversations or 
committee conversations on this? 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Gregg advises that the letter is already written. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  That’s not quite what I said.  We will have it ready to go out by tomorrow. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  With the Gulf Council meeting next week, that is very timely, so I think we’ll 
try to get that letter done and signed and you can hand deliver it. 
 
MR. TEEHAN:  Really, I will.  If you can give me one of those things, it would be better than 
me scurrying next week saying has anybody seen the letter. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay, we can move on.  Any further discussion on the motion?  Any objection 
to the motion?  Show the motion carries.  
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Now, do you want black grouper actions in with red grouper – I imagine you 
want to take it out of the Comprehensive ACL Amendment – or do you want to have a separate 
red grouper and black grouper amendment? 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Well, remember the discussion yesterday was we’re moving the management or 
rebuilding in the case of red grouper into a separate amendment.  I would think that would 
certainly be the approach.  Do you need a motion?  I that is just the way we build that 
amendment. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, so I’ll put black grouper and red grouper in the same amendment. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay.  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  We just sort of glossed by very quickly and said we’ll just put black 
grouper in the same amendment as red grouper.  Does there need to be a motion or something to 
say that giving the direction saying that is our intention?  Really, if the public was reading this 
stuff they wouldn’t know.  By looking at motions, they would not see at all what we’re doing 
with black grouper. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  That is a good point, Brian, so we need a motion. 
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DR. CHEUVRONT:  I make the motion that we include black grouper management 
measures into the same amendment as red grouper. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  We have a motion and second by Robert.  Any discussion on that motion?  Any 
objection?  That motion passes.   
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Going back into the Comprehensive ACL Amendment, we’re going to 
discuss wreckfish now.  What we have left is wreckfish, dolphin and wahoo, but dolphin and 
wahoo will be discussed later.  Sargassum will be discussed later on.  We thought we would 
discuss shrimp in the Comprehensive ACL Amendment with this group because we do not have 
a Shrimp Committee meeting.   
 
There are two more species left to talk about with the Comprehensive ACL Amendment.  **This 
is on PDF Page 55 for wreckfish.  Wreckfish used to be in Amendment 20 in terms of OY, MSY, 
ACLs, AMs.  I believe it was March when you decided to move it into the Comprehensive ACL 
Amendment, so we will have to talk about on where wreckfish actions will go next. 
 
The first action is maximum sustainable yield.  You have four alternatives there.  Alternative 2 is 
to set it equal to the yield produced by Fmsy or the proxy.  Alternative 3 sets the maximum 
sustainable yield equal to the average landings from 1988-1994; and then Alternative 4 which 
sets it to average landings from 1988-2007. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, is there any desire to select a preferred at this point?  Rita. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  Mr. Chairman, Alternative 3 with the average landings representing the 
years of high landings, 1.946 million pounds, is close to the TAC that wreckfish has been 
operating from, and I would like to see that as the preferred alternative. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  That is in the form of a motion? 
 
MS. MERRITT:  I so move. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I’ll second it. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Second by Brian.  This would be to make Alternative 3 the preferred alternative 
for MSY.  Is there any discussion on the motion?  Any objection to the motion?  The motion 
passes.  Gregg. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  There was another alternative that was discussed that is not shown here, and 
we’re trying to find the actual number, but it was a revised estimate of MSY from Joe Powers 
when he was acting center director.  I think it was around maybe 2.5, 2.6 million pounds.  We’re 
trying to get that number, but that is another alternative that we should have had included in here.  
I would just wondering if the council would be interested in adding that. 
 
DR. McGOVERN:  I was just wondering if we could get some rationale for that alternative. 
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MR. WAUGH:  The new one I just mentioned? 
 
DR. McGOVERN:  No. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  You said you want some rationale?  Rita. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  Well, my rationale is that we don’t have any updated science to prove 
differently.  We also have a situation that is not necessarily – or the landings that we have are not 
necessarily tied to any biological problem that we know of.  It is more of an economic problem. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, any other discussion.  We’ve already voted on this motion.  Jack, 
does that – okay.  Now, there is some direction or some desire to look an additional 
alternative that refers back to a set of larger landings.  Is there direction to go ahead and 
look for that and include it as a new alternative in the next version?  Charlie, do you want 
to make a motion to that effect? 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Yes, I would like to make a motion to put the alternative that you just 
talked about in the document. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  And presuming that is added, of course, that would be highlighted the next time 
we see the document to make sure we know it has been added.  Can somebody read the motion?  
The motion is to add a new alternative for MSY based on a letter from Joe Powers, Acting 
Southeastern Fisheries Science Center Director.  Do we need to add anything more to that 
motion to make it clearer?  Is that clear enough?   Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I’ll second it. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Any discussion on that motion?  Again, it will be highlighted in the next 
document as a new item to look at?  Any objection to the motion?  Seeing none, the motion 
passes.   
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, next is OY. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  Just a question; I haven’t seen this letter.  Is that in our briefing book?   
 
MR. ROBSON:  Let’s go ahead and we’ll move on now. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, we have OY alternatives and these based upon our standard 
alternatives where OY would be set at a fraction of Fmsy; 65 percent, 75 percent and then 85 
percent.  We will break those out as separate alternatives. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, any discussion on OY alternatives?  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I think we probably – just for consistency’s sake, we would probably stay 
at 75 percent, but right now, as Rick just described, it looks like they’re not actually broken out 
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in separate alternatives.  I would just suggest let’s wait until we get a separate alternative to 
choose the preferred and move on. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Very good.  If that is the consensus of the committee, we will do that.  Rick. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, the next actions are setting MFMT and MSST, and we were just 
talking at the front table here.  Perhaps these don’t have to be actions, per se, and we can take 
that out and we’ll just put in the values as we get those. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  We’ve got in place a formula for calculating the MSST, so we will just update 
those unless you wanted to change how we calculate those values. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Any desire to change that process?  I think we can move on. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  The next action is the ABC Control Rule.  Alternative 2 is to set it per the 
SSC’s Control Rule. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  This would be PDF 56 for scrolling down through the document. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Alternative 3 is to set ABC equal to 1.75 million pounds.  Alternative 4 is to 
set to 1.5 million pounds.  It seems to me, looking through this, that Alternatives 2 and 5 may be 
identical.  Someone could correct me if I’m wrong, but they’re the same. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I make a motion that we remove Alternative 5. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay, we have a motion to remove Alternative 5; second by Rita.  Any 
discussion on the motion?  Any objection to the motion?  The motion carries.  Is there any 
desire to select a preferred alternative?  Rita. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  Mr. Chairman, I would like motion that Alternation 1, no action, be kept as 
the ABC Control Rule as our preferred alternative. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay, we have a motion to select Alternative 1 as the preferred; is there a 
second?  Charlie seconds.  Any discussion?  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Gregg, walk me through what that will mean, please. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  If we were to choose ABC Control Rule Alternative 1, that would not meet the 
new requirements of MSA to specify an ABC Control Rule and ABC. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, didn’t we discuss yesterday wreckfish being one of those special 
cases, but we still have to comply with the law. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  That’s right.  I was trying to figure if Alternative 1 was no action and 
assuming it was – and I see it is – yes, you wouldn’t meet the requirements of the Magnuson Act.  
While that alternative should remain in the document, I suggest you not choose it as your 
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preferred, but maybe you don’t have enough information right now to choose a preferred; I’m 
not sure.  You don’t have to. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, I agree with that and I can’t vote for a motion that is obviously 
out of compliance with the law.  I think we need to figure out another way to do it, and maybe 
the best way to get through this at this time is to just not select a preferred. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  To that point, I made the motion based on the workgroup’s recommendation, 
but here again we have to keep in mind, too, is this going to be a new ITQ or is this going to be 
an updated ITQ?  I guess we haven’t really resolved that whole question.  I understand we still 
have to have an ABC, but I didn’t know whether or not we would be able to maintain as equal to 
the current TAC or not without using the control rule based on it being an exceptional situation. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, I would think even under the Reauthorized Act or under the old 
Act, really, or the Act as it was before, whether this becomes a new kind of ITQ Program or 
remains the way it is in terms of the management measures, you still need to comply with what 
the Magnuson Act before and now says in terms of MSY.  Now the Act even specifies and kind 
of pushes the councils a little bit more on what they require, so I really would advise you not to 
choose Alternative 1 because it just wouldn’t comply with the requirements of the law. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I’m slightly confused here by the language in Alternatives 2 through 4.  
Alternative 2 refers to the fact that the SSC will provide an ABC control rule and value for ABC 
at their April 2010 meeting.  Well, they didn’t do that, but then in Alternatives 3 and 4 it gives 
the step-down from the MSY.   
 
We could set – I just want to make sure – we could set the ABC equal to MSY; is that what that 
is saying if we chose to do that?  I guess I’m trying to figure out is there some way we can make 
these alternatives a little clearer as to what it is we could do.  This implies that theoretically we 
could set ABC equal to MSY.   
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  I don’t think that would appropriate, but you could set OFL equal to 
MSY, and that is actually quite common.  Perhaps that is the way and then you could set ABC at 
75 percent of OFL.  The SSC didn’t give an ABC control rule; that is correct.  They had a lot of 
discussion and they gave you an ACL suggestion, and I don’t know how that fits within the 
whole legal framework and how this process works.  If we get that far, we should talk about that, 
too, but the ABC equal to a percentage of OFL is appropriate.  OFL maybe is MSY and maybe 
you’re comfortable using the MSY as it was estimated some time ago. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I think that is a reasonable approach for now.  I think we’re going to 
need to hear something from the science center on that.  I think one of the mistakes that the SSC 
made was they allowed the management implications to get all wrapped up in the science advice 
they were giving us, and I don’t think that was appropriate.   
 
Deciding what the catch level is, is just that.  Now, if that then has adverse impacts because of 
the way our IFQ is designed, we need to look at making modifications to the IFQ, but I don’t 
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think we can come in and try to pick a catch level in order to avoid having impacts on the IFQ.  
At least in part that is what happened at the SSC meeting. 
 
I think taking the previous estimate that we have and going with that and some sort of reduction 
right now is about the best we can do.  Unless I hear something from Dr. Ponwith that the center 
objects to that; and if they do, then I think we ask them to provide with an alternative, I think that 
is a reasonable way to move forward at this point. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay, we have a motion.  The motion was not voted on.  Rita. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  It probably would be best at this point to withdraw it and make a new 
motion that we not have a preferred. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, that is okay with seconder?  Charlie is okay so the motion is 
withdrawn.  We have had discussion is there any objection to withdrawing that motion?  Seeing 
none, the motion is withdrawn.  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Alternative 2, the ABC control rule; we don’t have an ABC control rule to look 
at for Alternative 2; do we?  I mean, should that be in there if there is not a rule to look at? 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  You don’t have an ABC control rule specific to wreckfish provided by 
the SSC, but you do have discussions from yesterday about an ABC control rule where you use 
75 percent of the OFL, and perhaps that is an acceptable rule to use for wreckfish.  It would be a 
new alternative. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Just to help provide some direction, because I think in some cases our 
alternatives are not laid out very clearly yet, I would like to make a motion that we set OFL 
equal to MSY – and this is for at least one alternative – OFL equal to MSY and ABC is 75 
percent of MSY. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I will second that for discussion.  John, what would we then use for MSY? 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:   Use the estimate from the previous assessment. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Which was what, approximately? 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  Gregg, is it in one of those options or, Rick, is it in there? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Is that the 1.9 – 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  1.946 million pounds. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Which is the average landings from 1988-1994?  Okay. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Since we’re back on MSY, the figure in – the memo or letter from Joe Powers, 
Acting Southeast Fisheries Science Center Director, was dated September 12, 2001, and that 
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figure 2.5 million pounds.  What he did was he looked at or the center looked at the assessment 
that was done in the southern zone where we had active fishing and looked at the abundance and 
the previous research that had been done in the northern zone and came up with an estimate for 
combined South Atlantic Council area of 2.5 million pounds. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  That was added as an alternative, right, Gregg?  Okay, we have a motion.  All 
right, the motion is to set the overfishing limit equal to MSY and the allowable biological catch 
equal to 75 percent of MSY.  Any further discussion on that?   
 
MR. HARRIS:  That’s another alternative, right? 
 
MR. ROBSON:  This would be a new alternative. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I believe this actually will direct alternatives in a couple of these sections 
where we have one section to set OFL and then we have another one to set ABC.  I guess this is 
just to provide – my intention was this is to provide direction to staff to know how to set up at 
least the alternatives that would give us this option. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  That’s good, great, thank you for that.  Any discussion?  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Just a quick note; do we want to set a range around that 75 percent or just leave 
it right there? 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Well, typically what we have done is we’ve had not just 75 percent but 65 
percent and 85 percent, and so I’m assuming this would just keep us consistent with what we’ve 
done for other species. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Brian, just coming back to the motion again, I think it would be better if we said 
that ABC was equal to 75 percent of the OFL, because that is really what we’re stepping it down 
from; OFL is MSY. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  That’s fine; I think that is probably keeping in line with the language of the 
Act and all that to do it that way.  I have no problem with that. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  And one correction; the figure I was talking about for MSY was for golden crab 
and not wreckfish.  We can pull an estimate out of the Vaughan et al assessment.  That was the 
most recent assessment for wreckfish, so we’ll look at that information and use that as the 
numeric estimate for that new MSY that we added. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  We have this motion and we need to vote on this motion.  The motion is to set 
the overfishing limit equal to MSY and the allowable biological catch equal to 75 percent of the 
OFL for wreckfish.  Is there any further discussion?  Any objection to the motion?  The 
motion carries.   
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  The next action is ACLs.  This is on PDF Page 57.  Basically we have a series 
of alternatives here that sets ACL equal to the top end, low end, and it seems like the midpoint is 
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Alternative 2 of the ABC range – perhaps clarification in Alternative 2 of what best point 
estimate means. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Yes, I would kind of prefer to punt on this right now until we get some of 
this other stuff worked out, but what we would need to do is change the language regarding the 
SSC recommendations from the April 2010 meeting.  Since we didn’t get that, I think that needs 
to be removed from here.  The idea of just using the ranges is fine.  Certainly, I don’t think it is 
appropriate at this point for the council to select a preferred here. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay, I think there is a consensus on that, so let’s move along. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Next, allocations; Alternative 2, 90 percent commercial and 10 percent 
recreational; 95 percent commercial and 5 percent recreational and 100 percent commercial and 
zero percent recreational.  There are four allocation alternatives for your consideration. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Is everybody okay with those; adequate range?  Robert. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Mark, yesterday we talked about the – at least I believe we did – we talked 
about the inactive permits in wreckfish.  Do we have any idea of how many they are and what 
kind of poundage that might represent in terms of a potential transfer? 
 
MR. GEIGER:  We requested staff to look at that and bring back to us at the next meeting what 
that poundage representation was. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  George just stated my main reason for raising my hand, but as long as you’ve 
brought it up, Kate and I were talking about this yesterday on how to get a handle on just what 
this is in order to move forward on it.  Once she finds out how many shares we’re talking about 
that are involved with either the deceased or abandoned shares, it might be a good idea to request 
of NMFS staff to send out – and here again I don’t know the legality of this and I’m sure Monica 
will need to weigh in – of contacting at least by way of maybe a certified letter requesting that 
these people either forfeit or at least give us something to go on as far as knowing whether or not 
they want to continue holding these shares. 
 
I know that on permits there is language that allows NMFS not to renew a permit.  I don’t know 
about the original certificate that is issued on shares, whether or not there is any kind of a 
administrative rule that says that you can take away the certificate if people don’t keep their 
record up to date as far as contact information or changes at all.  It might be a way to at least get 
some proof that these are abandoned and no longer useful and then be used for redistribution or 
however the ITQ comes out, but at least we will know then this no longer belongs to these other 
entities or individuals. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, to that point our office will work with NMFS staff and try to get 
a handle on who is alive and who is not alive and that sort of thing.  We certainly can’t revoke 
people’s permits in this situation.  There has never been a use-or-lose provision in this program; 
so the fact that people haven’t used it, they haven’t used it, and at least initially there was – I’m 
sure it wasn’t envisioned initially that this kind of situation would occur, but there is no 
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minimum amount of harvest that is required to stay in the fishery.  We will get some information 
on – we’ll work with staff on trying to get a handle on how many people are still I guess alive 
and concerned about the fishery.   
 
We certainly can’t revoke their permits, though or revoke their shares or anything like that.  We 
will figure this out.  We have some other IFQ fisheries in the Gulf, and I think that we need to 
decide – it would be a good our office looked into what happens when a shareholder dies, what 
happens to those shares and all those sorts of things or what legally is allowed to happen to them.  
We will look into that on a global kind of perspective. 
 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  I guess there are a couple of points.  George mentioned that some of those 
recreational landings from what I gathered were actually targeted.  They weren’t bycatch 
landings.  The other thing I would like to know before – the ITQ System seems to be working 
and I’m not sure we want to change it to the point where they have to get into rents or royalties 
or whatever, and I’d like to know what that bar is; so if they decide they to stay under it, they 
will know what kind of wiggle room they have got and know where that bar is. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  And certainly the intent here of having a recreational allocation under wreckfish 
is not one to create a fishery within wreckfish.  I don’t know that one actually exists.  I don’t 
think we will ever know because they’re, I’m sure, a rarely encountered species on MRFSS 
surveys just like snowy grouper and golden tilefish are in the recreational sector.   
 
We saw all those huge spikes and up and down, but the allocations that are represented here in 
this alternative basically follow what was the deep-water allocation for snowy grouper and 
golden tilefish.  We’ve heard the hue and cry in particular from the commercial sector over time 
that it is a sin to throw back fish that are dead, essentially dead, going to be wasted.   
 
They are being encountered and currently being thrown back dead and wasted by the recreational 
sector and that is something that this council has the ability to correct by creating some form of 
set-aside to cover those fish should they be incidentally encountered.  Now, that encounter rate, 
as I understand it in reading and having input from fishermen, is increasing because they’re 
finding these fish not just in deep-water locations where this commercial fishery traditionally 
occurs and is prosecuted, but they’re finding them in shallower areas while fishing for species 
other than deep-water species. 
 
That is a problem and it can be corrected by having this set-aside bycatch fishery allocation for 
the recreational sector to preclude that waste.  That is the intent of having this recreational 
allocation set-aside; not to create a fishery and not to start anything up, but to just cover the 
wastage that we all have a problem with in terms of regulatory discards. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Well, as we go down this path it may be interesting to know how many coupons 
are actually tied to snapper grouper permits now.  Over time we don’t know what has happened 
to the – you know, if they still have permits or they just have the shares and there may be a 
regulatory action you could take down the line. 
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MS. MERRITT:  I agree with George in that is a concern.  I think it was referred to as a bycatch, 
but the concern is that there be some accountability there.  I think the workgroup that we had of 
the shareholders, the concern was that once we get a handle on how many shares might be 
available for a set-aside situation, that it wasn’t just for what was being referred to as bycatch, 
but may actually be just to handle more than just recreational bycatch or non-permitted catches, 
incidental catches and that kind of thing, but also to accommodate new entrants and having this 
available for new entrants into the ITQ.   
 
I think there are a lot of different ways that we could use a redistribution and those are things that 
I think do need to go back to the shareholders as well as the council to relook at how there might 
be a redistribution to handle all of these other situations that go along with this ITQ and these 
abandoned or no long active shares. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Mr. Chairman, I would submit that the recreational sector would be a new 
entrant; not into the catch share program possibly but they certainly would be a new entrant into 
the fishery.  This is a public resource.  We have a problem with discard mortality, and this is an 
opportunity to address that issue. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  To that point, here again, I’m not really arguing with you; I think it is 
semantics.  I don’t consider a recreational set-aside or allocation as being a shareholder, per se.  I 
look at it as more of just recognizing that they do catch them, they shouldn’t be wasted, they 
shouldn’t be – you know, there should be some accommodation there.  I just don’t see it as 
individual quota; I see it as a sector share. 
 
DR. LANEY:  Mr. Chairman, I’m not on your committee, but this is a question for Monica, I 
guess.  Monica, can these certificates or shares be inherited; and if the answer to that is yes, does 
that mean that you would have to not only determine the viability status of former shareholders 
but also have to contact their heirs as well? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, that is something we’re going to look into. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, we have had some very good discussion about this.  Is there any 
additional action on allocations?  Are we good with this with no preferred?  All right, any other 
discussion?  If not, we will move on. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, if you scroll down, the last action is the management regulations.  No 
action, to keep the spawning closure January 15th to April 15th.  Alternative 2 is to remove the 
January 15th to April 15th spawning season closure.  Then if you go on to the next page, you see a 
list of alternatives for the recreational sector.   
 
I won’t go through those in detail but just note that Alternative 11, I believe staff and the IPT is 
looking for guidance on whether or not to add that to the list of alternatives, which would put in a 
spawning season closure for the recreational fishery that is compatible, but note you do have 
alternatives to remove the spawning season closure. 
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MR. GEIGER:  Certainly, a spawning season closure should be for both sectors.  A spawning 
season closure, as the council has progressed here considering spawning season closures, has 
been consistently applied to both sectors and should always be applied to both sectors.  If you 
don’t have it applied to both sectors, it is not a spawning season closure.  I would submit that 
should be a standard operating procedure.  It is a protocol that we should follow in every fishery 
as we move down the line so this question doesn’t have to keep being addressed. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Do you need a motion? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  To add that as an alternative. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Do you want to make a motion to add Alternative 11. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  I will so move, Mr. Chairman. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Second by Rita.  The motion is to add Alternative 11 to implement a spawning 
season closure for the recreational fishery that is compatible with the current one for the 
commercial sector.  Is there any discussion on that motion?  Any objection?  The motion 
passes. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Those are the wreckfish alternatives.  Wreckfish is on a deadline.  Do you 
want to have these actions remain in the Comprehensive ACL Amendment? 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Mr. Chairman, I have a question for staff.  Gregg, I talked to you yesterday, I 
believe it was, or maybe the day before about landings up into the Mid-Atlantic.  Those are 
factually occurring and under timing and tasking can we have staff look to see if we can develop 
some information pertinent to those landings and see if possibly extension of the management up 
into the Mid-Atlantic Management Zone is appropriate for this stock as well? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Yes, we can pull the landings’ information together, but my understanding of 
our action in extending the fishery management unit is for all species in the Snapper Grouper 
Fishery Management Unit so it would include wreckfish. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Okay. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  And we may already have those numbers; we will have to take a look. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  I wanted that stated; thank you. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  There already is a spawning season closure for wreckfish; no person 
may posses; that covers everyone, commercial, recreational, whomever, so there already is one 
and it runs from January 15th through April 15th of each year. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  If we’re talking about spawning season closures here and – all right, if it is 
already covered, then I would withdraw the motion.  I have no problem with that, but I want to 
make certain that – and it should become a protocol as the council moves forward that as we talk 
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about spawning season closures, I believe they should cover both sectors.  I will withdraw that 
motion based on legal advice that we already have a spawning season closure in place that occurs 
for both sectors. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay, we will need to reconsider the motion since it was already voted and 
approved. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Did we vote on it? 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Yes. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  So is it a motion to reconsider?  Robert; second by Ben.  Is there any 
opposition to reconsidering that motion?  Rita. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  It is not in opposition so much as it is a comment.  What does it hurt to leave it 
in there?  The alternative is written stating that there is a current spawning season closure, and it 
reiterates the councils, as George has said, that we need to be sure that we’re consistent with this, 
and that it is clearer.  I’m not so sure it is clear to the public, for what it is worth. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I should probably defer to Gregg because he is going to tell you that 
staff has to analyze it, I would assume, and you have to go through all the requirements that we 
do for alternatives so it can certainly be mentioned in the document and discussed.  But that 
would be my advice is to not include it because it already exists in the regulations. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Mr. Chairman, maybe the best way to do this is since we’ve already voted on 
the motion to include Alternative 11, I would make a motion that we not – and that under the 
theory that Alternative 11 is already covered is status quo.  The motion is to not include 
Alternative 11 in the document.  If I get a second, I’ll tell you why. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay, is there a second to that motion?  George. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  We already have a spawning season closure.  It is redundantly redundant from 
the Redundancy Department. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, so we need to vote on this motion.  Is there any discussion?  Is 
everybody clear on this.  Is there any opposition to the motion?  Seeing none, the motion 
passes.  Now, the reconsideration, we don’t need it.  Monica. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Are you going to leave wreckfish? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  We’re about to. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  I think so; we’re getting close. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I have two items.  After our office looks at the whole issue involving 
all the different scenarios that can occur when a shareholder dies, we may want to put something 
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in the document – I guess it could be alternatives – where the council specifies what they would 
like to have happen, whether when a shareholder dies, maybe that goes back into the pool or you 
acknowledge that it could be something that could be inherited and those sorts of things.  I’m just 
of kind of putting that in your ear for the future. 
 
I also had someone approach me to ask whether it was appropriate at this point to take wreckfish 
out of the Snapper Grouper FMP and make it its own fishery management plan because it is, I 
guess, pretty distinctive.  I’m not suggesting you do this or not do this, but I guess it is something 
to consider.  I don’t believe you need to have an alternative at this point, but you may want to 
address it now or in the future or not at all.  It is something that should be considered at some 
point. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  I have one further motion, Mr. Chairman.  Under the management measures 
for the recreational sector, I would move that we remove Alternative 6 through 10 and 
move them to the considered but rejected portion of the document. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I second it. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  A motion and a second by Brian.  The motion is to remove Alternative 6 
through 10 and put them in the considered but rejected appendix. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Certainly, the rationale there is Alternative 6 through 10 would create a fishery 
for this.  Certainly, when we looked through our other deep-water species when we were 
considering management measures and the unknown landings within those sectors, we went to a 
one per person, considering going to a one per boat in those fisheries.  To be consistent and to 
take care of creating a bycatch fishery in this sector, I just think it is prudent to eliminate the 
potential for developing a fishery with a bag limit of ten and twenty animals. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Did you intend to also include Alternative 5 in that? 
 
MR. GEIGER:  No, I didn’t because there is a potential for headboats that encounter these 
animals with multiple passengers on board, and that is a limit on the headboat already so it would 
be the first five people who would catch a fish would have that opportunity.  Hopefully, they 
would move before that. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Is there any discussion on that motion?  Ben. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  George, do you want make that number five – well, that is not in this motion, 
okay. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, any other discussion on the motion?  Any opposition?  Show the 
motion passes.  Ben. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I would just ask George if you want to make number five – do you want to make 
that specific to headboats? 
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MR. GEIGER:  Well, it is a public hearing document.  We can certainly tweak this as we move 
forward, Ben. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, are there any other motions related to wreckfish management 
measures?  We’re going to take a 15-minute break. 
 

(Whereupon, a recess was held.) 
 

MR. ROBSON:  All right, everybody, let’s reconvene.  We’re going to go ahead and reconvene 
the snapper grouper discussion as the Committee of the Whole.  We’re going to continue on the 
ACL Amendment, and we’re now into specific issues regarding shrimp. 
   
MS. BROUWER:  Okay, I’m told that the discussion on shrimp is on your PDF Page 89.  The 
issue with shrimp is the guidelines state that even though ACLs are not required for annual 
crops, councils are still required to estimate other biological reference points.  The SSC did have 
discussion regarding shrimp at their April meeting, and they recommended OFLs. 
 
The recommendations from the SSC are based on landings.  Shrimp species and rock shrimp 
were among those included in the list for data from the center.  However, the SSC used landings 
that were already part of a previous amendment in order to make their recommendation.  What 
they recommended was to set OFL at the maximum landings between the years 1990-2000. 
 
Even though there are already MSY proxies, they recommended that the OFL be set at MSY.  
Their rationale for doing that was that they didn’t know how those MSY proxies had been 
determined.  They were 20 years old; and if they were based on average landings, they reasoned 
it would be better to look at a more recent time series in order to recommend OFLs. 
 
Up on the screen are the SSC’s recommendations; 23.6 million pounds for white shrimp, 10.9 for 
browns, and 2.7 for pinks.  ABC is set at OFL because penaeids are an annual crop and it is 
environmentally – the production is.  For rock shrimp the SSC did not have a specific 
recommendation other than to use the same time series and look at the maximum landings 
between those years and set that as the OFL. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, is there any discussion on this?  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Okay, just to be clear, is no action not establishing an OFL a practical – is 
counsel going to tell us no if we go there? 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Monica may not have heard the question, but the question is if we were to select 
no action, do not establish an OFL for shrimp, is that something that we are able to do within the 
direction of the Magnuson Act? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  No, I believe you have to establish that for shrimp.  Because shrimp is 
an annual crop, you don’t have to establish annual catch limits, I believe. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Does that answer your question, Charlie? 
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MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, let me look a minute because what has to be in an FMP are 
annual catch limits and accountability measures, and I believe that for annual crops you don’t 
have to specify annual catch limits.  It is in the guidelines that you should establish overfishing 
limits, but those are guidelines so let me look. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Well, just for discussion, what the landings are, as we all know are going to 
change drastically according to mostly environmental conditions.  Trying to pick what an annual 
catch rate would be is arbitrary.  If we can legally not choose a number, I think that is where we 
should go, but I don’t know how to go about that. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I guess I would suggest that at this time you not pick a preferred and 
just leave those alternatives in there and then we’ll work our way through.  Let’s just leave it at 
that. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  If that’s okay with the committee, we’ll leave these as is.  I guess just quickly a 
question I would have would be if you have an OFL established and you go over that in a given 
year, what does that mean, what happens? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, doesn’t mean you would be undergoing overfishing; and then I 
believe you have, at least for some shrimp species, a process set up where you have a committee 
that at least looks at that and determines what is causing the overfishing or at best they can 
determine whether fishing is causing the overfishing or whether it is a depletion for some other 
reason.  That’s my recollection. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Right, given it is considered an annual crop, then, yes.  Myra. 
 
MS. BROUWER:  Just to add to that, the pink shrimp has been depleted over the last few years, 
and so the Shrimp Review Panel has been called to assess the situation and give their 
recommendation as to whether a new management action is necessary.  They have consistently 
determined that the reason for the depletion is environmentally driven as opposed to being 
caused by overfishing. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Myra, back when I used to shrimp off the Tortugas, they had a huge closed 
area inshore for protecting the nursery.  Rather than have an allowable biological catch, it seems 
to me it would be much more reasonable, if the justification was there, to increase the size the 
nursery or do some other management options that would get you where you want to go to help 
increase your biomass and still let the boats work on what comes out to work on. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Well, we’ll leave this OFL set of alternatives in place for now.  Myra. 
 
MS. BROUWER:  I just request some guidance here on what to do about rock shrimp, and just to 
remind you the SSC did have landings for rock shrimp to look at for this recommendation.  They 
basically made the recommendation in order to be consistent for all the shrimp species.  
However, they did not have the landings’ information in front of them, so would this be 
something that perhaps the SSC should revisit if and when they do meet? 
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DR. CHEUVRONT:  As I understand it, they just didn’t have landings for this time period.  
There are landings that do exist for rock shrimp but in a different time period, correct? 
 
MS. BROUWER:  That’s correct. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Then I think what we ought to do is take this back to the SSC and tell them 
this is the time period for which we do have landings available; is this sufficient? 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay, is that adequate as direction? 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I think that would work as direction, wouldn’t it, Myra? 
 
MS. BROUWER:  Yes; the only concern is does this time period represent the maximum 
productivity for that particular fishery?  The SSC was able to establish that by looking at the 
landings for the penaeid species but they evidently have not made that determination for rock 
shrimp, so I guess we’ll just have to wait and see. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Well, basically, we had the rock shrimp fishery come and tell us that in the 
recent past they haven’t been able to fish for a number of reasons, so how would recent landings 
have any bearing on what is available for rock shrimp harvest? 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  So it is sounding like what Ben is saying is the recent landings are not 
sufficient and we need to try to come up with a different metric if at all possible. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  We could go into our last rock shrimp amendment that had landings’ data and 
pull out the maximum landings in that time series and just use that.  I think that probably has the 
historical landings for the rock shrimp fishery. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Yes, and I would just add some notation to the SSC why the landings have been 
lower.  They’re probably not going to see them, but what the problems were with the rock 
shrimp fishery in the recent past that caused them not to go rock shrimp fishing. 
 
MS. BROUWER:  Yes, if it is okay with you, Mr. Chairman, Laurilee Thompson and Mike 
Merrifield are here, and they probably could give us a quick estimate based on their experience 
on recent landings. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  That would be good. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, this is an ACL Amendment; we don’t have to have ACLs for shrimp.  I 
think we ought to take everything that has anything to do with shrimp out of this amendment.  
We don’t have to do any of this right now, so I would move that we move the whole action 
with respect to shrimp from the document. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay, we have a motion and a second by Charlie.  Brian. 
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DR. CHEUVRONT:  Okay, the motion is to remove the actions from the Comprehensive ACL 
Amendment, but we have to get this someplace, so do you have a suggestion of where we put it? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Where do we have to put what? 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Well, we have to come up with the biological measures for shrimp 
apparently; don’t we have to come up with OFL and ABC and – 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  We have an ABC for shrimp.  As far as I’m concerned, our FMPs are up to 
date on shrimp.  I don’t think we need to take an action for shrimp at this time. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  So they can just cut it out altogether and – 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  That is my view right now.  We’ve got a lot of work to do; and unless you 
see a problem in the shrimp fishery that we need to address, I don’t think right now, given the 
things we have before us, we need to do anything with shrimp. 
 
MS. BROUWER:  Roy, I’m not sure that we have an ABC for shrimp.  We have MSY proxies. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Didn’t the SSC give us some? 
 
MS. BROUWER:  Yes, they gave us an OFL and they recommended that the ABC be set. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Okay, so the requirement in the statute is the SSC is supposed to give us an 
ABC.  They did that and we don’t have to do ACLs.  I think unless you see a problem in the 
fishery we can move on. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Ben, did you have a comment about rock shrimp? 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Yes, just except for rock shrimp; they did not come up with a value for rock 
shrimp. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  We have the motion and it would actually remove any actions regarding rock 
shrimp, but we don’t have OFL or ABC. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  I think the gist of what Roy is suggesting is let’s deal with the items that have a 
statutory deadline associated with them first; and then once we survive that, let’s regroup and 
figure out what we need to address.  We’re going to get into this in a little more detail in the 
Executive/Finance Session.  There is nothing in the fishery that is saying right now we need to 
do anything.  The requirement to specify an ABC is in the Revised Act and we’ll do that in a 
future amendment. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And I think that the language about ABCs and SSCs was in the Act prior to 
reauthorization so I don’t really think that is something new.  I agree completely what Gregg; 
what we’re trying to do now is meet the requirements for ACLs that are due in 2010.  They don’t 
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apply to shrimp, and so I think we need to stay focused on getting ACLs in place and we’ll come 
back to shrimp at another time. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, and that is the motion; remove all actions for shrimp from the 
Comprehensive ACL Amendment.  Is there any other discussion on the motion?  Any objection 
to the motion?  The motion passes.   
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  We are done running through the actions of the Comprehensive ACL 
Amendment.  **The next agenda item deals with considering transfer of three species from the 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council to the South Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council.  That is outlined in Attachment 24.  The three species that the Gulf Council wants this 
council to consider are mutton snapper, yellowtail snapper and Nassau grouper.  The justification 
is contained in their letter, Attachment 24. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, has everybody seen that letter?  At some point I think – and Mr. 
Teehan is here from the Gulf Council.  They have sent this letter to the South Atlantic Council.  
There is a related issue that I would throw out there regarding the possibility of even eliminating 
these fish from the fishery management unit and have Florida manage these three species.   
 
We are already primarily responsible for stock assessments and other work related to yellowtail 
and I believe mutton snapper as well.  There is not any real concern about Nassau grouper in 
terms of any kind of harvest of allowable take, that is a related issue.  I believe Florida would be 
certainly willing to do that.  If these species were not included in the FMU from either council, 
we would implement rules such that Florida rules would apply in federal waters.  David. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  There is another issue, too, Mr. Chairman, that I guess will come up in 
Executive/Finance, and this is the issue of the council boundary.  It may be that the Gulf would 
take a different look on it depending on what is decided relative to that issue.  I don’t think we’re 
going to settle it any time soon, but it does have some bearing probably on how they might look 
at this issue if we were to change that. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I believe that Nassau grouper is still considered overfished, and so that 
is not a candidate for removing from the plan.  I think part of what the Gulf was looking at with 
Nassau was simply to allow the South Atlantic Council to manage Nassau throughout its range 
as well as potentially these other species.  That is one option. 
 
I suppose we could talk about yellowtail and mutton snapper and delegation to Florida because 
those are in good shape; or, I guess you could consider removal from the FMP and turn those 
over to Florida.  Then as David mentioned, there has been some discussion of the council 
boundary.   
 
We have, for years, had to deal with the multiple jurisdictions in Monroe County and all the 
problems caused by that.  One way to address that might be to rethink where the boundary line is 
between the Gulf and South Atlantic Council.  That would obviously be a complicated issue, but 
I think all of us would agree that having a highway run down an island chain being the boundary 
between two councils is not an ideal situation. 
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I think at least you have got flexibility with how you want to deal with this, but I think with 
Nassau grouper at least, removing it from the FMP is not an option, but you could – and I think 
the Gulf Council would be agreeable to allowing the South Atlantic to have sole jurisdiction and 
manage Nassau grouper throughout its range.  The fishery is closed anyway. 
 
MR. TEEHAN:  Mr. Chairman, I’ll try to earn my Gulf Council salary and point out to you first 
on this letter that it is obvious to me that the Gulf Council time machine has taken effect, because 
the letter is dated the 22nd of April, but the date stamp in the South Atlantic is April 20th.  That is 
an interesting observation. 
 
This particular issue has been going on for some time in the Gulf Council, and it is really a lot 
bigger than what this letter would imply.  The original discussions that we had with NOAA 
Fisheries and the Gulf Council was based upon the spiny lobster issue, which those of you who 
were here on Monday got to hear that discussion where NOAA and the Gulf Council would like 
to turn that fishery over to the state of Florida with certain caveats. 
 
That then blossomed into spiny lobster and stone crab, and the state of Florida has different 
views on which one of those two they would rather take.  They’re both Florida fisheries.  The 
agency, FWC, does the lead in the stock assessments.  They go through the SEDAR process, but 
basically it is our scientists who do it. 
 
It has then now blossomed into including mutton snapper, yellowtail snapper and Nassau 
grouper, and I believe there are octocorals being thrown out there in the mix somewhere, also.  
These are all things that are considered as the Gulf Council would like to either repeal the FMPs 
for, for instance, stone crab, which you all don’t have, or take particular critters like mutton 
snapper and yellowtail snapper out of the snapper grouper or reef fish complex and turn 
management of those species over to – it was initially Florida and now the South Atlantic 
Fishery Management Council is also being asked if they would rather have it.   
 
I’m not quite sure how either one of those would play out.  We have been talking about this for a 
while, and I think – Mark, if I’m overstepping my bounds, go ahead and rule me out of order, but 
I think in general, the 30,000 foot view, the state of Florida would be willing to take over species 
where the fishery’s management plans were repealed in toto from the federal management.   
 
That would mean that Florida would have the complete control of the management of the 
fisheries outside of the constraints of the Magnuson-Stevens Act and that we would have the 
ability to extend our regulations into federal waters off of the coast of Florida.  There are a few 
warts on that.   
 
We could only enforce our regulations on our own Florida registered vessels or vessels from 
other states that are landing their product in Florida.  We don’t have any problem with the 
crustacean trap fisheries.  I think it is unlikely that anybody is going to come from Texas or 
North Carolina with a thousand 80-pound lobster traps down into Monroe County and catch 
lobsters. 
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However, we do have some concerns with yellowtail snapper, for instance, a fish that can easily 
be caught in large quantifies and put on a freezer boat and taken back out to another jurisdiction 
for landing.  However, having said that, we are still in the position at this point to be willing to 
take over the management of these species if the FMPs are withdrawn or if the species are 
withdrawn from the management plans that they’re included in.  Mark, that concludes my 
comments, if you have any to add to it. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  No, I don’t, but Bob and then Roy. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  I’m probably dating myself a little bit, but as a young biologist I sat in on a 
meeting that led to the Spiny Lobster FMP.  It was David Gould, Ed Joseph, Ed Joyce, and I 
can’t remember who the director in Alabama was at the time, but the problem was the thing you 
alluded to there are boats from Alabama and Georgia were going in federal waters off Florida, 
catching shorts or anything they wanted and bring them back to their home states and land them. 
 
There was no desire to have a Spiny Lobster Plan up until that point.  It became pretty rampant 
back in those days and it was having a pretty tough effect on the Florida fishery, so that will still 
be there, and it’s nothing you can do that I’m aware of, Monica, that would preclude that from 
happening again. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, delegation would; if you delegated Florida part of the FMP, 
then they would have the ability to regulate – I mean, it depends on what measures you delegate 
to them. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  But not if you would totally withdraw the FMP. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Right, if you withdraw the FMP, Florida can regulate the Florida 
vessels. 
 
MR. TEEHAN:  Bob, you’re right, there is a split – and I’m really kind of speaking with two 
hats because I represent the state of Florida also – there is some interest in both sides of this with 
the lobster and stone crab industry in Monroe County.  Some of them would not like to see the 
fisheries given strictly to one entity; i.e. the state of Florida, because there is still some – I won’t 
beat around the bush – there is some distrust over management practices that have happened in 
the past.  That distrust is still there even though the practices aren’t. 
 
I’m seeming to see a little bit of a change in that philosophy.  As the specter of ACLs and AMS 
looms larger in the lobster and stone crab fishery, I think those industries are starting to look to 
the benefit of having the state of Florida manage the fisheries outside the constraints of MSA and 
doing away with the ACLs and AMs.   
 
Of course, the only problem is or the only fly in this soup is that in the Spiny Lobster FMP there 
is a provision that deals with the importation of undersized lobster tails into the United States. 
Florida would not be able to enforce undersized regulations if those lobsters are landed in North 
Carolina or New Orleans; whereas, if there was an FMP, a federal management plan, they could. 
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If we can get that particular provision moved someplace else, out of the Lobster Joint FMP, 
federal FMP, then it would clear the way for that FMP to be repealed and that entire fishery 
given to the state of Florida.  The other fisheries, mutton snapper, yellowtail and Nassau grouper, 
stone crab and octocoral, do not have those constraints contained within the FMPs, so that would 
be an easier and cleaner switch if both councils choose to go that route. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, Jack has corrected me about Nassau grouper.  I guess the status of it is 
not undergoing overfishing but unknown with respect to overfished.  However, it is on the 
protected resources list of species of special concern.  I think if we tried to remove from the 
federal management plan that would upset quite a few people, and so I probably wouldn’t 
support that. 
 
I do think of the species we’re looking at and what Bill talked about, I don’t know how the 
yellowtail industry would feel, frankly, about turning that over to Florida.  I suspect there would 
be mixed opinions on it, but it does make sense to think about trying to bring some of these 
fisheries under one council’s jurisdiction, and I think that is doable. 
 
I do think with respect to octocorals we had a lot of support for turning that over to Florida, and I 
think that makes a lot of sense.  I would probably support this Gulf Council issue, but I think 
stone crab is one that turning over to Florida makes a lot of sense.  I think mutton snapper and 
yellowtail snapper, that would just be something the council would have to decide. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  I might be worrying about something that I shouldn’t worry about, but 
considering the status of Nassau grouper and knowing what just got – all the area that got closed 
to protect Warsaw and speckled hind, I would worry about us picking up something that may 
actually cause us to have to close some bottom or something for some additional protections on 
that species. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Well, getting back to the letter from the Gulf Council, the first step in this 
process would be does the South Atlantic Council want to assume responsibility for the federal 
management plan for those three species, and we would be managing throughout the Gulf and 
the South Atlantic, as I understand the letter.  I think the first issue is does the South Atlantic 
Council want to assume full responsibility for managing those three snapper grouper species? 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, I don’t have any problem with accepting that responsibility; but if 
we do have the responsibility, it doesn’t preclude us from delegating it or giving mutton snapper 
and vermilion snapper and perhaps even Nassau grouper, I guess, to the state of Florida.  I have 
no problem with accepting that at this point in time.   
 
It does make sense to me in these species where one council could manage it throughout the 
range.  I think we’re better off having one council do it if the other council is agreeable to doing 
it.  I would make a motion that we accept the offer of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery 
Management Council to manage mutton snapper, yellowtail snapper and Nassau grouper 
throughout their range. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay, we have a motion; second by Ben Hartig.  Bob. 
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MR. MAHOOD:  I just ask if we do this that we have Monica look into this very closely because 
a lot of times there are unintended consequences of these types of things.  One that comes to 
mind is the North Carolina Vessel “Mr. Big” going to Alaska and taking their whole federal 
quota, and that wasn’t a very popular thing.   
 
The state of Alaska set up a quota system for a resource that occurred in federal waters, and there 
was nothing to stop a North Carolina vessel from going up there and taking the whole quota 
before they left.  There is that kind of thing we’ve got to watch out for.  I think the other thing is 
if we have essential fish habitat for these fish, does that go into the Gulf like we’re taking it into 
the Mid-Atlantic.  There are a lot of little pieces like that we need to look at, also. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Those are great points and we’ll look at it.  Roy brings up the permit 
issue, and one way to deal with that is let these people who have Gulf reef fish permits in that 
area fish for those species, but that might have enforcement concerns.  We will try to look at all 
of the issues together. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, should we then defer this motion until such time as we get the 
answers to those questions?  I’m seeing some people shake their heads yes, Charlie for one, but it 
does make sense to me that we defer this until we have perhaps a little bit more information.   
 
MR. WAUGH:  Just one point to consider that if, indeed, this is going to be added to the 
Comprehensive ACL Amendment, our current schedule is to approve it for public hearings at the 
December meeting.  If this is something that you’re giving serious consideration to, the sooner 
we can get it analyzed and bring it to you in September would be better. 
 
MR. TEEHAN:  Mr. Chairman, just two things; obviously, this is nothing that needs to be 
worked out today.  It is the intent of the Gulf Council to make the offer that they’re making here, 
so I think that side of the coin is filled, and it is up to you all to decide what you want to do.  As 
the state of Florida manager, also, I have to say that to Chairman Harris’ comments about that 
the South Atlantic could take over the management of these species and delegate some aspects to 
Florida, I don’t believe we want that.  I believe what we want is all or nothing.  We would rather 
get out from having to do the ACLs and AMs as a state. 
   
If the species are removed from federal management plans totally and given to Florida, then we 
don’t have to do any of the – we don’t have to go through the Secretary of Commerce, we don’t 
have to ACLs and AMs.  But that’s all for future consideration; and based on upon Gregg’s 
comments, there is a certain amount of hurry-up involved to make the decisions as to whether to 
continue looking at these critters on a federal level or not. 
 
I will be at the Gulf Council next week and we will have this discussion.  Then Mark and I will 
be at the Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission meeting the following week, and we have this as 
an agenda item, also, so we will get hopefully some final direction from our commissioners as to 
how much commitment they want. 
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MR. PHILLIPS:  All that being said, if we go through, would we maybe want to put this in with 
the red grouper amendment? 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, didn’t we take an action yesterday where there was a list of 
species that based on the predominance of their catches being in state waters – I think mutton 
snapper and yellowtail snapper both were perhaps on that list, and so they would be removed 
from the Snapper Grouper Fishery Management Unit if that action is adopted; is that not correct? 
 
MR. ROBSON:  There is that list, but I can’t recall if those two species were on that list.  I didn’t 
think they had made the cut. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  I’m looking at the list right now, and I do not see those species on the list to 
be removed from the FMU.  Maybe it was on the ecosystem component lists, but they’re not on 
there. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  I recall looking at that list and specifically looking for yellowtail and mutton. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  I guess the one thing I caution is if we pass this, there has also been some 
discussion about the potential for instead of having split jurisdictions or having the South 
Atlantic Council manage Monroe County of having a council line moved and the possibility of 
having Monroe County being managed by the Gulf Council. 
 
If you take responsibility for yellowtail and Nassau grouper – the species that were listed up 
there, muttons and yellowtail, it kind of locks you into being forced to continue to manage those 
stocks.  I’m not speaking one or the other in favor of moving that management boundary or not, 
but I there have been discussions about it; and it kind of locks us in if you accept responsibility 
for muttons and yellowtail. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Do you want to withdraw the motion? 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, I’m going to withdraw the motion until we get additional 
information on this. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay, is that agreeable to the seconder?  Is there any objection to withdrawing 
this motion?  The motion is withdrawn.  Ben. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Yes, the one thing to add into this – I’m glad Paul Raymond is at the table – is 
when we talk about we can’t enforce other vessels coming in and breaking another state’s law; 
can’t the Lacey Act take care of some of that, Paul?  Is that an appropriate use of that law? 
 
MR. RAYMOND:  As long as it’s not an underlying Magnuson Act violation or a Tuna Act 
violation; but if it is any state law that is violated and put into interstate commerce other than the 
Magnuson Act – underlying the Magnuson Act violations, you can use the Lacey Act, both 
felony and a misdemeanor or civilly. 
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MR. ROBSON:  Just for my clarification, there have a couple of comments made about the 
council boundary and potentially looking at that; is that something to discuss at a later point in 
the council meeting?  David. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Yes, I’ve asked Chairman Harris if we can’t put that on the agenda for our 
Executive/Finance Committee meeting later this week. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay, very good.  All right, Rick, are we done with the Comprehensive ACL 
Amendment items? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Yes, we are. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, so we are going to move on now to Snapper Grouper Amendment 21, 
the Comprehensive Catch Share Amendment, and Kate has a report for us. 
 
**MS. QUIGLEY:  This will be brief.  I just wanted to update you on what is occurring with 
Amendment 21.  Following the Catch Shares Workshop that was held in March, council staff got 
together with NMFS staff and talked about what we can do.  An IPT was formed and the NMFS 
staff made a request to headquarters for possible help and maybe they could assign staff 
members to help us in writing up a possible scoping document for January/February. 
 
They did that; they assigned Milliken, who was here Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday of this 
week.  He has started learning about the fishery and getting some background information.  He is 
starting to write a scoping document for your review in December.  He is also, at the same time, 
putting together a draft options paper.  He may have a draft in September for you to take a look 
at.  He will definitely have a draft in December. 
 
The idea is that Mark and staff would work on this scoping document and a possible options 
paper for your review in December and approval to send out for scoping in January/February.  
Also, I went over the questions that were asked at the March Catch Shares Workshop and put 
together a fact sheet to try to answer some of those questions. 
 
There were three main questions that I heard.  One was what are the benefits and drawbacks of 
catch shares.  Number two, what fisheries are well suited and not well suited for catch share 
management.  Number three, what are the lessons learned from catch share programs already 
implemented. 
 
What I did is put together a fact sheet although it is six pages long.  It is not really a fact sheet, 
but it is six pages long.  I tried to answer as concisely as possible those questions.  I also handed 
out to you a couple of different documents.  One is the design and use of Limited Access 
Privilege Programs, which is the official NMFS guidance with regard to development of catch 
share programs. 
 
This is kind of the Catch Share Bible at this point and what council staff takes a look at when we 
are coming up with catch share options.  I also handed out catch quota balancing and 
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multispecies individual fishing quotas.  It is one of the two catch share documents focusing on 
multispecies fisheries.   
 
And Catch Shares in New England; not necessarily so you can learn a lot about New England, 
but because it contains some very brief but accurate information about other catch share 
programs.  It is a real quick read.  Anyway, the point is that I tried to answer these questions the 
best I could, but there is really no short answer.   
 
If you want to become really well versed in catch shares and be able to contribution to an options 
paper and feel confident in doing that, you might want to take a look at these three documents.  I 
know there are other documents, but if you just take a look at these three I think you will have a 
pretty good background on catch share programs. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mark had to step away so I’m taking over right now of the Committee of the 
Whole in snapper grouper.  Are there questions for Kate?  What direction do you expect from us 
right now, anything? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  No, I’ve outlined the timeline; and if you have a reaction to that timeline, that 
would be great to hear.  Again, what we’re looking at is putting together a draft options paper for 
September and then in December have a further-along draft options paper and scoping document 
for your approval for public scoping in January/February. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Any comments on the timeline?  Seeing none, anything else, Kate?  Okay, that 
completes our discussion of Snapper Grouper Amendment 21.  The next item is Amendment 22, 
Rick. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  The council began discussion in March about long-term red snapper 
management.  Perhaps what you want to do here today is talk about the purpose and need so we 
can start working on alternatives that we can bring back in an options paper in September.  The 
last time you talked about possibly a tag system for red snapper for the recreational sector.  We 
can include that in there.  Also a catch share program was talked about.  There are two things, 
but, again, if you talk about the goals and objectives, and we have heard before about allowing – 
as these stocks rebuild through time allowing some level of harvest.  Staff can come back with an 
options paper. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Rick, you mentioned a tag system for red snapper.  Again, if we’re looking at 
how to manage, I think we’re going to have to manage this whole complex differently and as a 
group.  I don’t know if just issuing tags for one species or another in this group is the most 
effective way to do it.  I don’t know that, but it certainly should be discussed as a goal for an 
overarching management process for bottom fishing in the southeast. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Yes, I agree with that, George.  Charlie and then Ben. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  I guess we should try to look and see if we can try to get some kind of an eco-
based kind of long term, because we’ve got all these openings, closings, this crosses that, and let 
staff kind of look and see what groupings that we can have where people – even if we have a 
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closed season for everything for a little while and then everything is open, just look at some 
options there so we don’t have all this discard data.  I know that is very vague, but I think you 
know what I’m talking about. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Yes, I do, and that is the direction I thought we were heading until the Magnuson 
Act was reauthorized and amended and it kind of took us away from that, but I do think 
eventually that is where we need to get back to.  That’s more of an ecosystem approach to 
managing reef fish species, including the other species, too, because we know as we ratchet 
down the harvest of reef fish, other species are going to become targeted; and to the extent 
they’re not under some kind of controlled program, it is going to be open season on getting 
permits and those kinds of things for those species.  Ben. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  For the commercial sector specific to red snapper, when we reopen it is it going 
to be to all permit holders; is it going to be to permit holders who had previous landings; is it 
going to be a threshold of landings you will have to have before you’re allowed to be back in this 
fishery; and then what are the bycatch considerations, how do we deal with that when we reopen 
red snapper.  Those are some of the thoughts that I had. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Related to that, a point that I brought up yesterday, we need to discuss – I 
don’t know if this is the appropriate place, but it is an issue that does need to be discussed here   
is how to allow new entrants into the fishery if we’re going to be considering past landings. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Other comments or other direction for staff with respect to this issue?  Do you 
have enough, Rick; do you need anything else? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  No, that’s fine, and, again, we’ll come back with an options paper.  It will be 
pretty wide ranging. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Yes, it is wide ranging, but it will be a large options paper.  Okay, is there 
anything else on Amendment 22?   Jack. 
 
**DR. McGOVERN:  Mr. Chairman, the trip limit summary and information is in Attachment 
25 in your briefing book.  It was requested by the council at the last meeting that we look into 
possible trip limits for – or just look at different possible alternatives for black sea bass, 
vermilion snapper and gag. 
 
Gag is the first one up there.  These different alternatives, Gregg and I worked on this together 
and a lot of these alternatives we got from commercial fishermen who called me up.  Two of 
them were black sea bass pot fishermen.  The no action we have up here is the current quota of 
309,000 pounds.  Alternative 2 is just to establish a trip limit for black sea bass for all gear that is 
used in the fishery. 
 
There is a broad range of possible trip limits from 500 pounds to 2,000 pounds.  There is also a 
trip limit that keeps the fishery open all year, and that is one that we came up with right there.  
Alternative 3 would have separate trip limits for the pot fishery, and other fisheries that fish for 
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black sea bass is primarily hook and line.  Then Alternative 4 is something that was discussed in 
Amendment 18 and that is a split season.  This was suggested by a black sea bass pot fisherman.   
 
The person I talked to was not in favor of trip limits for black sea bass.  He said because you’re 
fishing pots, you could have a situation where maybe if you have 50 pots out you could reach 
your trip limit by 30 pots, and then you would have to empty the trap contents of all the rest of 
the pots, especially if Amendment 18 requires you to bring your pots back to shore. 
 
He would rather have two seasons and then just have two short seasons.  He also suggested that 
the pot fishery close down when 90 percent of the quota is met so that incidental catch with 
hook-and-gear could be allowed for black sea bass.  He also suggested a spawning season 
closure for black sea bass, which is in Amendment 18 right now, too.  He suggested that if we 
had two seasons you would have that spawning season closure, anyway.   
 
If you move down to Table 1, this just shows about 90 percent of the landings are with black sea 
bass pots.  They’re more frequently taken with hook-and-line gear, but the vast majority of the 
landings are with the pot gear.  Then Table 2 shows that there was a big increase in the number 
of trips that fish pots in 2009.   
 
There is about a 64 percent increase in the number of trips fishing pots.  This increase in effort 
was included in the analysis to determine when the quota would be met with these different trip 
limits.  Table 3 shows the effect of the different trip limits in Alternative 2, which would set a 
trip limit for all the gear. 
 
If you look at Alternative 1, that is no trip limits.  We see that in the previous fishing years it is 
estimated  that the 309,000 pound quota for gag would have been met in February or May, but in 
this past year it was met on December 20th.  This is because of the increased effort that is likely.  
Now, the effect of the trip limit, a 500-pound trip limit would extend when the quota is met to 
February.  You can see when it is met for the different alternatives. 
 
Alternative 2E, the last one, that would be a 1,000-pound trip limit and reduced to 500 pounds 
when 75 percent of the quota is met.  The quota in that case would be met at the end of January.  
There is also the 2,000-pound trip limit that was suggested by a pot fisherman, and that really 
doesn’t have much effect at all, and that is why it’s not in this table. 
 
There are not very many trips that get catches greater than 2,000 pounds, and that is shown in 
Table 5.  About 1 percent of the trips are greater than 2,000 pounds.  You can see that down at 
the bottom of that table.  That is for both 2009 and 2008.  The next table shows the effect of the 
two trip limits for the pot and the hook-and-line gear; that is Table 7.  For example, if there is a 
500-pound trip limit and a 50-pound trip limit for other gear, primarily hook-and-line gear, the 
quota would be met in February.  I’ll stop there with black sea bass. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  You wouldn’t just go on to gag or do you want to have questions first.  Okay, 
questions first.  Brian. 
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DR. CHEUVRONT:  Yes, let’s talk about black sea bass for a minute because I’ve been talking 
probably with some of the same fishermen that Jack has talked to.  There has been another 
alternative that has been suggested by pot fishermen.  I think it needs to be at least discussed, and 
let me just put it out on the table.  This is what the guy had suggested was not to have any trip 
limits mainly for the reasons that Jack was talking about because if you get your trip limit before 
you have pulled your last pot you’re just going to dump everything overboard. 
 
They considered that to be wasteful of the resource.  This suggestion was to allow the pot fishery 
to continue until all but 100,000 pounds of the quota was taken and then shut down the pot 
fishery but allow the hook-and-line fishery to continue.  Then come January 1, reopen the pot 
fishery and allow that to continue and the hook-and-line fishery to continue until the quota was 
taken and then shut down the fishery at that time. 
 
Just sort of back-of-the-envelope estimates, it would have actually shut down the fishery 
completely probably sometime in late February or early March, which would be in time for the 
spawning season closure.  It would be timed pretty closely with that.  Part of the issue is that the 
fishermen would rather be able to fish some pots in January and February when they don’t have 
many other fishing options and be closed in some of the fall months where they do have other 
things that they can do. 
 
The idea was to allow them to switch to a different fishery when they have options and then let 
them go back and fish some pots but close in time for the spawning season.  The idea was, well, 
should the quota then be increased such that by December 31st there was more than a hundred 
thousand pounds left of the quota; that there would be pot closure, and then they would just 
continue fishing like we’ve been doing all along until the quota was met and then you shut the 
season down. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Just a question to you, Brian; I can’t remember whether, when I talked to Tom, 
he suggested that we not have trip limits and just go with this option; is that what you said? 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Yes, and Tom actually did say no trip limits and that was largely because 
of the reason that Jack gave; that if they reached their trip limit before they pulled their last pot, 
they don’t want to have to dump fish overboard. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Okay, I just didn’t get that.  Other questions or comments regarding this?  Do 
you want to move on to gag or are there any motions that you want us to consider right now? 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I would like to go ahead and make a motion that we consider that as 
an alternative, the no trip limits for black sea bass. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Second. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  A motion and a second by Ben. 
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DR. CHEUVRONT:  Would it be all right for me just to give the details in an e-mail to Jack 
based on what I said or is that a problem for the record?  I described the plan already.  It looks 
like Gregg is trying to write it out. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  While he is getting that up there, I think the intent – you know, the question on 
the agenda was whether we were going to request an interim rule for trip limits, and this would 
preclude that because you’re recommending no trip limits.  The other question, then, becomes 
where would this amendment go?  Is this projected to go in the new framework amendment that 
we’re talking about? 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Yes, I think that is the intention is that we’re looking at some way of trying 
to extend the season.  We had talked about trip limits, but if we frame this framework action 
around eliminating derbies as opposed to specifically tying it just to trip limits, I think this is an 
action that fits in with that goal.   
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, any other questions or discussion on that motion?  The motion is to 
allow the pot fishery to remain open until all but 100,000 pounds of the commercial quota is 
landed and then close the pot fishery; reopen the fishery on January 1 until the commercial quota 
is projected to be landed.  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  The only question I have is with respect to a potential spawning season closure 
because we discussed that.  I know the spawning season may occur earlier off Georgia than it 
does off of North Carolina.  There is not a lot of black sea bass pot fishing off Georgia, but if you 
open it back up in January you’re going to be opening it up in Georgia on spawning fish. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  There are two parts that are not in this motion yet.  One is that the hook-
and-line fishery would remain open until the quota is caught, and the other is that if there is more 
than 100,000 pounds of the quota not landed by December 31st, there would be no pot closure. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Is that the seconder’s understanding of the motion when you made the second?  
Okay, Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Just to give a little clarification, the idea behind this is that the guys want 
the fishery to stay open as long as possible, but they also don’t want to penalize the hook-and-
line fishermen who might be out there because black sea bass are caught on hook and line with a 
lot of other species.   
 
Right now if we have an early closure and they’re hook-and-line fishing, they’re going to have to 
throw back black sea bass, which they don’t want to do.  They want to conserve the resource.  
The intention of this was to help preserve their fishery, but also not negatively impact the hook-
and-line fishermen.  I think they were trying to do that.   
 
There was consideration – I mean, the spawning season closure came from the same fisherman, 
and he was speaking as a representative for multiple people that he had spoken to.  I think we 
could probably tweak this and I think it would be agreeable to the fishermen.  I like the idea that 
the alternative was fishermen driven, and they seemed to think it will meet their needs. 
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MR. MUNDEN:  Mr. Chairman, Brian just perfected the motion to address my concern for the 
hook-and-line fishery. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  The only other thing I would add to this is we still need to keep in mind what 
other closures may be in place during certain times of the year like the shallow-water grouper 
closure because black sea bass would be encountered at that time and the vermilion snapper 
closure.  As others have said, I think we need to try to combine these closures to the maximum 
extent we can so that we – you know, when we’re kicking people out of the water; to the extent 
that we can – just because of the discard mortality they’re not out there fishing for other things 
and discarding fish that they can’t legally keep.  In the analysis I think we need to know where 
that takes us. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I think the sea bass pot fishery may be unique enough where maybe we can 
tweak it to get to what you wanted before, to get the season to end sometime into the beginning 
of the spawning season closure.  I think that may be a goal that you may want to take with black 
sea bass, tweaking the months so that you get your spawning season closure based on the 
projected closures we’re having now. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Gregg has got the motion up there, but he has got a part highlighted and 
there needs to be an edit to that.  It should read if there is more than 100,000 pounds of the 
commercial quota remaining by December 31st, there would be no closure of the pot fishery. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I’m not sure that this makes a great deal of difference, but instead of 
using the worded “landed” you mean “harvested”, right? 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Exactly. 
 
MR. STEELE:  Well, one thing the council needs to consider is that when we look at these 
quotas we use projections, which are based on historical data.  Knowing that this is possible, this 
is going to change fishing behaviors quite a bit; so using last year’s data to look at this year’s 
effort may not work out, but we would certainly look at it. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  To that point, Phil, we have sort of talked about how fishing behavior is 
going to be changed.  The thought was that because we’re assuming that in Amendment 18 we’re 
going to have the 50-pot limit, but in essence because we’re also probably going to institute 
they’re going to have to bring the pots in at the end of every trip, really the 50-pot limit is a 
maximum.  Guys are only going to able to carry as many pots as will fit on their vessel. 
 
Many of the vessels that are fishing out there really could not carry more than even 35 pots.  
There is very few that can really carry more than that.  In essence, we are instituting a trip limit.  
We don’t know exactly the size of that effect.  It is because we have instituted these other actions 
that I think are going to constrain the catches.  They’re willing to take the risk. 
 
MR. STEELE:  I guess we will find out how well this works the first time we do it. 
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DR. CHEUVRONT:  I’ll read it in.  The motion that I made is to allow the pot fishery to 
remain open until all but 100,000 pounds of the commercial quota is projected to be 
harvested and then close the pot fishery; reopen the pot fishery on January 1 until the 
commercial quota is projected to be harvested.  The hook-and-line fishery would remain 
open until the commercial quota is projected to be harvested.  If there is more than 100,000 
pounds of the commercial quota remaining by December 31st, there would be no closure of 
the pot fishery until the quota is projected to be met. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Could you repeat that, Brian? 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Gladly; allow the pot fishery to remain open until all but 100,000 pounds 
of the commercial quota is projected to be harvested and then close the pot fishery; reopen the 
pot fishery on January 1st until the commercial quota is projected to be harvested.  The hook-and-
line fishery would remain open until the commercial quota is projected to be harvested.  If there 
is more than 100,000 pounds of the commercial quota remaining by December 31st, there would 
be no closure of the pot fishery until the quota is projected to be met. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Yesterday we discussed the idea of changing the fishing year, and I’m just 
curious how this all fits in with that.  I know we talked about bouncing around on changing the 
fishing years, but we did have a discussion yesterday about a fishing year change back to the 
calendar year.  I want to be clear on where we’re going. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  The problem if you start back with a calendar year fishing year, that allows 
you to start fishing right through the spawning season, and so I believe that was one of the 
reasons why we wanted to start the fishing year on June 1st, anyway, was to avoid the spawning 
season.  The motion, the way I have it up there, would obviously continue to have the quota start 
June 1st each year, and the fishermen seemed to be okay with that idea.   
 
Their concern about having a January 1st start is they wanted something to do in winter and this 
takes care of that ability for them to do that.  They would rather have a closure in the fall and 
allow them to have a short season in winter than to catch it all up in the fall with nothing to do 
for five months like happened this year. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Well, that may address your fishermen’s concerns, but I’m not sure it addresses 
the one that ours have who want to charter in the summertime and then fish in the wintertime, 
which was the reason why they wanted to go back and change the fishing year to start January 
1st.  I realize the problems that would create, also. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  And this is just adding another option.  I think those other options are still 
there, and I just wanted this to be something that we considered and analyzed and come back 
before the council.  This is from the perspective of fishermen who are fishing for these in North 
Carolina and this was their concern.  I think we just need to discuss it in the entire suite of 
potential alternatives.  I’m not saying do this as our preferred; no, I’m just saying let’s just get it 
on the table right now. 
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MR. ROBSON:  Okay, we have a motion.  Any further discussion on the motion?  Any 
objections?  Seeing none, the motion passes, so this is added as a new alternative.  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Gregg, I have a procedural question.  Are we going to go out to scoping with this 
or just to take it to public hearing? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  That’s a good question.   
 
MR. GEIGER:  I mean, we have so much input from so many people concerning so many 
variables associated with this fishery, this seems like one of those areas that we might get input 
from the public in terms of scoping it. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  I would argue we’ve already been getting scoping at these meetings that we 
have held and the discussions we have held at each of our council meetings.  I would make the 
argument that is the scoping process and now we’re taking that input and putting it into some 
document as yet to be determined and then go out to hearings. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, anything else on the trip limit alternatives?   
 
MR. HARTIG:  I just had a question for Jack.  Jack, that 500-pound trip limit – and I haven’t had 
the time to go through these in detail and I will afterwards, but does that significantly change the 
way the fishery operates over all? 
 
DR. McGOVERN:  I think you can look at Table 5 and you can see what the different trip limits 
at what percentage of the trips are greater than that and maybe that help answers your question. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Yes, it will, thank you. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  These alternatives, this is the first time you have seen these, and some of them – 
and I’ve got them projected here – some of these are in 18, like Alternative 4 is in 18 that 
establishes a split season, and Alternative 6.  Is it your intent, then, that we would add 5, 3, 2 and 
1 to the other alternative that you just approved; do you want to see those put into a document for 
analysis? 
 
MR. ROBSON:  I think so.  Brian, do you have any input here? 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Gregg, did you say Alternative 6 is in Amendment 18, the spawning 
season closure?  I just don’t recall. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  That is what Jack and I recall. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Okay, I just want to make sure we don’t lose it. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Kate, will you check that for us, please; and if we find that either 4 or 6 are not 
in 18, then we would add them in here as well.  That would be I would assume the intent. 
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DR. CHEUVRONT:  I would like to make the motion to add black sea bass Alternatives 1, 
2, 3 and 5 to the framework document; and as a note we would add Alternatives 4 and 6 
into the framework document if they are not already included in Amendment 18. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Second by Ben.  All right, is the motion clear?  Any discussion?  Any 
objection?  The motion passes.   
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  I do not see a black sea bass spawning closure in Amendment 18. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, what is next? 
 
**DR.  McGOVERN:  Okay, next is vermilion.  The current situation is that there are two 
seasons and two quotas.  There is a 315,523 pound quota for January through June and a 302,523 
pound quota for July through December.  Alternative 2 would establish a thousand pound trip 
limit.  Again, 2 and 3 were suggested by fishermen that I talked to.  Alternative 2 was also 
suggested by the Snapper Grouper Advisory Panel when they talked about Amendment 16 in 
June 2008. 
 
Alternative 2A would reduce the trip limit to 500 pounds when 75 percent of the quota is met.  
Alternative 3 is a 750-pound trip limit that would be reduced to 400 pounds when 75 percent of 
the quota is met.  Alternatives 4 and 5 were added to try to see when the trip limit would extend 
the fishing season until the end of it. 
 
Also, this week there was a suggestion by a fisherman of a 750-pound trip limit that would be 
reduced 250 pounds when 75 percent of the quota is met, and I determined when that would be 
met as well.  Amendment 16 was put into place in July of 2009 for reference here, and Table 1 
shows when the 302, 523 pound quota would have been expected to have been met during July 
through December of 2008 and that is in September. 
 
It actually was met on September 9, 2009, so it was close to when it was expected to be met in 
July through December of 2009.  If you go down to Table 3 you see it is a different situation in 
January through June.  In January through June 2009 it would have been expected that the 
315,523 pound would have been met in June, but it was met on March 19th.  Table 4 kind of 
shows you why that happened. 
 
It shows the catch per trip for January through February of 2008 through 2010, and the catch per 
trip averaged at about 325 pounds in 2009 for those two months, but it was 800 pounds in 2010, 
so they’re catching more per trip, but there was an increase in the number of trips that it didn’t 
appear like we saw with black sea bass. 
 
We go down to Table 5.  Tables 5 and 6 show you when the quota would be expected to be met 
with the various trip limits.  Alternative 1 for Table 5 indicates that the 302,523 pound quota was 
met on September 9th.  If you go to a thousand pound trip limit, it would extend the season to 
September; for Subalternative 3A, a 750 pound trip limit reducing to 400 pounds when 75 
percent of the quota is met would result in the quota being met on October 26th.  
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Then the trip limit suggested by the fishermen this week during the question-and-answer session 
and also during public comment was 750 pounds reduced to 250 pounds when 75 of the quota is 
met, and that would be estimated to be met in the middle of November.  For Table 6, this the 
estimate of when the quota will be met during January through June 2010 and not 2009, as it 
says there. 
 
The quota was actually met on March 19th.  A thousand pound trip limit would extend it about a 
month.  If we go all the way over, you can see it wouldn’t be met with a 400-pound trip limit.  A 
500-trip limit would extend it pretty much through the whole season.  With the quota suggested 
by the fishermen the other night, 750 down to 250, that would extend it through the whole season 
pretty much.  It would be expected to be met during the middle of June.  I’ll stop there. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I’d like to make a motion to amend Subalternative 3A to be establish 
a 750-pound gutted weight to 833 pounds whole weight trip limit and reduce to 250 pounds 
gutted weight, which is 444 pounds whole weight, when 75 percent of the quota is met. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Second by David.  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  All of the boats that I know between – you know, which are the 40-footers that 
are having to run 70 miles offshore, especially in the first half of the season when the grouper are 
closed, they can’t go fishing for that.  Did they do any kind of economic value of the trip versus 
cost on this because those guys, they can’t go fishing on that.  It might work for a little boat that 
is not going far, that doesn’t have a lot of expenses, but it is not going to work at all for our 
boats. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Just to clarify, they can’t go out for that; do you mean the 750 or the 250? 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  It is just not profitable.  I mean grouper is closed, pinkies are closed, they 
might catch a few amberjack, but you just absolutely cannot run 70 miles offshore on a boat 
making seven and a half knots and catch 750 pounds and come back and even break even.  I 
mean it just doesn’t work. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, that is always the trouble with trip limits.  Essentially you build 
inefficiency into the fishery; and the larger operations lose out on it and the smaller ones come 
out ahead.  I don’t like these step-downs and I don’t think they actually accomplish a whole lot 
because by the time 75 percent of the quota is done, you’re not going to last much longer, 
anyway, and it effectively means that the larger vessels only get to fish on 75 percent of the 
quota and then they’re shut down.  That is the problem with trip limits and they get portrayed as 
the perfect solution, but they never are. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Yes, and there is a difference between the boats fishing off the coast of Georgia 
and those fishing off North Carolina.  Our boats do have to run a lot farther.  There may not be 
nearly as many of them, but they do have to run a lot farther to get to the fish.  They are put at a 
disadvantage, as Charlie said, financially if they are limited to that low number based on the 
distance they have to run and the fuel that they have to expend to get there to catch the fish. 
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DR. McGOVERN:  I looked by state the number of days away for trips that caught vermilion 
snapper and the average catch per trip and Georgia is by far the highest of all the other states.  
This is data from 2007 and 2008.  The days away are a little over six days, 6.4 days.  Their 
average catch per trip for vermilions, 1,300 pounds.  In comparison to North Carolina, they’re 
away about 2.8 days on average and their average catch per trip is 375 pounds, so it is a little bit 
different for each of the states.  A trip limit has a different effect by state. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Jack, what are those numbers off Florida? 
 
DR. McGOVERN:  For Florida 2.85 days away on average; average catch per trip is 533 pounds.  
It would be different depending on which years I picked. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  I don’t disagree with any of these comments, but, again, we’re looking for a 
range of alternatives to take out to public hearing, right? 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Yes, I believe so.  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  David brought up the point that I was going to make, so I’m fine with that.  
Charlie, to be perfectly honest, I was not – when I was crafting this, I was not thinking about the 
differences in Georgia.  I did not want to preclude – I just wanted to get the consideration.  
Thanks for pointing that out because I wasn’t thinking about that. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  I know you’re not picking on me.  Just one other point; I’ve heard fishermen 
tell me, “Yes, I can tell you exactly when I’ve got 500 pounds or when I’ve got 700 pounds or 
when I’ve got a thousand pounds.”  I’ve been packing fish for a long time and I ask those guys 
when they come in, “What have you got?”  It is never within a hundred pounds.   
 
Then we’ve got a problem of if you set a trip limit, what is the violation going to be when they’re 
20 pounds over, 50 pounds over, dump those overboard?  You definitely don’t want them 
peddling them down the street.  The only way to do that safely is try to tell them to cut their trip 
limits down even lower, which makes it more unproductive.   
 
There are some fishermen out there that can hit that number, but if you look at the whole fleet, if 
you’ve got 20 percent of the fleet that can’t count very good and you’re doing – you know, like 
my boats, they’re 20 or 24 trips a year, you’re going to run into fishery violations and then 
you’re going to run into discards.  They’re going to try to catch this trip limit and they’re going 
to – maybe if there is something else open, fill it up on something else.  You’re going to run into 
fishery violations and discard problems. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All good points.  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  I guess the question is do we have enough alternatives in the document to take 
out to public hearing, and I think we do so I think we can – we’ve had good discussion but I 
think we can probably move on. 
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MR. ROBSON:  All right, I believe so.  Again, the motion is to amend vermilion snapper 
Subalternative 3A to establish a 750 pound gutted weight, 833 pound whole weight trip limit; 
and reduce to 250 pounds gutted weight when 75 percent of the quota is projected to be met.  
That is an amendment to Subalternative 3A. Is there any discussion?  Is there any opposition to 
the motion?  The motion carries.   
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  And then direction to staff include the rest of the alternatives into the 
document would be helpful. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, I would move that we add Vermilion Snapper Alternatives 1 
through 5 to the framework document. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Second. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Motion and second by Robert to add Alternatives 1 through 5 to the framework 
document.  Is there any discussion?  Any opposition to the motion?  That motion carries.   
 
DR. McGOVERN:  Next is gag.  The current quota is 352,940 pounds and there is a seasonal 
closure from January through April.  Again, we’ve got alternatives from fishermen that I talked 
to.  Alternative 2 is a thousand pound trip limit and subalternatives that it could be reduced to a 
hundred pounds when 75 percent of the quota is met.  Alternative 3 is a 750-pound trip limit and 
a subalternative that would reduce it to a hundred pounds when 75 percent of the quota is met.   
 
Alternative 4, a 500-pound trip limit; Alternative 5, 250 pounds; and Alternative 6, a hundred 
pounds.  Then Alternative 7 was not requested by the council and I added it in just for fun.  Table 
1 shows that the 352,940 pound quota would not have been met during 2008 or 2009.  It would 
have been met in 2006 and 2007. 
 
Table 2 just shows what the landing would be with the various trip limits during May through 
December of 2009.  Table 3 is based on 2007 data when the quota would have been met.  It is 
estimated the quota would have been met at the end of November, and with a thousand pound 
trip limit the quota would have been met the 14th of December and on the 31st of December with 
a 750-pound trip limit.  I’ll stop there with this. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Well, it sounds like from the data that we’ve had that even considering trip 
limits less than 750 pounds is probably not even necessary here.  I mean, we’ve got some 
reductions that we’re getting certainly by the extended spawning season closure that we put into 
place.   
 
To reduce some of the burden on putting this framework together, I would like to make a motion 
that we remove Alternatives 4 through 7 – I’m sorry to take away your fun, Jack.  I don’t see 
why we need to treat gag, red and black grouper all together here when we’re now going to be 
able to separate them since we have an assessment and we could probably manage each of those 
species individually. 
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MR. ROBSON:  All right, is there a second?  Second by David.  Any discussion on the motion?  
Again, that motion is to remove Trip Limit Alternatives 4 through 7 for gag grouper from 
consideration.  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Maybe since they’re not in there really yet, I should have framed it in 
the opposition and say let’s go ahead and include Alternatives 1 through 3A as opposed to 
removing.  We would include Trip Alternatives 1 through 3A in the framework document 
for gag.  We have a little editing here; let me reread the thing again to make it clear:  
include Trip Limit Alternatives 1 through 3A for gag in the framework document. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Is that slight change good with the seconder?  Okay, is the motion clear to 
everybody?  Any discussion?  Any opposition to the motion.  The motion carries.  All right, 
next up we have one more item to cover. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, before we get to this, just let me tell you what we’re planning on 
doing today.  As soon as we finish this, we’re going to go into a closed session legal briefing and 
then we will recess for lunch.  As soon as we finish snapper grouper this morning, which 
shouldn’t take too long, that puts us half a day behind; so just for everybody’s information, that 
is where we are.  Then after the legal briefing we’ll go to lunch and then come back and begin 
the next item on the agenda. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I would like to introduce you all to a new attorney in our office who 
will be working on Magnuson Act issues.  She came in December, I believe, and her name is 
Mara Levy.  She has attended a Caribbean Council meeting, she is at this meeting, and at some 
point we will get her to a Gulf meeting so she can get familiar with Magnuson Act issues and all 
that.  Hopefully, she will be working with me on many of these amendments that are moving 
through. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Mara, I would just like to say thank you for helping with an issue that we have 
had with some enforcement issues in South Carolina.  We certainly appreciate the clarification 
and looking forward to working with you further. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, Kate and Charlie, are we ready?  There is a document that the people 
need to be looking at. 
 
**MR. WAUGH:  It is Attachment 26. 
 
MS, MICHIE:  As you all know, Amendment 15B was implemented around February.  That 
amendment requires several different types of sea turtle release gear.  Since then a few of those 
gear types have coming into question, their appropriateness for use with lighter tackle that is 
used in the snapper grouper fishery because several of those gear types were originally designed 
for use with the pelagic longline gear, which is typically more heavy than – the tackle is heavier 
than what is used for snapper grouper fishing. 
 
It is really three specific types of gear that have been called into question, and those are the 
dehookers, the line cutters and the bolt cutters.  The council has been asked to consider making 
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some modifications to either the specifications of the weight of those dehooking gear types, if we 
can change those in the regulations, or require them on some vessels and not others, things like 
that.  They just wanted it brought to your attention and for your consideration at this meeting. 
 
What follows here are some alternatives that we have come up with just to generate some 
discussion amongst the group.  The first one is just what is required now, and you can see the list 
right there.  As you recall, in Amendment 15B you decided to implement the requirement for all 
dehooking gear regardless of freeboard height, unlike the Gulf who has some dehooking gear 
types that are dependent upon the freeboard height. 
 
Then Alternative 2 would modify the approved specifications for line cutters, bolt cutters and 
dehookers on board all federally permitted snapper grouper vessels, so that would include 
longliners and those using rod-and-reel type gear.  Then Alternative 3 would modify the current 
gear specification component of the regulations for the dehooking and disentanglement gear to 
make it more of an appropriate size and type for whatever tackle you’re using. 
 
That is kind of the approach that the Pacific Region has taken with this.  They have specific 
requirements for longline vessels in terms of the gauge of steel and things like that that the 
dehookers and line cutters need to be built out of.  For recreational fishermen, I believe, and 
those using rod-and-reel type gear, they’re encouraged to use dehooking instruments that are of 
appropriate size and strength relative to the tackle that they’re using. 
 
Alternative 4 here would require all federally permitted hook-and-line vessels with no longline 
gear on board to have and use a tool that is capable of cutting the fishing line and a tool capable 
of removing a hook from a sea turtle.  It would require fishermen to follow the sea turtle 
handling and release guidelines.  Now, this is what is most similar to the approach that the 
Pacific has taken. 
 
Alternative 5 would require all sea turtle release gear listed under Alternative 1 for federally 
permitted snapper grouper vessels using longline gear, and it would require some other type of 
specified gear that you guys can come up with for vessels using hook-and-line gear with a lighter 
type of tackle.  That would kind of be custom tailored to snapper grouper vessels using rod-and-
reel type gear. 
 
Then Alternative 6 would track the same turtle release gear requirements in the Gulf of Mexico, 
which would make the gear required dependent on the four-foot freeboard height like they do.  I 
have Charlie Bergmann here next to me.  He has a great history with this subject, and I think he 
has presented some information to you several years ago on this.  He is here to present any 
information that you might need or have, and he has some dehooking gear types and some 
models to show you here. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Do any of these alternatives – in talking to some of the fishermen who 
have now gone out and bought the hardware and stuff that they need, the only lingering 
complaint I’m hearing from some vessels – and it’s some of the smaller vessels as well as some 
of the for-hire vessels – is that they would like to get that tire off the boat if they can.  Does 
Alternative 4 allow them to do that?  It’s hard to tell from what you have there. 
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MS. MICHIE:  Well, the tire isn’t required anymore.  I have the regulations.  There is a list of 
alternate items that you can use to isolate and stabilize a boated sea turtle.  I believe those things 
are like a coil of rope, a flotation device, maybe a cooler, something that would isolate their 
position. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Okay, where can I find that because I need to pass this on to some folks?  
Maybe I can just give you my card and you can e-mail me a list. 
 
MS. MICHIE:  Yes, I have the CFR citation right here; I can just e-mail it to you right after this.   
 
MR. HARRIS:  I think everybody has received this e-mail that Kim has sent us from Bobby 
Cardin regarding this issue.  He just commented on the six-foot devices on vessels with a low 
freeboard was a good way to knock your teeth out and creating other problems.  His first 
comment was taking out of the text – and this is in quotes – “whichever is greater” would relieve 
the six-foot requirement. 
 
Number two, “the dip net is useless when I can simply reach into the water and grab a turtle 
instead of having to untangle it from a net”; and then, three, “the turtle tether is also useless when 
I can simply reach into the water and grab the turtle instead of having to untangle it from the 
device.”  I think those are all good points; and whatever we do, we need to consider those 
comments. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Do we want to see anything related to this gear?  Any other questions?  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  If we add these alternatives; are we talking about adding them to our 
framework amendment?  Where are we going with this? 
 
MS. MICHIE:  Well, that would be up to you.  To answer your question, if you chose to 
readdress this issue, which I think is what you have to establish first – you have been asked to do 
that, but you will need to determine as to whether or not you actually want to go forward with it 
– it would need to be added to an amendment that hasn’t been through scoping yet, I would 
assume because though it has been scoped before, the regulatory changes that might take place 
under them would need to be put through the NEPA process. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Mr. Chairman, for the purposes of discussion I would make a motion that 
we add these considerations to our framework amendment. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I will second it. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  We have a motion and second by Brian.  Monica. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  And the framework allows you to make gear restrictions or changes to 
your gear modifications, so I think that would be fine. 
 



  Snapper Grouper Committee 
                                                                                           June 8-10, 2010 
                                                                                                              Orlando, Florida 
 

 224 

MR. PHILLIPS:  I would like to see the chart or a list or something over what the Gulf has got 
compared to what – so I could balance it. 
 
MS. MICHIE:  I think that is in – yes, it is in the turtle release protocol.  It is also in 15B.  I think 
they have the two alternatives so it is listed in there and on the placards, which are available on 
the internet. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  If we approve this motion, what does that do to the people who haven’t 
purchased the gear yet?  I mean, are we going to be required to have the gear in the regulations 
currently required until this is passed or is there going to be a grace period introduced by the 
agency where we don’t have to have this gear? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  What is required right now is what is in place in the regulations.   
 
MR. HARTIG:  So, in other words, I’m going to go out and spend X-dollars to have this gear 
and then after this is approved I will have to have less gear.  I say that and I will give you a little 
history.  Jack and I have had a number of e-mails in the last couple of months about this.  It 
wasn’t specifically to the changes, but it was specific to whether or not you can actually get some 
of the gear.  Some of these things weren’t available when I tried to get them, so there are 
problems out there with supply companies being able to provide this to the fishermen now.   
 
MR. BERGMANN:  Ben, like I talked I’ve talked with you earlier, anyone is able to make this 
gear themselves.  We have the specifications on them.  They’re relatively easy to make.  We try 
our best to make sure that they’re easy to make so there is compliance in their use. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Thank you, Charlie.  I really did need that on the record because it is not clear at 
all from the regulations that you can use anything other than what is in those regulations.  That 
was my problem.  There are a number of things in there that basically some of that is on your 
boat everyday.  Now that that is on the record – and I appreciate that – that will help a lot. 
 
MR. BERGMANN:  Ben, we’re always re-evaluating equipment.  We get equipment sent to us 
all the time, and any equipment can be, at some point, certified as part of this tech memo.  Any 
of that equipment can be made.  You do have a lot of it on board.  If anyone has difficulty in 
acquiring the equipment, please give me a call and I’ll see what I can do. 
 
MR. SWATZEL:  I’m just appreciative of the council willing to consider this issue.  It is a 
problem, and I appreciate it being moved forward. 
 
MS. MICHIE:  I also just wanted to point out another issue that was raised with us, and that is 
inconsistency between the protocol and the regulations.  I don’t know if maybe another 
alternative might be to simply draft the regulations in such a way that they would mirror the 
protocol, which does allow for different material types.   
 
The protocol allows for more flexibility than what the regulations currently state.  They don’t 
match, but yet they’re required to have the protocol on their vessel.  I’ve got some fishermen 
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wanting to build their gear as it is reflected in the protocol, but the regulations are very stringent 
in the gauge of steel and things like that that they have to build it out of. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I guess I have a question for Kate.  The protocol, that was in 
Amendment 15B in which all of this came through, and so is this just – well, I don’t want to ask 
you a legal question, so what we should do is look at the protocol and look at the regulations and 
figure out whether this is something internal to NMFS that the Service can simply put out 
regulations that mirror the protocol better, but I’ll want to look at the amendment to see what the 
council adopted, so we will look at all that. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  All right, we have a motion and it has been seconded.  Gregg. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  And if Monica should determine that the necessary adjustments can be handled 
through a technical change to the regulations, then it would drop out of the framework is one 
thing.  The other is are we going to make the similar argument since this sea turtle action just 
went through 15B, all that process, and we have been conducting meetings, gathering public 
input, that we have completed scoping?  I would hope so.  Otherwise, if we have to do separate 
new scoping, then that is going to delay this whole framework. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  It is my feeling or advice that you have scoped this issue.  I mean, you 
have done plenty of that and the public has had a lot of opportunity to comment and apparently 
they’re still commenting on whether this works or doesn’t work for them.  I think that you have 
completed it at least for the council purposes and probably NEPA, too, really, I think.  Well, we 
will see what kind of NEPA document is required, but we need to look into this further. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay, is there any further discussion on the motion?  Any objection?  The 
motion carries.  Thank you, Kate and Charlie, we appreciate it.  Brian. 
 
**DR. CHEUVRONT:  If we’re ready to move on, I’ve got one more snapper grouper issue 
quickly that I think we need to discuss.  I think we all received an e-mail this morning regarding 
the MSY proxies that have been used for some species with the idea that since we’re now using 
30 percent SPR as our MSY proxy for red snapper, that we probably need to go back and look at 
some of these other species. 
Some of it was discussed yesterday, but I would like to get a couple of things clarified.  One is 
that Amendment 12 to the Snapper Grouper Plan established a 35 percent SPR for MSY proxy 
for red porgy, but that was later changed to an actual calculated value in an update.  Apparently 
black sea bass now also has a calculated MSY and not a proxy. 
 
However, John Carmichael told me an hour or so ago that currently our MSY proxy for B-liners 
is using Fmax.  I couldn’t remember exactly what the MSY proxy was for that.  If that is the 
case, is it worth doing an analysis to find out what a 30 percent SPR as a proxy for MSY, 
whether that would be advantageous to do or not. 
 
We have just about reached the limit of my understanding of stock assessments here by saying 
that, and I would like to maybe get on record if somebody could help clarify that issue of 
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whether it is worthwhile to pursue looking at a 30 percent SPR as a – whether that is going to 
gain us anything.   
 
I don’t want to request something of the science center if there is not a potential for getting some 
gain from this.  Gregg just whispered in my ear that the yield at F 30 percent SPR would end up 
being less than using Fmax as the MSY proxy.  At this point I’m not sure whether we need to 
pursue this.  I know, Roy, we had talked some about this, but I didn’t know the issue about what 
the actual proxy was at that time.  Are there other species that we need to consider going back 
and looking at? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I don’t know.  I think we need to take a look at the whole deal and the 
big picture on this, as I said the other day.  I just don’t know, Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I think what has happened, though, is that what we found out this morning 
has now taken some of the urgency out of the request.  What mechanism do we want to use to try 
to look at this issue for some of the other species? I’m not sure how to request this. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I would think that we need to have some sort of regional meeting that 
involves policymakers and some science-side folks and review what we have done and where we 
are and come up with some guidelines about what we’re going to do.  It may be something that 
the SEDAR Steering Committee ought to talk about in terms of how to set something up.  I don’t 
think it is necessarily a SEDAR meeting because I don’t think it is a science issue, really.  I think 
it is as much a policy issue as anything else that ought be guided by some science. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Yes, I agree with that, I think it is a policy issue, and it doesn’t sound like 
– I mean, once we give policy, it is simply somebody taking the direction from the policy and 
doing some calculations with numbers that are already available.  At least that is the way I’m 
seeing it.   
 
I’m not sure that we’re going to need to come up with totally new things, so it would be a matter 
of tasking somebody to do those necessary calculations to provide the policymakers – or the 
policymakers need to decide what they want to do and then the science people would do the 
calculations. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, we could task John with coming up with a plan as to how to address 
this and advise us of it at the next council meeting.   
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  The next June council meeting or the next council meeting considering 
how many things we’re tasked with now for the next six months.  Yes, I think, as Roy said, a 
meeting of the scientists and the policymakers because I think it is well accepted at this point or 
at least it should be that when you’re dealing with proxies you’re dealing with an uncertainty and 
there is a policy decision to be made. 
 
When you’re dealing with MSY and you’re dealing with estimates of that, that is something we 
accept as a fact and there isn’t a policy decision to be made, so it is easy enough to just use the 
Fmsy when you have it.  Some consistency would be helpful and some guidance just to the 
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council and the SSC and the council recognizing that in some cases when the SSC does give you 
recommendations, you do make the decision.   
 
If you decide to stick with 30 percent in most cases, then that is fine.  We had a lot of these 
discussions back with the SFA Amendment and maybe dusting some of that off and seeing 
where you stand and deciding if you see a need to change any of that might reduce some of these 
discussions at each point of the way.   
 
It would seem like a good thing to consider and we can talk about how to best get the people 
together from around the region because it is potentially a region-wide issue, and certainly for 
the regional office it is region-wide to try to come up with some guidance for more consistency 
at the council level. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  With respect specifically to vermilion snapper, I don’t think we have an 
assessment update scheduled at this time. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  No, we don’t; we got the vermilion snapper assessment to the council, I 
guess, in December 2008, I believe is when it came into you.  Regulations just went in for 
vermilion. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, so, you know, it is probably time for the steering committee to look at 
scheduling an update of that, and that would be an opportunity, Brian, to revisit the whole issue 
at that time.  If we scheduled an update in 2011 or 2012 or something, there would certainly be 
time enough to have passed to justify doing that, I would think. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  And as Brian said earlier, Fmax is the maximum yield that you’re going 
to take, so an SPR level is not going to get anything in terms of putting a little more into that 
system. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  But I do think with vermilion they specified the steepness to generate a 
specific SPR value, so I’m not sure how that plays out.  We would have to look back at that. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  Yes, and certainly the steepness then affects the productivity that you 
project in the future, which affects the actual poundage you get from the Fmax F rate. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Is it possible to get MSY from an update for a species for which we don’t have 
an actual MSY value? 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  I believe that it is, yes.  I think if you do an update and some of the issues 
that stood in the way of getting an MSY estimate before led them to believe they have an MSY 
estimate that is now reliable, I think that would be acceptable to come from an update. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, a lot of the time the problem with estimating MSYs is that we don’t 
know the spawner-recruit relationship, and a lot of times that is because we don’t have enough 
spread in the observation.  If you had a real change in stock status over four or five years, you 
might be able to estimate it at that point. 
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DR. CHEUVRONT:  And, Duane, actually that is what was done I believe in red porgy. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  To follow along on that idea of sort of a regional meeting, who needs to initiate 
that? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I think this is something we ought to talk about at the SEDAR Steering 
Committee, John, because that way we will have Gulf folks there.  I think that is the place to talk 
about how to do it and when we might could do it. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  But if it has been decided that this is a policy issue, then the SEDAR Steering 
Committee isn’t the ideal mechanism because the SEDAR Steering Committee is dealing with 
the science side of the process.  If this is a policy call, then we would probably want to use a 
different mechanism. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  We could take advantage of the steering committee meeting and having 
the representatives there together to come up with a way of doing those, but I think it would be 
handled outside of SEDAR. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Is this something that we could put together just an ad hoc group of folks 
from the council to meet for a conference call or something and then talk about the issue and 
then provide direction to whoever is going to be the analyst for this and maybe keep it out of the 
SEDAR Steering Committee.  I think if we deal with the policy issues first, that will drive who 
needs to then get the – you know, what else needs to be done with the data. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I’m just thinking the SEDAR Steering Committee because it has the 
people we need to have there to talk about it.  I think there is a bigger picture even than this is 
really, one, there has been a lack of clarify about whose decision are some of these things.  We 
have decided these proxies are a policy decision, but I think there is a whole lot of gray area on a 
lot of things that it is not entirely clear who ought to be deciding.   
 
I think ultimately this really gets at the issue of characterizing uncertainty in assessments.  I think 
there is a whole mishmash of things here that if you really back away from the issue that we need 
to talk about and the steering committee might be a starting place or we could pull together some 
other group to do this, but I think we certainly need science-side people to participate in this 
discussion. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Before we get away from this, I would like to talk about the timing of when we 
will get another vermilion update, and could we suggest it being done as soon as possible, and I 
don’t know exactly how to do that. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  We could talk about that during the SEDAR Committee. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  Right now you have one scheduled for 2012?  Thanks, she nods in the 
affirmative; 2012 is when the next vermilion update is scheduled. 
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MR. PHILLIPS:  I’m just concerned about the data coming in for that, especially once we close 
some boxes and especially if we have to leave some boxes closed.  If it is possible to practically 
move that it up, I would like to see that. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  To that point, Charlie, what we don’t want to do, however, is not have the data 
that we need to get the numbers that we need; and if moving it up – and I’m not sure we can 
move it up, anyway, because of the schedule and the complexities and the other councils that are 
involved in that, but we don’t want to move it up let’s say to 2011 if we’re pretty sure we’re not 
going to have the data that we need to do the MSY. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  Yes, that is a discussion for the SEDAR Steering Committee.  I just 
remind everyone that we bumped golden tilefish and we bumped snowy grouper in the last year, 
and both of those assessments are substantially older than vermilion.  Vermilion has had a 
benchmark, an update and a benchmark, and we have some assessments going back with quite a 
few more years under their belt and more years of data.  I think that is the tradeoff the SEDAR 
Committee is going to have to make is how many updates can be done in 2011 and what do think 
are the most pressing issues. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Is there any other business?  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I just want to clarify, so, Roy, this is going to be taken up with the SEDAR 
Steering Committee? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  John, can you put this on the agenda? 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  Well, the SEDAR Steering Committee has a conference call scheduled 
for near the end of June and the primary topic of discussion is intended to be the assessment 
schedule for 2011.  Then I think we can probably talk a bit about organizing some type of 
reference points and dealing with uncertainty and risk evaluation working group of some sort 
amongst the councils and the regional office and perhaps the science center to try and put 
something together.  We can certainly do that at that meeting. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Okay, is there any other business with the Snapper Grouper Committee?  Mr. 
Chairman, I’ll turn it over to you. 
 
(Whereupon, the Snapper Grouper Committee of the Whole was adjourned at 11:50 o’clock 
a.m., June 10, 2010.) 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Thank you, Mark, I appreciate you stepping in for Mac and working through this 
complex suite of issues.  At this time we’re going to ask the public to leave the room. We’re 
going to have a ten-minute legal briefing, and then we will recess for lunch, and we will be 
coming back in at 1:15.  At this time we’re going to enter into a closed meeting.   
 
(Whereupon, a briefing on litigation was held, and the meeting was recessed at 12:02 o’clock 
p.m. June 10, 2010.) 
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INDEX OF MOTIONS 

 
AMENDMENT 17A 

 
PAGE 45:  Motion to change the preferred alternative to Alternative 1, changing from the 40 
percent SPR proxy to 30 percent SPR proxy.  Motion carried on Page 49. 
 
PAGE 61:  Motion to change the preferred alternative to Alternative 9 to use Frebuild for the OY 
estimator.  Motion carried on Page 62. 
 
PAGE 62:  Motion for selecting Subalternative 9A, ACL based on landings. 
 
PAGE 65:  Motion to look at closed area scenarios based on an 85 percent compliance rate.  
Motion carried on Page 67. 
 
PAGE 69:  Motion to change the preferred alternative for the management actions to Alternative 
2.  Motion failed on Page 71. 
 
PAGE 72:  Motion to adopt the new number three alternative in Attachment 14A.  Motion 
carried on Page 74. 
 
PAGE 74:  Motion to reconsider the previous motion on the compliance rate of 85 percent.  
Motion carried on Page 74. 
 
PAGE 75:  Substitute motion to consider only scenarios assuming compliance rates of less than 
90 percent.  Motion carried on Page 75. 
 
PAGE 76:  Motion to make Alternative 5 to allow black sea bass pot fishing as a preferred 
alternative.  Motion carried on Page 77. 
 
PAGE 81:  Motion to remove the term “non-set” from Alternatives 2 and 3.  Motion carried on 
Page 81. 
 
PAGE 83:  Motion to modify the language in Alternative 2 to read sampling would include 
deployment of gear such as Chevron traps, cameras and hook and line at randomly selected 
stations in a manner to be determined by the Southeast Fisheries Science Center in consultation  
with the council.  Motion carried on Page 85. 
 
PAGE 87: Motion to approve Amendment 17A to submit to the Secretary of Commerce.  Motion 
carried on Page 93. 
 
PAGE 94:  Motion to allow the council chairman to deem the amendment complete for review 
by the secretary.  Motion carried on Page 94. 
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INDEX OF MOTIONS (CONTINUED) 

 
 
PAGE 94:  Motion is approve the proposed rule for Amendment 17A and allow the staff to make 
changes based on actions taken by the council.  Motion carried on Page 95. 
 
PAGE 95:  Motion to allow the council chairman to deem the proposed rule complete for review 
by the secretary.  Motion carried on Page 95. 
 

AMENDMENT 18 
 

PAGE 109:  Motion to modify Preferred Alternative 3 regarding EFH and EFH-HAPC, to 
change the wording to say “designate EFH for snapper grouper species in the northern extension 
using the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council designations as proxies where appropriate”.  
Motion carried on Page 109. 
 
PAGE 114:  Motion to remove from Alternative 2 the changing of the start date to August 1.  
Motion carried on Page 114. 
 
PAGE 115:  Motion to remove the percentage allocations among the two gear types from 
Alternative 2.   Motion carried on Page 115. 
 
PAGE 116:   Motion to receive a golden tilefish longline endorsement the individual must have a 
total of 2,000 pounds, GW, golden tilefish caught with longline gear between 2006-2008.  
Motion carried on Page 116. 
 
PAGE 119:  Motion to add Action 4 as outlined below.  Action 4 is to allow transferability of 
golden tilefish endorsements.  The intent of Action 4 is the endorsement is separate from the 
commercial permit.  Direct staff to develop two sets of alternatives where commercial is just 
unlimited and where a commercial is unlimited and the trip limited. Motion carried on Page 119.  
 
PAGE 121:  Motion to remove Action 6, golden tilefish fishing limits.  Motion withdrawn on 
Page 121. 
 
PAGE 122:  Motion  to add a new alternative to read “limit tag distribution to black sea bass pot 
fishermen with valid federal commercial snapper grouper permits that landed at least one pound 
of black sea bass caught with pot gear by the control date of 12/31/09.”  Motion carried on Page 
124. 
 
PAGE 125:  Motion to remove Alternative 7 and 8 to the considered but rejected appendix.  
Motion withdrawn on Page 126. 
 
PAGE 126:  Motion to change the dates in Alternatives 7 and 8 to 12/31/09.  Motion carried on 
Page 127. 
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INDEX OF MOTIONS (CONTINUED) 

 
PAGE 127:  Motion to remove Alternative 2 as the preferred alternative.  Motion withdrawn on 
Page 128. 
 
PAGE 128:  Motion to reconsider the motion to add a new alternative to read “limit tag 
distribution to black sea bass pot fishermen with valid federal commercial snapper grouper 
permits that landed at least one pound of black sea bass caught with pot gear by the control date 
of 12/31/09.”  Motion carried on Page 128. 

 
PAGE 129:  Motion to amend the motion that would say, “limit tag distribution to black sea bass 
pot fishermen with valid federal commercial snapper grouper permits that landed at least one 
pound of black sea bass caught with pot gear by the date of 12/31/09.”  Motion carried on Page 
129. 
 
PAGE 130:  Motion to include an alternative to Action 10 to implement the ACCSP Reporting 
Module.  Motion carried on Page 130. 
 
PAGE 130:  Motion to add an alternative to the action to implement the ACCSP Reporting 
Module for the for-hire sector.  Motion carried on Page 131. 
 
PAGE 131:  Motion to include this action in this amendment to change the black sea bass fishing 
year.  Motion carried on Page 132. 
 
PAGE 133:  Motion to add an Action 12 into Amendment 18 looking at a spawning season 
closure.  Motion carried on Page 134. 
 

AMENDMENT 20 
 

 
PAGE 137:  Motion to include new Alternatives 6 and 7 under the reapportionment of the ITQ 
Shares Section into the options paper.  Motion carried on Page 138. 
 
PAGE 143:  Motion to add a new alternative for a new control date, if needed, whereby 
fishermen would need landings to qualify.  Motion carried on Page 143. 
 
PAGE 145:  Motion to direct staff to add the alternatives from the workgroup in the Amendment 
20 options paper.  Motion carried on Page 145. 
 
PAGE  147:  Motion to include another option to consider whether or not to remove wreckfish 
from the aggregate bag limit.  Motion carried on Page 147. 
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COMPREHENSIVE ACL AMENDMENT 

 
PAGE 148:  Motion to select Alternative 5A as a preferred alternative for an action to remove 
species from the FMU.  Motion carried on Page 149. 
 
PAGE 149:  Motion to select Alternative 4 as a preferred alternative under the ACL Amendment.  
Motion carried on Page 150. 
 
PAGE 151:  Motion to establish Alternative 5 as a preferred alternative.  Motion carried on Page 
151. 
 
PAGE 157:  Motion to reject the SSC ABC Control Rule for data-poor species and move it to the 
considered but rejected appendix.  Motion carried on Page 157. 
 
 
PAGE 158:  Motion that the council direct the SSC to consider the following guidance when 
considering an alternative control rule for unassessed stocks:  determination of species as 
ecosystem components and increasing of buffers about OFL for such circumstances is beyond 
the scope of assessment uncertainty and should therefore not be part of an ABC Control Rule.  
The Council believes that stock status is an outcome and not an assessment uncertainty 
appropriate to consider in an ABC Control Rule.  The council recommends that the SSC 
configure the data-poor control rule to provide a reduction downward from OFL as described in 
the guidelines and does not believe it is appropriate to start at an assumption that ABC equals 
zero. The council recommends that the SSC consider a tiered approach that differentiates 
between levels of data deficiency and takes into consideration sources of information beyond 
landing streams that may include but are not limited to prior assessments, effort trends, survey 
and monitoring trends.  Moreover, the council recommends that the SSC review, compare and 
contrast and comment on the utility of the analytical approaches for developing ABCs in data-
poor situations and for unassessed stocks that were provided for consideration at the April 2010 
meeting (such as the DCAC and Cooper approaches); the alternative ABC control rules 
developed by the council and included in current draft amendments; and the proposed data-poor 
control rule developed at the April 2010 meeting.  The SSC should comment on which of these 
approaches is most robust to unknown information and most appropriate for use in deriving ABC 
from OFL.  Motion carried on Page 160. 
 
PAGE 165:  Motion to establish an ABC Control Rule for data-poor, no P-star analysis, snapper 
grouper species where ABC equals 75 percent of OFL, except wreckfish.  Motion carried on 
Page 165. 
 
PAGE 166:  Motion to make Alternative 2 the preferred alternative.  Motion carried on Page 
166. 
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PAGE 167:  Motion to remove greater amberjack trip limits from the Comprehensive ACL 
Amendment and initiate a framework action to address trip limits for greater amberjack, 
vermillion snapper, black sea bass and gag grouper.  Motion carried on Page 169. 
 
PAGE 169:  Motion to move the red grouper rebuilding plan and associated measures into a 
separate stand-alone amendment.  Motion carried on Page 169.   
 
PAGE 170:  Motion to accept Alternative 2 under maximum sustainable yield as the preferred 
alternative.  Motion carried on Page 170. 
 
PAGE 170:  Motion to make Alternative 4 as the preferred rebuilding schedule.  Motion 
withdrawn on Page 172. 
 
PAGE 172:  Motion to make Alternative 2 the preferred for the allocation formula.  Motion 
carried on Page 173. 
 
PAGE 173:  Motion that Alternative 4 under the recreational sector is the preferred alternative. 
 
PAGE 174:  Substitution motion to select Alternative 4 and Alternative 6 as accountability 
measures in the recreational sector for red grouper.  Motion carried on Page 176. 
 
PAGE 176:  Motion to add to Alternative 6, “The Regional Administrator shall publish a notice 
to close the recreational fishery when the ACL is projected to me met and reduce the ACL for 
the following year by the amount of the overage.”  Motion carried on Page 177. 
 
PAGE 177:  Motion to select Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 as preferred for commercial 
accountability measures.  Motion carried on Page 177. 
 
PAGE 178:  Motion to select a P-star of 33 percent as the risk of overfishing for black grouper.  
Motion carried on Page 180. 
 
PAGE 180:  Motion to accept the five-year ABC levels from the Gulf of Mexico Fishery 
Management Council and applying a P-star of 33 percent.  Motion carries on Page 181. 
 
PAGE 181:  Motion to put in an alternative which is to adopt the control rule used by the Gulf 
Council SSC and establish that as the preferred alternative.  Motion carried on Page 181. 
 
PAGE 183:  Motion to adopt Alternative 2 on allocations for black grouper as the preferred 
alternative.  Motion carried on Page 183.   
 
PAGE 183:  Motion to adopt by reference the same suite of accountability measures as  approved 
for red grouper.  Motion carried on Page 183. 
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PAGE 184:  Motion to propose to the Gulf Council, in a letter, the Sector Allocation Alternative 
2 of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council be used to allocate black grouper between 
council jurisdictions.  Motion carried on Page 185. 
 
PAGE 186:  Motion to include black grouper management measures into the same amendment as 
red grouper.  Motion carried on Page 186. 
 
PAGE 186:  Motion to make Alternative 3 the preferred alternative for MSY.  Motion carried on 
Page 186. 
 
PAGE 187:  Motion to add a new alternative for MSY based on a letter from Joe Powers, Acting 
Southeastern Fisheries Science Center Director.  Motion carried on Page 187. 
 
PAGE 188:  Motion to remove Alternative 5.  Motion carried on Page 188. 
 
PAGE 188:  Motion to select Alternative 1 as the preferred alternative.  Motion withdrawn on 
Page 190. 
 
PAGE 190:  Motion to set the overfishing limit equal to MSY and the allowable biological catch 
equal to 75 percent of the OFL for wreckfish.  Motion carried on Page 191. 
 
PAGE 195:  Motion to add Alternative 11 to implement a spawning season closure for the 
recreational fishery that is compatible with the current one for the commercial sector.  Motion 
carried on Page 195.   
 
PAGE 196:  Motion to reconsider motion to add Alternative 11 to implement a spawning season 
closure for the recreational fishery that is compatible with the current one for the commercial 
sector.  Motion not voted on. 
 
PAGE 196:   Motion to not include Alternative 11 in the document.  Motion carried on Page 196. 
 
PAGE 197:  Under the management measures for the recreational sector, motion to remove 
Alternative 6 through 10 and move them to the considered but rejected portion of the document.  
Motion carried on Page 197. 
 
PAGE 200: Motion to move the whole action with respect to shrimp from the Comprehensive 
ACL Amendment.  Motion carried on Page 202. 
 
PAGE 205:  Motion to accept the offer of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council to 
manage mutton snapper, yellowtail snapper and Nassau grouper throughout their range.  Motion 
withdrawn on Page 207. 
 
PAGE 215:  Motion to allow the pot fishery to remain open until all but 100,000 pounds of the 
commercial quota is projected to be harvested and then close the pot fishery; reopen the pot  
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fishery on January 1 until the commercial quota is projected to be harvested.  The hook-and-line 
fishery would remain open until the commercial quota is projected to be harvested.  If there is 
more than 100,000 pounds of the commercial quota remaining by December 31st, there would be 
no closure of the pot fishery until the quota is projected to be met.  Motion carried on Page 216. 
 
PAGE 217:  Motion to add black sea bass Alternatives 1, 2, 3 and 5 to the framework document; 
and as a note we would add Alternatives 4 and 6 into the framework document if they are not 
already included in Amendment 18.  Motion carried on Page 217. 
 
PAGE 218:  Motion to amend vermilion snapper Subalternative 3A to establish a 750 pound 
gutted weight, 833 pound whole weight; and reduce to 250 pounds gutted weight when 75 
percent of the quota is projected to be met.  That is an amendment to Subalternative 3A. Is there 
any discuss  Motion carried on Page 220. 
 
PAGE 220:  Motion to add Vermilion Snapper Alternatives 1 through 5 to the framework 
document.  Motion carried on Page 220. 
 
PAGE 221:  Motion to include Trip Limit Alternatives 1 through 3A for gag in the framework 
document.  Motion carried on Page 221. 
 
PAGE 223:  Motion to add the sea turtle handling and release gear requirement modification 
alternatives to the framework amendment.  Motion carries on Page 225. 

- - - 
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