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The Snapper Grouper Committee of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council convened 
at the Jekyll Island Club Hotel, Jekyll Island, Georgia, Wednesday morning, March 4, 2009, and 
was called to order by Chairman Mac Currin. 
 
Mr. Currin:  We’ll call to order the Snapper Grouper Committee.  Good morning, everyone, and 
thank you for being on time and ready to go.  Everyone has had an opportunity to look at the 
agenda.  Are there any suggestions for changes to the agenda?  Is everybody okay with it?  
Without objection, the agenda will stand approved. 
 
Everyone received audio files of the minutes.  As we stated yesterday, I guess -- You may not be 
happy with the way you said it, but there’s no denying that you said it and I assume that there 
aren’t any corrections or additions or changes to the minutes.  Without objection, then we will 
approve the minutes from our December meeting. 
 
Before we get into our agenda items, Kenneth Fex, who is a member of our Snapper Grouper 
Advisory Panel, has asked for five minutes or so to address our committee.  He was unable to be 
here tomorrow to provide comments and in fact, he said they weren’t directly related to the 
interim rule issue and so I have agreed to allow Ken a few minutes to address the committee.  
Welcome.  We’re glad to have you here and thanks for your service on our AP. 
 
Mr. Fex:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, council.  I came here last year opposing the 
LAPP program because there was uncertainties and there was unfairness to it, I thought.  The 
spawning closure was a good idea, I thought, in my area.  We might switch to different types of 
fishing, black bass and sea bass and king mackerel and stuff like that.  The golden tile fishery 
opens for other people and so I thought that would be a good idea. 
 
I’ve seen a lot of opposition against that and I understand that.  The problem I have is all these 
other gear types trying to close the doors on the bandit fishermen.  I see the golden crab people 
and there’s only eleven permits of that and so I really don’t see why there should be a LAPP 
program on that.  
 
The black bass fishermen, the trappers, in my area, we’ve got a couple.  One is the Sundancer 
and he goes out there and drops his traps and then he goes offshore and bottom fishes with his 
bandit reels at night and the same thing with the Fish Screamer II.  He does that.  He’ll drop his 
traps and he’ll go out there and troll for king mackerel with his bandit reels.  These guys are 
interacting with my fisheries and doing different gear types. 
 
As for the king mackerel guys, I hear them complain that the grouper guys might start doing 
what we do.  Well, the king mackerel guys in my area, they go offshore in the morning and then 
the middle of the day, they go out there and bottom fish and catch grouper and snapper and then 
they come inshore and they sell them under the recreational limit.   
 
As for the longliners, once their LAPP program is done under their golden tile or the golden tile 
quota is situated, they go ahead and take their longline gear off and start bandit fishing.  Steve 
Shelley on the Molly D is one and the Maximum Retriever is another one.  All these people are 
sitting here wanting to close me out of their gear types, but they’re coming and interacting with 
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my gear type.  That’s why I have opposition to that. 
 
As for the longliners wanting an endorsement for the golden tile, I see that very not logical.  I 
don’t know if you know what longlining is.  It’s a lot of hooks and a lot of bait and a lot of 
discards.  Not many fish get thrown overboard and a lot are used for bait.  I really can’t see them 
getting an endorsement for golden tile. 
 
As for all that, I think if they all want to close their doors, let’s go ahead and all pick a gear type, 
the LAPP program and everybody, and then that would make my piece of pie a little bit bigger 
and then they might second guess closing me out of their fisheries and that’s what I make the 
point on that. 
 
I would like to thank the council though for -- I’ve been in these council sessions and stuff like 
that for about a year-and-a-half.  Everybody before this used to always tell me that the council 
don’t listen and I disagree with that completely.  You guys have listened to me and you’ve 
listened to Fritz on the ear bone assessments for the vermilion snapper and you listened to 
Christy Clow for the dehooking and the venting.  Even the Coast Guard has listened. 
 
At the Wilmington meeting, somebody pointed the Coast Guard guys out and said they weren’t 
doing their job and they come full effect.  They manned the Marine Patrol, so good that they 
even caught one of our local House of Representatives out there handing a bluefin tuna over to 
another vessel, which I’m glad to see you guys caught them. 
 
I would like to say that you guys have done a real good job on your scoping approaches.  I 
commend him.  He’s very brave to sit in front of all them fishermen and take the abuse 
nowadays and I would like to comment on your LAPP outreach.  I got this thing from Edge 
Research and I wrote all over it and checked all over it and I sent it in and I’m glad to see you 
guys sent that out.  I see positives to the LAPP program. 
 
Last year, Tony said that under stricter regulations that fishermen might come to the council to 
see the LAPP program as an idea.  I think under better assessments and elimination of 
recreational sales and the stricter regulations that the fishermen might actually look at the LAPP 
program as an idea. 
 
Personally, I’m going to try to see alternatives and see which way we can get this LAPP program 
to work.  I would like to work with other people on the AP to try to figure out a situation for it.  I 
see the Gulf has already voted on it.  They were under derby fisheries for years.  I read the 
National Fisherman all the time and I see now that they actually voted on it and you guys 
allowed them to do that and I commend you on that.  I commend you on everything that you 
guys have done.  You’ve very diplomatic on it. 
 
I have to say though one thing.  I’ve been taken observers out for a while, one through UNC-W.  
Kim Iverson knows about him and on my paper that I handed out, his information is on there.  
The problem that I have is the South Atlantic Fisheries Association had an observer go on my 
vessel and I thought that was great.  He was doing the bycatch and I’m all for that. 
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Come to find out that he was sponsored by you guys or whoever and that’s fine with that.  A 
comment that he had made to me on the vessel is that when he sees a sea turtle, he’s supposed to 
fill out a report and he laughed at me and said it takes too long to fill the report out and that I 
don’t do that.  That concerns me, because the longliners just got shut down in the Gulf for the 
same reason, for not seeing them sea turtles. 
 
In my experience, I see them quite often, three or four a trip, and I’m only out for two to three 
days.  That’s why I’ve left my information on that observer, Nicolai, that goes through UNC-W. 
If you guys have any questions on any of the bycatch or any of the sea turtles, which it really 
concerned me about that, I would like you to contact him and see if he’s seen any of them.  
That’s all I really have to say to the council and I very much appreciate you letting me have a 
chance to speak. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Ken.  Hold on one second.  George, have you got a question for Ken? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Thank you, Ken.  When you say the observer saw sea turtles on your boat, does that 
mean you encountered sea turtles on the hook or you just saw them free swimming? 
 
Mr. Fex:  I saw them free swimming.  I have never interacted with a sea turtle.  I’ve never caught 
one on a hook and line.  I see them all the time and I make jokes about it.  They’ll pop up beside 
the boat and I’ll say there’s fish over there.  I’m anchored up above the fish and I joke about it, 
but they come around the boat.  They’re not scared of the vessel, but I do not interact with them.  
It’s more of a visual sight. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  You think the observer is under the impression that he has to make out a report if he 
sees a sea turtle swimming on the surface? 
 
Mr. Fex:  He made a comment to me specifically about that.  He said that I’m supposed to fill out 
a report that every time I see a sea turtle and he said that I don’t report it because it just takes too 
much paperwork.  That’s what concerned me, because if he’s supposed to fill that out, that’s 
showing that the sea turtles are there, but he’s not doing it. 
 
He’s went out on several trips for the last year-and-a-half on different vessels, but if that 
information is needing to be recording and he’s not recording it, I think that caused conflict with 
my fisheries, because the longliners just got shut down because of the sea turtles in the Gulf of 
Mexico. 
 
Mr. Iarocci:  Ken, thanks for your paperwork and your presentation.  Two things.  If you could, 
just give the council a brief explanation of your fishery, boat size and how you do fish and your 
average catch.  Also, when you had mentioned supporting a LAPP program right now, you’re 
talking about for the whole snapper grouper complex?  I’m curious.  Have you talked to other 
people about this in your fishery and outside your fishery in your area?  What do they think? 
 
Mr. Fex:  On the second question, on the LAPP program, yes, I’ve talked to other people.  What 
it is, it’s like you said.  The regulations, people ain’t wanting to see them.  People are aware of 
what’s going on.  You made a comment that they’re not, but in my area, they are.  A LAPP 
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program, we understand it’s part of your catch history.  We’ve all got good catch history where 
I’m at and so we all understand that, percentagewise. 
 
If you guys would maybe get a formula together that we maybe have an idea.  I think that the 
LAPP program would work if you don’t select just individual species.  Sometimes of years you 
catch more red groupers and sometimes you catch more black groupers.  For you to try to catch a 
certain grouper is kind of hard.  If you group the species into a group of all this is the amount of 
grouper you can catch, it would be easier to catch and be less bycatch, trying to interfere with 
other fish.  
 
I forgot your first question.  Oh, it was how my fishery is done.  I bandit fish.  I own a thirty-
eight-foot vessel.  Me and one crew member go out and we go out two or three days at a time.  It 
takes a thousand dollars worth of fish for the crew to starting making money, which isn’t much.  
It’s three boxes of fish.  If I catch $4,000 worth of fish, I’ve made a good check and my crew has 
made a good check and that’s plenty enough for me for a week. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Ken, we’ll check on the protocol for the observer, because I think the observer 
you’re talking about works for the Foundation and I don’t know if they’re supposed to report just 
seeing a turtle.  I know the main thing we want from observers on turtles is we want to know 
when one is caught and comes into the boat and then we want to know where it was hooked and 
was it still alive and all of those kinds of things.  That’s the critical issue, but we’ll check on the 
Foundation program and see what we can find out. 
 
Mr. Fex:  He did make a comment to me that he was supposed to report every time he had seen a 
turtle.  That was my concern.  We don’t interact with them.  I’m up and down so quick that turtle 
can’t catch the lines, but that was my impression. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thanks again, Ken.  We appreciate it.  We’ve got a number of presentations to ease 
us into the meat of our agenda and we’re going to receive an update on the Oculina monitoring 
from Kim, on the outreach, and from Myra, I think, on the research and monitoring.  Kim, you 
can start this off and Myra can jump in when she’s ready. 
 
Ms. Iverson:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I just have a brief update on outreach activities 
associated with the Oculina Bank Experimental Closed Area and the subsequent habitat area of 
particular concern and also deepwater corals.  That’s Attachment 1 in your briefing book 
materials for additional information, but basically, we’re working now with a contractor to create 
a tabletop display, a portable tabletop display, as part of the Oculina evaluation plan, the 
outreach efforts. 
 
Included in the plan, it noted the need for such a display.  It would be portable.  It’s similar to the 
council’s display that’s out in the lobby.  It would highlight management of the Oculina Bank 
Experimental Closed Area.  We’re looking at using sort of a timeline for management.  I don’t 
have any presentation now at this point.  We’re working with a designer, G.H. Services, Karen 
Swanson, who recently retired from South Carolina DNR, to get the display up. 
 
We provided her with the files and the text and the graphics.  The display would have, again, the 
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timeline on management, some photographs of research and monitoring efforts that have been 
ongoing in the area, photographs of the corals themselves, of course, and associated fish and, of 
course, the map and regulations associated with the Oculina Bank Experimental Closed Area and 
the HAPC. 
 
The partners that are working with -- The funding for the project is through the Coral Reef 
Conservation Program and so the partners would be noted on the display.  We’ve also worked 
very closely with Harbor Branch, NOAA Fisheries Service Habitat Division, and UNC-W 
Undersea Research Center.  Those partners would be recognized in the display. 
 
It’s meant to be self-sustaining.  There would be two tablecloths associated with the display and 
so it could be used to distribute other promotional or informational materials, such as the Oculina 
Bank regulations brochures, the Revealing the Deep DVDs and also the Oculina Bank DVD that 
we reviewed last time from George Shibley.   
 
We estimate that the display will be available on June 1st.  Myra and I have been talking about 
possible uses for the display.  It can be static.  There again, at a meeting where staff may not be 
able to attend, but someone could borrow the display and have it used.  We will also have a DVD 
monitor there so we could continue to display the Revealing the Deep and the Oculina Bank 
DVDs for the display.  If anyone has any questions, I’ll be glad to help answer those, as far as 
the display is concerned, and we should have the display ready at our June meeting in Stuart. 
 
We also continue to distribute the regulations brochures.  The pamphlets are very popular.  
During the scoping meetings that were held the end of January and the first of February, there 
was great interest, of course, with the Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 1 and the 
deepwater coral habitats associated with those measures and the DVD Revealing the Deep.  We 
distributed I would say at least a hundred copies during that scoping meeting series.  It was very 
helpful to have for reporters and others that were interested in learning more about deepwater 
corals. 
 
We’re also continuing to work with Sea Grant.  As you are aware, the deepwater MPAs have 
become effective in February.  We are putting the final touches on the second layout for a 
document that will highlight those MPAs.  It will give the coordinates, maps, and a brief 
description, background information, on how those areas came into being.  That document 
should be available on our website within the next month or so and hopefully we can have some 
funding to print that document as well.  We had additional information on the Oculina Bank 
Experimental Closed Area and HAPC included as part of that document and that concludes my 
report. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Questions for Kim on the outreach efforts?  Good job and thank you.  Go ahead, 
Myra. 
 
Ms. Brouwer:  Thank you, Mac.  I don’t have very much to report.  I really only have a couple of 
sentences, but I thought I would bring you up to date on what’s been going on with Oculina 
research.  John Reed had the opportunity to participate in a cruise this past December that was 
funded by the Waitt Foundation, to do some mapping with an AUV. 
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It was one of those things where he was called at the last minute and so there wasn’t a whole lot 
of time to plan.  He did one dive in the northern portion of the Oculina HAPC, around Sebastian 
Pinnacles, and this is the area where the reef balls had been deployed previously by Chris Koenig 
and Sandra Brooke.  He also did one dive in Jeff’s Reef. 
 
However, the current at this time was very strong and the AUV had a really hard time operating 
in that environment and so the preliminary data don’t look so promising, but they are being 
analyzed for John by a student at the University of Miami.  As far as future cruises for this year, 
that is still uncertain.  There’s been talk about planning an Oculina cruise for 2009 involving the 
NURC, National Undersea Research Center, but that, like I said, is still uncertain, pending 
budget.  That’s all I have. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Myra.  Questions for Myra on research and monitoring at Oculina? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Thank you, Myra.  One of the things that we were really hoping to do, speaking for 
myself anyway, when we implemented this Oculina program was to enhance and possibly use 
this as a tool that the researchers could use to improve their chances of getting funding for their 
research in that area. 
 
Possibly for the June meeting, could you put together a list of -- I know there’s a research group 
and they’ve put together a list of research priorities and can we see that again and just see what’s 
been accomplished, in terms of what they identified as priorities and what remains?  Also, maybe 
somebody like John Reed or Andy could provide us with their opinion as to whether or not this 
program has helped them receive funding for their research, as a direct effort. 
 
Ms. Brouwer:  Certainly, I can definitely put that together.  Just so that I’m clear, are you 
referring to projects that the Coral Reef Conservation Program has supported? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  No, everything specific to the Oculina research plan.  If I might, Mac, in addition, 
Special Agent Otha Easley has provided us with a law enforcement report, which is the third leg 
of this stool, and it’s included in the emails to all the council members. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, George, for bringing that up.  Everybody should have received that as 
well.  Other questions for Myra on research and monitoring at Oculina? 
 
Ms. Iverson:  I was just going to remind the committee members and the public as well that those 
Oculina enforcement reports are continued to be put on our website, on the council’s website, on 
the Oculina Bank page.  They’re posted. 
 
Mr. Currin:  We have Dr. Rudershausen with us again.  Paul, along with Tom Burgess and some 
other folks in North Carolina, have been actively involved in a number of research projects, 
trying to shed some light on issues that affect the snapper grouper fishery and fishermen.  Tom, 
we’re glad to have you, as always.  You’re all aware that Tom is a member of our AP and Tom 
brought his wife with him to enjoy Jekyll Island.  Barbara, we’re glad to have you here, too.  
Paul, welcome.  I’ll let you introduce your two projects that you’re going to talk to us about this 
morning. 
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Dr. Rudershausen:  Thank you, Mac, for having me and thanks to the council for inviting me to 
speak.  It’s some important research that we’re doing with the cooperation of Tom Burgess, who, 
as you folks know, is a trap fisher out of Sneads Ferry.  The first thing I’ve got to tell you about 
this morning is developing a fishery independent two-step design to better survey deepwater reef 
fishes. 
 
As many of you know in the audience, deepwater reef fishes in our area are historically very 
difficult to sample and we think we’ve come upon a method, with the help of the cooperators 
here, Warren Mitchell, Jeff Buckel, Elliot Hazen, and principally Erik Williams, who is the 
mastermind of this idea, to better survey deepwater reef fishes in this area.  That’s what I’m 
going talk about first. 
 
As you folks know, there’s a couple of reasons we want to develop a better method to survey 
deepwater reef fishes, fishery dependent samples, particularly in this era of catch quotas.  They 
have limited our ability to derive any reliable assessment information for deepwater reef fishes in 
this area and fishery independent samples, especially in this era of budget cutbacks, are very 
spatially and temporally inconsistent. 
 
Of course, as researchers, we have this additional huge problem of the difficulty, due to the 
vagaries of weather and the distance offshore, of sampling the deepwater snapper grouper 
complex, things like snowy grouper and speckled hind and species of that nature.  Furthermore, 
based on our understanding, there’s no current or proposed monitoring of the marine protected 
areas that have just been created, as Kim and Myra told us about, and so one of the reasons we 
wanted to commence this work for a fishery independent approach to monitoring deepwater reef 
fish species is to apply this to the marine protected areas that have just been created. 
 
We had two goals in this cooperative study with Mr. Burgess.  We wanted to design an approach 
to monitor these deepwater reef species and this approach has a couple of steps to it.  First, we 
identify essential reef fish habitat or patchily distributed reef fish aggregations with high-end 
scientific-grade sonar and I’ll describe that sonar here in a couple of minutes. 
 
Then we acoustically measure the reef fish biomass.  The beauty of scientific-grade sonar is you 
can replay the sonar images and quantify acoustic backscatter.  We fish a subset of these marks 
either with traps or hook and line, which are the traditional gears to catch fish with either fishery 
dependent or independent methods, and then we develop a model where, as you can see in this 
graph here on the right-hand-side of the slide, where the more efficiently collected gear, which is 
acoustic backscatter -- Any boat can go out and collect acoustic backscatter and it predicts the 
traditional collected gear, the CPUE gear, on the Y-axis. 
 
That was the goal in designing the study, to predict catch per unit effort of a traditional gear, 
such as hook and line or chevron trapping, from acoustic backscatter.  Then, secondarily, as I 
told you, we wanted to apply this two-step approach in BACI monitoring, before-after control-
impact monitoring, of the Snowy Wreck MPA and an associated control area.  Please feel free to 
stop me at any point in my talk this morning, because this is certainly -- This talk and the next 
one I’m going to present builds on itself. 
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Our methods were to go out -- The bottom of these two boxes is the Snowy Wreck MPA.  It’s 
fifty-five to sixty miles, roughly, east of Southport and we sampled transects with this high-end 
acoustic gear in the entire Snowy Wreck MPA in 2007.  What we found or what we decided at 
the end of the 2007 sampling, in applying for another year of sampling last year through the 
North Carolina FRG program, was that the bulk of the deepwater reef fish biomass was 
concentrated, and this isn’t a surprise to many folks in the audience, that the bulk of the biomass 
in the Snowy Wreck MPA is concentrated right along the shelf break. 
 
What we decided to do with another year of funding from North Carolina Sea Grant is to sample 
right along the shelf break to develop our acoustic backscatter/CPUE relationship, develop that 
X/Y relationship, and also in 2008 to develop this BACI-style approach to compare the MPA 
versus the control area.  We sampled a similarly sized control area just to the north of the Snowy 
Wreck and that’s the upper two of the boxes there in the slide. 
 
Our methods, as far as catch per unit effort data, we collected catch per unit effort data in 2007 
and 2008 using an electric hook and line, 8/0 hooks, and we characterized CPUE, or dependent 
variable in developing the model -- We characterized CPUE as catch per drop of all reef fish 
species combined. 
 
Our acoustic data, as I told you, was collected with Simrad equipment.  Simrad is a Norwegian-
based company that develops high-end single-beam and split-beam sonar.  It’s fairly expensive 
equipment, but it does have multiple uses, including scientific-grade sampling.  We also used a 
transducer that operated at thirty-eight kilohertz.  
 
These photos on this slide show you the setup.  On the right-hand-side of the left photo, with the 
data sheets on top of it, is actually the $10,000 box.  That’s the transceiver itself and the 
transceiver interfaces with a laptop that provides us a digital output of the backscatter and then 
the transceiver, on the right-hand photo, the transceiver is hooked up to a pole-mounted 
transducer.  Again, for purposes of this study and for developing the model, it operated at thirty-
eight kilohertz. 
 
There’s a couple of advantages to the Simrad gear.  One, like I said, you can quantify biomass.  
That’s measured in decibels.  The Simrad gear is portable and because it’s portable, in theory, we 
can apply this vessel of opportunity concept.  In other words, there’s a lot of vessels transiting 
through these deepwater portions, including the shelf break portions, of the U.S. South Atlantic 
and they can be given this gear and when they’re transiting through there for another reason or a 
similar reason, they can turn on this gear and they can collect data and they can furnish it to 
researchers that would then apply this model to estimate catch per unit effort of some of these 
deepwater species. 
 
The other thing that you need in conjunction with the Simrad sonar hardware to develop a model 
such as this is Echoview software and what Echoview software does is it quantifies the 
backscatter coming back to the face of the transducer.  This just shows you an example image of 
the backscatter that’s being quantified by Echoview software.   
 
In the olive-shaded portion here, you can see -- This is an image from last year in the Snowy 
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Wreck MPA and you can see in the olive-shaded area individual fish targets that have been 
identified, reef fish targets that have been identified, by Echoview software.  Then that volume of 
water has been, in turn, estimated for a decibel, an amount, of backscatter coming back to the 
transducer. 
 
As far as fitting a model, again, across the X-axis of this hollow graph, if you will, is acoustic 
backscatter or more efficiently collected data.  Across the Y-axis is catch per unit effort, let’s say 
of MARMAP style chevron traps or electric hook and line or even manual hook and line.  What 
we’re trying to do is predict catch per unit effort from acoustic backscatter. 
 
We fit three different models to the data that we collected in 2007 and 2008, based on the 
appearance of the raw scatter of the data: a linear model, an exponential model, and a power 
model.  Here are the results.  AIC, Akaike Information Criterion, told us that all three models fit 
the raw data equally well.   
 
We had seventy-three data points from the Snowy Wreck MPA and the associated control area 
over the last couple of years that we fit the linear model to.  Two big trends that you’ll notice 
from the scatter data.  Acoustic backscatter, the more efficiently collected variable, was on the 
X-axis and catch per unit effort of all reef species combined with hook and line is across the Y-
axis.  The two trends is there’s high variability about the model that’s as yet unexplained.  An 
adjusted R-squared has a fairly low value here. 
 
The other thing that I’ll tell you about, the more noteworthy thing, is the significant P value.  
There’s a significant positive relationship between acoustic backscatter and catch per unit effort 
of reef species.  This highly significant P value is telling me, and the other coauthors on this 
paper, that we can definitely predict catch per unit effort of these deepwater reef species, even 
preliminarily with this pilot data, from acoustic backscatter with this scientific-grade equipment. 
 
This is a complex slide and this kind of gets at the essence of why we undertook this study and 
so let me walk you through it.  On the left-hand-side of the slide is the shelf break portion of the 
Snowy Wreck MPA, off of Southport, of course.  On the right-hand-side of the slide is a 
similarly sized shelf break portion of the control area, just to the north of the MPA. 
 
The gray circles in each of the two boxes, the MPA on the left and the control box on the right, 
the gray circles are those areas where we sampled with both gears, this quote, unquote, new gear, 
the Simrad style acoustic equipment that we quantify backscatter with, and also the traditional 
gear to measure relative abundance of deepwater reef species, hook and line. 
 
The gray circles were sampled with both hook and line and sonar gear.  The open circles are a 
larger number of areas that we only had time -- In theory, using this ship of opportunity, you 
only have time to sample with one gear type, the acoustic gear type.  The open circles show the 
utility of developing this fishery independent approach, whereby we can measure acoustic 
backscatter at a larger number of sites and then predict catch per unit effort based on our model, 
as, again, shown in the open circles.  Are there any questions on that? 
 
The second reason why we wanted to undertake this, like I said earlier, is because we wanted to 
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initiate a BACI-style approach to monitoring the MPAs.  MPAs and nearby control areas in this 
region can be compared for backscatter, acoustic backscatter, with this scientific-grade sonar 
gear.  We can use traditional metrics to compare MPAs to control areas, such as fish size or catch 
per unit effort, either of traps or electric hook and line or other traditional gears, and we can 
spatially compare MPAs and nearby control areas using the bubble plot, for example, using 
spatial statistical methods to compare the relative intensity of backscatter between MPAs and 
control areas. 
 
This just gives you an example on this slide of one comparison that we just recently conducted 
looking at acoustic backscatter of MPAs versus control areas and someone could pick up the 
torch on this and do a similar comparison a decade from now to see how the MPAs are faring in 
helping restore some of the overfished species, deepwater reef fish species, in this region. 
 
The black bars on this graph are the percent frequency of occurrence of acoustic backscatter 
from the control box and the gray bars are percent frequency of occurrence of acoustic 
backscatter from the marine protected area.  You can see we see a significant difference in the 
shape of those distributions, based on that P value, between the control and the MPA areas. 
 
The conclusions from this, early conclusions, from this pilot study to develop this fishery 
independent approach is that there’s definitely a positive relationship between scientific-grade 
echo sounding and backscatter and catch per unit effort using a traditional gear type, i.e., hook 
and line.  I do believe that further research will better explain the variability, at least about that 
linear model that I showed you a couple of slides ago, and certainly, again, in my strong opinion 
the two-step approach to this problem is to monitor reef fish abundances not only along the entire 
shelf break, but more specifically to monitor these recently created MPAs and nearby control 
areas. 
 
We’ve got a couple avenues of future direction on this project.  One is in 2008, in addition to 
collecting CPUE data with hook and line, we also collected it with chevron traps and over the 
next month, we plan to model the acoustic backscatter/CPUE relationship using this trap data as 
well. 
 
I should also tell you that we’ve recently applied for CRP funding, Cooperative Research 
Proposal funding, to refine the acoustic/CPUE relationship and strengthen this BACI-style 
monitoring, where we’re going to compare, using several metrics, we’re going to compare the 
MPA and control areas, hopefully over the next couple of years. 
 
The other big utility, and that’s why I brought up this picture again in the bottom right of this 
slide, is that one of the thinkings is, if we get the CRP proposal funded, is we can more 
efficiently identify these patchily distributed aggregations of deepwater reef fishes by sampling 
with the Simrad sonar gear, sampling a wider swath of the continental shelf break than what 
we’re currently doing by just sampling the two boxes here shown in red.  We may turn this CRP 
proposal, again, if funded, into a wider sampling across a bigger area of the continental shelf 
break.  Any questions? 
 
Mr. Currin:  Questions for Paul about this first effort here? 
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Dr. Cheuvront:  Maybe I didn’t catch it if you said it.  In talking about your model and the 
variability in there, were you able to calculate an R-squared value for that? 
 
Dr. Rudershausen:  Yes and it’s right there, just below the P value. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I can see why you would want to look to see more what some of that other 
variability is.  You’ve got a significant model going, but there’s a significant amount of 
variability that’s occurring there, things that you’re not able to explain why this is happening yet. 
 
Dr. Rudershausen:  I’m glad you asked that question, Brian, and given time, I’ll bring up this 
slide again and kind of explain that result.  I should emphasize that Simrad gear costs on the 
order of $15,000 for that gear that I just showed you in those photos hooked up to the laptop.  It 
can identify fish aggregations in waters as deep as a mile. 
 
The point is we were unfamiliar with our sampling environment and how the gear would 
function.  When we developed this model, we include acoustic backscatter, or acoustic echoes, if 
you will, that probably, in hindsight, didn’t represent reef fish aggregations.  This model, 
including seventy-three data points, includes all the original data that we collected, even if it was 
a single target in 500 feet of water that would be very difficult to collect CPUE data on, as any 
fisher can tell you. 
 
When you think about sonar gear, you almost picture a cone in your mind.  At the top of an 
upside-down cone is the boat and the sonar beam or the acoustic beam spreads out in all 
directions.  If you’re trying to fish over a very confined target, that’s going to be difficult in deep 
water.  I think the model could certainly be cleaned up if we went back, and we’re planning to do 
this, and deselect -- From including the model, deselect those acoustic marks that probably, in 
hindsight, weren’t representative of reef fish aggregations. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  To follow up with that and in looking at your scatter plot and everything there, 
you’ve got kind of a basement effect, because of a zero CPUE.  That looks like it’s probably 
roughly half of your data points or something close to that.  Your variability is constrained 
simply because it can’t go any lower and I’m wondering if there’s somehow -- If it’s possible to 
look at the model without those zero CPUE things in there and see if that can help you further 
refine what you’re missing in the model. 
 
Dr. Rudershausen:  That’s a good point, Brian, and that’s certainly a plan to do that.  Another 
model that we could work on, and we’ve collected this data on Mr. Burgess’s boat, is we’ve 
collected data on wind speed and current speed and depth and a variety of factors that will 
influence hook and line success in deepwater habitats.  Another modeling approach would be to 
run something like a stepwise regression, where a statistical software will pick out and determine 
what variables are indeed important in explaining CPUE, based on acoustic backscatter and 
water depth and current speed and that kind of thing. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Exactly.  I think that’s a great idea and I didn’t want anybody to think that my 
comments are critical of this at all.  I think this is actually very cool and has some really great 
potential applications for the future to help us to collect information on are our MPAs working 
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and exactly what are they going to do for us in the future. 
 
I really like the idea that you’re collecting your control data right up next to that MPA, because 
I’ve got a feeling that if there’s going to be fishing pressure that’s going to occur, it’s going to be 
right outside those MPAs, because people are hoping for that bleed-over coming out of the MPA 
and that’s what people are going to get.  I just want to commend you on the work that’s been 
done so far.  I’ve been very impressed by it. 
 
Dr. Rudershausen:  Thank you, Brian.  I appreciate those accolades.  I will emphasize, again, and 
to make the point more lucid, potentially, than I did the first time is that the acoustic data is very 
efficiently collected.  You can go out on a two-day trip with Mr. Burgess, an overnight trip, and 
just collect enough of these open circles where you just sample with acoustics and not the CPUE 
gear from a variety of habitats and a variety of sites and a very long swath of the shelf break.  
Again, I see there’s great utility in developing this model and refining the model, as you suggest, 
just because the acoustic data is very efficiently collected. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Ken, that was an excellent presentation.  I’m very curious as to -- You said the cost 
of the gear was about $15,000, including the transducer, I guess.  That’s not a lot for a 
commercial fisherman to spend on sonar gear for deepwater fishing.  How does this gear 
compare to what Tom has on his boat at the present time?  Has he decided to change gear or is he 
still using his old gear or what’s going on? 
 
Dr. Rudershausen:  I think Tom can catch fish with his eyes closed, but I’ll let him speak better 
to that.  Duane, I believe, and then I’ll let Tom take the mantle in answering your question, but 
the bulk of what Tom catches for his commercial operations is in relatively shallow water and so 
his Furuno unit suits him just fine.  Where the Simrad, the more expensive Simrad equipment, 
comes into the greatest use is in these very deepwater habitats. 
 
It comes into use in developing this model because the Echoview software, used in conjunction 
with the Simrad equipment, can actually take a backscatter image and you can play it from now 
until the end of time and you can actually take an image such this in a certain volume of water 
and say what’s the energy, measured in decibels, what’s energy coming back to the transducer?  
So far as I’m aware, Tom does not have that at his disposal with his Furuno equipment.  He can 
see an image, but he can’t save it to a laptop computer and he can’t replay it to quantify 
backscatter. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Other questions for Paul on this deepwater sonar project?  I have one or maybe two.  
I understand fully why you selected CPUE as a variable.  I’m just wondering whether through 
manipulation of the signal or the backscatter or scaling that in some way that you have any 
inkling of hope of being able to develop a biomass estimate with this type of equipment. 
 
Dr. Rudershausen:  Mac, if I understand what you’re asking, that is certainly the hope and the 
goal, is to develop an estimate of relative biomass.  I’m not sure if you’re getting potentially -- 
You’re asking, and please chime in if you are, whether we can develop relative biomass 
estimates of individual species.  If you’re asking the second question, that gets much more 
sticky, because we’ve used a single beam piece of equipment here. 
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A split beam Simrad gear, which is now called an EK60 instead of an ES60, allows you to 
resolve individual fish targets, i.e., identify a fish target that’s either on axis or somewhere on the 
side of the cone.  When I say resolve that, it can interpolate that target and where it is in the cone 
and estimate size, based on where it is in the cone.  We can start getting at whether it’s an 
Epinephelus grouper or a red porgy or things like that with the split beam technology.  Just to 
develop this model, we used single beam technology. 
 
Mr. Currin:  No, I was pretty sure that you wouldn’t be able to get down to species on them, but 
just relative biomass was my question.  My other question, Paul, is do you have the ability to 
change, modify, enhance, degrade, if you so choose, the signals, the digital signals?  Do you see 
what I’m getting at?  I’m not sure exactly how to ask it, but just modify those signals to give you 
additional information or different information once you have it on a computer? 
 
Dr. Rudershausen:  That’s a great question, Mac.  You can modify the signal any way you want 
and so I’m glad this slide is still up, because let me just talk about that for a moment.  We can 
take this olive-shaded area and right now, the olive-shaded area is giving us the acoustic 
backscatter from 0.25 to 5.25 meters off the bottom.  You might say why did we pick 0.25 
meters and it’s because there’s something very critical when you’re estimating acoustic 
backscatter, as some of you in the audience I’m sure know, called the acoustic dead zone. 
 
If you sample from zero meters off the bottom, i.e., from the bottom itself, from the mud/water 
interface to a certain depth off the bottom, then some of the returning echo is going to be the 
bottom itself and so we need to have that 0.25 meter -- See that really thin black line between the 
red and the olive there and we need to have that little line there to compensate for the acoustic 
dead zone. 
 
Then that olive-shaded area could go up ten more meters, if we’re most interested in something 
like vermilion snapper, which apparently are known to undertake diurnal migrations somewhere 
up in the water column a little ways, or we could restrict it to the bottom let’s say two meters of 
the water column, so we go from 0.25 to 2.25 meters off the bottom. 
 
What we felt as an initial approach would be good, to not exclude any potential reef fishes, was 
to go from 0.25 to five meters off the bottom, meaning roughly about fifteen feet, but certainly 
we could rerun the model with a variety of different depths off the bottom and by arbitrarily 
eliminating those echoes that we felt, in hindsight, weren’t representative of reef fish and things 
of that nature. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you.  Other questions for Paul? 
 
Ms. Merritt:  I don’t have a question, but just to compliment you.  I really feel strongly that the 
work that you all are doing on a cooperative basis and having people such as Tom giving his 
time and equipment to do the research is so important, from an accountability standpoint, when 
we put in any protected areas, that we have that accountability to know whether or not what 
we’re doing is right and what direction we may want to take in the future, if any.  I really 
appreciate it and thank you. 
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Mr. Currin:  Paul has got another project that he’s going to tell us about that he and Tom have 
been working on, looking at discard mortality of black sea bass. 
 
Dr. Rudershausen:  My second talk this morning is going to be discussing our attempts to refine 
the discard -- This is an entirely discreet topic as opposed to the last talk.  It’s talking to you 
about refining the discard mortality rate of black sea bass using a two-step tagging approach 
developed by some folks at Mote Marine Lab and also with the help of a model developed by 
John Hoenig, who is a statistician at the Virginia Institute of Marine Science.  Again, this work 
was conducted with the help of Tom Burgess and funded by North Carolina Sea Grant as well. 
 
We had one main objective in this study and there’s some sidebars that certainly came out of this 
work.  We’re in the latter stages of concluding it and I’ll talk about some of those sidebars and be 
happy to answer any more questions at the end of my talk about those, but the core objective in 
this research was to determine whether the 15 percent assumed discard mortality rate for black 
sea bass that’s currently used for assessments is a realistic rate or not. 
 
There’s a couple of reasons why I wanted to undertake this study and not only because black sea 
bass is a very important reef species in this region, but because prior research, including by 
ourselves, and when ourselves, it’s me and Jeff and Buckel and Erik Williams, indicating that 
black sea bass discard mortality rates differed substantially where we’re talking about between 
an immediate rate ship-side or a model-delayed rate. 
 
There’s two little bits of data here.  The top-half of the slide shows data that we published for 
black sea bass that were hooked between nineteen and seventy-one meters deep, an immediate 
rate of discard mortality of 4 percent, that is just observed ship-side and a model-delayed rate 
much, much higher.  That model-delayed rate assumes that all fish with obvious pressure trauma, 
like a stomach coming out of the mouth, go on to die after release. 
 
For black sea bass that were trapped, the bottom half of the data on this slide, we observed a very 
low immediate discard mortality rate of 0.9 percent, i.e., less than 1 percent, but then, again, if 
we estimated that fish with obvious barotrauma go on to die, that rate of discard mortality tripled 
to 2.5 percent.  Again, dramatically different rates of discard mortality where we’re talking about 
immediate or delayed rates. 
 
At the end of these publications, we were still confused with regards to black sea bass as to what 
the delayed effects of gear trauma and pressure trauma and predation might be in influencing the 
discard mortality rate for this species, among others. 
 
Here is the two-step approach to estimate discard mortality of black sea bass, or any other reef 
species for this matter, given that you’ve got enough recapture data.  I’ll talk more about that 
here in a second.  In the first step, fish are tagged and assigned a certain release condition.  In the 
second step, we use tag returns to estimate the relative survival of fish in increasingly greater 
compromised conditions and poor conditions relative to fish in the best condition.  This relative 
survival rate is estimated just with this equation, the simple algebraic equation at the bottom of 
the slide.  I can certainly elaborate more about the model if you so choose at the end of the talk. 
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There’s a couple of critical assumptions to the tagging model and the most critical of those is that 
fish in the best condition -- When we throw back fish at the side of the boat, we’re calling some 
of those fish in our best condition and those fish are assumed to survive 100 percent of the time. 
 
A couple other assumptions about the model is that there’s the same survival rate of fish in 
various release conditions and we’re calling this period of recovery a period of days.  The 
catchability, reporting rate, and tagging effects furthermore are assumed equal amongst fish in 
these different release conditions. 
 
Our methods were to fish over the last couple of years using, on Mr. Burgess’s boat, a variety of 
different gear types, traps and hook and line, electric hook and line.  We worked in Onslow Bay, 
North Carolina.  We marked fish with internal anchor tags.  We recorded fish length, the 
presence or absence of pressure trauma, the presence or absence of hook trauma, and we scored 
immediate release condition. 
 
Here are the release scores.  There’s five of them.  A release score of 1A is a release score that 
we give to fish in the best condition that we’re assuming survive 100 percent of the time.  These 
fish had no obvious hook or pressure trauma and swam down vigorously.  A score of 1B is a 
black sea bass that had obvious hook or pressure trauma but still swam down vigorously, 
regardless of that trauma. 
 
A fish in Condition 2 swam down slowly.  A fish in Condition 3 was alive, but floated to the 
surface and a fish in Condition 4 was obviously dead.  In the cases of scores of 1A, 1B, and 2, 
we’re assuming that those fish survived.  In the cases of 3 and 4, we assume that those fish died, 
as we have assumed the same things in past studies.  I’ll talk more about that in a second, the 
validity of those assumptions. 
 
I should tell you that selecting a depth range over which to work for any reef fish tagging study, 
including this one, if you’re going to mark -- If you’re going to do a mark recapture study of reef 
fish in this region, it’s really important to do a mark recapture study over a very narrow depth 
range, because you need to separate the declining fishing effort, the inherently declining fishing 
effort, as you move offshore with increasing greater rates of pressure-related trauma as you angle 
fish from deeper waters. 
 
To make that separation, we chose a very narrow depth range, which is only a swath about six to 
eight miles wide in Onslow Bay, and this depth range is ninety-five to 110 feet, i.e., twenty-nine 
to thirty-four meters.  Fortunately, for our purposes, black sea bass are really abundant over that 
range and they exhibit a really wide variety of release conditions. 
 
Here are the results as far as black sea bass tag returns through the end of last month.  Like I 
said, we’re just about finished tagging black sea bass.  We’ve tagged just over 3,000 individuals.  
650 have been returned once, 105 twice, and ten fish have been returned three times, for a return 
percentage of 25 percent. 
 
I should tell you that if you get a return percentage for a reef fish tagging study of 25 percent that 
you’re doing really well and the black sea bass is an ideal species to work with to apply this 
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tagging model and I think to some degree is a surrogate or a representative of the behavior over 
similar depths of how other serranids might fare when they’re caught and released, again, with 
the caveat being if you’re working between twenty-nine and thirty-four meters. 
 
I should just tell you that we have tagged other fish and we hoped for a better return rate and so 
we’ve tried to apply this tagging model to estimate discard mortality rates of other reef species 
shown in the left-hand side of this table: red porgy, white grunt, vermilion snapper, gray 
triggerfish, and red grouper.  The return percentage in the right-hand column of this table is 
really low and so that’s really hindered our ability to develop tight confidence intervals around 
our discard mortality estimates for these other reef species.  I’m just going to be talking about 
black sea bass this morning. 
 
Here now are our relative survival rates of black sea bass in increasingly more compromised 
conditions across the X-axis of the slide compared to the best release conditions, compared to the 
1As, which we’re assuming survive all the time.  You can see these are relative survival 
estimates, plus or minus 95 percent confidence intervals.  There’s a 73 percent survival estimate 
for fish in Condition 1B, a 64 percent survival estimate for fish in Condition 2, 11 percent 
survival estimate for fish in Condition 3, i.e., your floaters, and fortunately, all the fish that we 
thought died have gone on to die.  We haven’t got any fish in Condition 4 back yet, which, like I 
said, is somewhat of a good thing, because you’re hoping you can observe death when it 
happens. 
 
This slide shows you the relative survival rates compared to fish in Condition 1A on the left-
hand side of the graph just for pressure traumatized fish and on the right-hand side of the graph 
just for hook-traumatized fish.  Recall that I told you earlier that a bunch of folks, including 
ourselves, assumed in the past that all fish with obvious pressure trauma go on to die after 
release. 
 
In contrast, what the model results are telling us, at least, again, over twenty-nine to thirty-four 
meters and talking about black sea bass, that the majority of fish with obvious pressure trauma 
survive after release.  This is for pressure-traumatized fish, whether we’re talking about the 1Bs 
or the 2s or the 3s, that the majority of them are surviving after the release over our depth range.  
I have a caveat and I’ll be happy to answer other questions, but we are venting these fish, but I 
can talk more about that, if you’re interested, at the end of the talk. 
 
On the right-hand-side of the slide, in contrast, for fish that are obviously hook traumatized, gill 
hooking, gut hooking, eye hooking, these fish are not surviving, in the majority of cases.  The 
majority of these fish are dying after the release and there’s only a 16 percent survival rate. 
 
Recall that I told you earlier that we assume that all black sea bass in Conditions 3 or 4, the 
floaters, die after the release.  How valid an assumption is this?  So far in the course of the study, 
we’ve collected and tagged and released 206 fish in Conditions 3 and 4.  Computed from the 
tagging model, we are seeing a small, but significant, fraction of these fish going on to live after 
the release and the significant chi-squared test statistic at the bottom of the slide is telling us that 
the assumed and the observed ratios of living to dying fish differs significantly from each other.  
We’re seeing a small, but significant, fraction of bass that are floating still live after the release. 
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Also recall that I told you earlier that we assume that fish in Condition 1 or 2 are living after 
release.  This is a bigger deal than the previous slide, because so many studies and so many of 
the fish out of the thousands of fish that we’ve observed out of the lab over the last roughly half-
decade of work on this issue, between sixty and 130 feet, so many of these thousands of fish that 
we’ve observed are swimming down after release and so is that a valid -- Just because a fish 
swims down, is this is a valid proxy for survival? 
 
So far in the course of this study, we’ve tagged just over 3,000 black sea bass that are in 
Condition 1 or 2, but computed from our tagging model, the bottom row of data in this table, 
we’re seeing a large fraction -- In that bottom right-hand cell, we’re seeing a large fraction -- Not 
a large fraction, but we are seeing a fraction of these fish go on to die after the release.  Again, 
like the previous slide, the assumed and the observed or the computed data differ significantly 
from each other, based on this chi-squared test statistic. 
 
This is a thick slide, but there’s really only some important parts and I’ll walk you through it.  
Over roughly the last half-decade, we’ve collected six datasets on black sea bass discard 
mortality.  I’m now looking at the left-hand column of the data of the table.  Two datasets have 
been collected with electric hook and line, the top two rows of data, and two with manual hook 
and line and two with traps, at the bottom left there. 
 
The depth of capture is the second column in the table.  The depth varies widely.  It’s twenty-
nine to thirty-two meters deep for electric hook and line and twenty to thirty meters deep for 
manual hook and line and twenty-one and thirty-one meters for trapping. 
 
In the body of the table are black sea bass released in the sample sizes of black sea bass released 
in these various release conditions, 1A, 1B, 2, 3, and 4.  Now, applying the results from our 
tagging model is the meat of the table on the right-hand column, the discard mortality percentage 
for black sea bass. 
 
A couple of things stick out at me here.  One is the discard mortality percentage depends on the 
gear and it also depends on the depth.  What I’m telling you is we see huge ranges in the discard 
mortality percentages, 22 and 34 percent for electric hook and 12 and 25 percent for manual 
hook and line and 2 and 25 percent for traps.  Again, it’s depending on gear type and depth. 
 
This result here on this graph isn’t surprising, because almost all the studies that I’ve read and 
that you folks know about in this room equating rates of discard mortality of reef species in 
depth shows that there’s a positive relationship and using those six datasets that I just showed 
you in the last slide, this is no exception for black sea bass.  We see a positive and highly 
significantly trend between percentages of discard mortality and depth of collection. 
 
Now, recall that I told you that the most critical assumption of the model is that we’re assuming 
all fish in the best release condition go on to survive after release.  What we’ve done is we’ve 
contracted with a scuba diver to observe predation, roughly, and we’ve got more data just 
recently to continue this work, to estimate predation rates on fish in Condition 1A, the best 
condition fish. 
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He has observed predation on the order of roughly 10 percent.  What we do then is if we have -- 
For a talking point right now, if we have a 10 percent rough predation rate on fish in the best 
release condition, is the revised discard mortality percentage for each of the six datasets that I 
presented a couple of slides ago -- That revised discard mortality percentage needs to be adjusted 
upwards. 
 
I’m now looking at the right-hand column of data.  The old discard mortality percentages is in 
the second column from the right and the revised is in the right-hand most column.  The revised 
percentage, based on this 10 percent predation on 1As, is now 30 and 40 percent discard 
mortality rate for electric hook and line and 21 and 33 percent for manual hook and line and 12 
and 32 percent for trapping.  Again, depending on gear type and depth of capture. 
 
I should also tell you that over the course of our sampling there’s what appears to us to be certain 
fishing practices in depths where we can dramatically reduce waste and the one caveat about this 
slide, this table of data, is that this doesn’t factor in changing fisher behavior with changes in 
regulations.  Certainly if a fisher goes out and catches a trap full of sublegal fish or hook and 
lines a dozen sublegal fish, he or she is going to change their behavior based on that experience, 
but all other things being equal, here is the percentage of dead discards as a percentage of the 
entire black sea bass catch for the six datasets that I talked about over the last couple of slides. 
 
The top two datasets here are electric hook and line.  They differ only in the hook size, 5/0 j-
hooks and 3/0 j-hooks, respectively.  The middle two rows of data are manual hook and line 
collected with 3/0 hooks and the bottom two rows of data are black sea bass data that’s been 
collected with a regulation trap and that is having full inch-and-a-half mesh with a two-inch back 
panel and the bottom row of data is the full two-inch trap that some folks out of Sneads Ferry 
and Southport elect to use. 
 
This really shows -- One of the outstanding trends that I want to tell you about here is it really 
shows the size selective nature of trapping relative to hook and line.  In the right-hand column of 
data in this table, if you look at dead discards as a percentage of the entire black sea bass catch, it 
varies widely for electric hook and line.  In fact, in the second row of data there, we see a 20 
percent dead discards compared to the entire catch and it also is fairly high for manual hook and 
line. 
 
Then when we go down to our trapping, we see there’s a strong size selective nature of the traps, 
where fishers can maximize their harvest of legal fish and minimize their harvest of sublegal fish 
based on this trap mesh size.  For the regulation trap, we’re seeing a 0.3 percent of dead discards 
compared to the entire catch and for the full two-inch trap, it’s 0.1 percent. 
 
The preliminary conclusions from this point in our study is that pressure trauma does not appear 
to be a reliable proxy for mortality, as has been previously assumed.  We’re seeing the majority 
of pressure-traumatized black sea bass at least between ninety-five and 110 feet survived after 
the release.  Submergence success does not appear to be a reliable mortality proxy either.  We’re 
seeing a large fraction of fish that swim down after the release go on to die, at least according to 
computations from the tagging model.  The big take-home message for you folks is that the 
observer coverage and the discard mortality rate that’s applied to black sea bass needs to be 
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depth and gear specific.  I’ll take any questions. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Paul, very much. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Paul, thank you for that and thanks for this work.  This is extremely important and 
very, very interesting and thank you.  My question -- I actually have two, if you’ll indulge me, 
Mac, or I’ll take them in turn after the other people ask.  I drew a conclusion that because you 
didn’t differentiate and talk about the different sizes of the fish that were released and tagged that 
there’s no difference in mortality between smaller fish and larger fish. 
 
Dr. Rudershausen:  That’s an excellent question and I’m about to tackle that over the course of 
the next month and one of my concerns when I tackle that is of these roughly thousand people 
that have called in this toll free site saying I’ve caught a tagged black sea bass, there’s a large 
fraction of those individuals that have not cut a tag off a sublegal fish.  They’ve just taken the 
sublegal fish and thrown it back with the tag intact and saying that I caught a sublegal fish and I 
didn’t record the tagging number. 
 
I think one of the dangers is there’s probably an inherent size bias to people reporting actual tag 
numbers as opposed to just telling me that they caught a tagged fish and they threw it back with 
that recorded number.  We can run that data through the model and see if there’s a size-based 
component to survival of different sizes of black sea bass compared to other sizes, but there is an 
inherent danger there, based on fisher behavior when confronted with a sublegal fish with a tag 
in it. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  When you have the divers go down and observe the discard mortality on the 
bottom, have they observed any or do they observe any predatory mortality associated with other 
fish eating fish that are not perfectly healthy? 
 
Dr. Rudershausen:  That’s a good question and so I’m going to provide probably a longwinded 
answer.  The short answer is we believe most of the predation happens in the water column by 
probably two species.  One is amberjacks, at least in our region, and the other is king mackerel. 
 
What we’ve proposed to do, because we think most of the predation occurs as the fish is 
attempting to get back down to the reef, is put a diver on the bottom and catch fish in 1A, or 
assume they’re 1As, and force them back -- Not force, but assist them back to the bottom in a 
trap.  Once they’re at the bottom, release them from the trap and then have the diver commence 
his observation by looking at fish to make sure they’re not picked off when they’re on the 
bottom, because that component of them getting back down to the bottom has been taken care of 
by us assisting them back down to the bottom.  I’m not sure if that answered your question. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Yes, it does and thank you again for this excellent, excellent work.  I appreciate it. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Thank you, Paul.  I guess George covered a couple of the things that I had to 
question, but one more would be on bycatch.  You had listed some other species earlier that you 
collected information on, but I didn’t see in there any squid and I understand that that has been a 
bycatch and although that’s not part of our management, I was just interested if there were other 
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species that you noticed as bycatch and then the other question has to do with the deployment of 
the traps.  Were these traps done singly or in multiples and was there any difference in how that 
was done in retrieval? 
 
Dr. Rudershausen:  This study, Rita, didn’t look into bycatch.  We’ve conducted a trap study 
with Mr. Burgess that’s already been published in the North American Journal of Fishery 
Management and there’s an online PDF of it at the North Carolina Sea Grant website, where we 
characterize bycatch over the typical depths that Mr. Burgess works in Onslow Bay, roughly 
sixty to seventy feet.  All the bycatch is listed there.  There was no squid bycatch.  There was 
some octopus. 
 
This is not bycatch.  This is directed, us hook and line targeting fish, reef fish, with hook and line 
for capture and release to try to get a discard mortality estimate.  This has nothing to do with 
bycatch.  This is other targeted species with hook and line that we tried to develop discard 
mortality estimates for, but we can’t at this point in time, because the return percentage is so low 
compared to black sea bass. 
 
Mr. Iarocci:  Thank you, Paul, and thank you for the great work.  In noticed in your study it says 
that the depth and gear is very important and I’m curious.  In other fisheries, the variable hauler 
speed comes into play a lot coming out of the deeper water and I’m curious of the speed or did 
you do any studies on the variable speed, where if you pulled them up fast you would blow them 
out or the slower hauler speed?  I’m curious about that. 
 
Dr. Rudershausen:  That’s a great question and one of the advantages I have and one of the 
questions I have for my cousin, who is the person working with this and scuba diving -- He uses 
a rebreather and he is from Chicago and does very deepwater diving and his contention, I 
believe, is that it doesn’t matter and it doesn’t matter because let’s say you have a trap that 
retrieves a fish at a rate of a meter a second and you’ve got another trapper that retrieves a fish at  
a rate of 0.1 meter per second, only ten times as fast. 
 
To overcome pressure-related trauma, you would need to retrieve a trap -- From a hundred feet, 
you would need to retrieve that trap over the course of several hours, almost like you’re a scuba 
diver coming up from the bottom, or a greater fraction of an hour.  It’s not realistic to have that 
kind of retrieval time and I think the difference in retrieval times that might be between boats 
would not -- In my strong opinion, and I think the opinion of my cousin, it would not have any 
bearing on rates of pressure-related trauma for these fish. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I may have missed this, but you vented fish, correct?  In your view, has venting 
increased their survival probabilities? 
 
Dr. Rudershausen:  No, venting does not increase it and I was shocked to do that analysis, Roy, 
about a week or so ago, in advance of giving this talk, because in Fisheries, the most recent 
issue, there was a meta analysis just conducted that determined that venting -- The overall 
conclusion was that venting did not work for animals with physoclistic bladders.  Physoclistic 
means there’s inefficient gas change between the swim bladder and other tissues of the body. 
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What we had at our disposal here, Roy, is roughly 220 fish where we tagged them and we 
inserted our internal anchor tag into the belly of the fish and in my strong, an internal anchor tag 
is a de facto form of venting.  You can hear the gas come out of the belly, because the bladder is 
ruptured and gas is spilled into that abdominal cavity. 
 
We tagged the fish once and we assign a release condition and we put them back.  220 fish have 
been caught been by us when we’re on an associated research trip a second time and then re-
released.  We’ve got two release codes for those same fish and what we can do is some relatively 
elementary statistics at this point in time and compared the median release scores between fish 
that have been caught a first time and assigned a release score and those same individuals that 
have been assigned a second release score after their capture, but not tagged a second time, and 
then re-released. 
 
We’re finding that the fish that are captured the second time and not vented have a more 
favorable release score.  That is, a higher survival probability than fish that are captured and 
released the first time.  That’s my preliminary take, again, with a strong caveat being over this 
depth and with this species. 
 
I do think venting, based on my preliminary observation of venting some snowy grouper in 400 
feet of water, there’s no way a snowy grouper could get down in 400 feet of water unless you’ve 
depressurized it.  That’s a different beast altogether. 
 
Mr. Harris:  My first question was regarding the venting and you said you had floaters and I 
wondered if those floaters had been vented and still floated.  That’s the first question. 
 
Dr. Rudershausen:  Yes. 
 
Mr. Harris:  The second question is the release technique.  When we caught and tagged black sea 
bass in the early 1970s along the coast of Georgia, we tagged over 5,000 of them.  If we tagged 
them and then we started them down headfirst and kind of gave them a little shove, they seemed 
to do better than if you just tossed them overboard and they had a chance to belly up.  Did you 
have a certain release technique or did you just toss them overboard? 
 
Dr. Rudershausen:  We just tossed them overboard, probably similar to a typical Paul practice or 
a typical Tom practice or a typical commercial or recreational fisher practice.  I think that’s the 
typical thing, is to thrown them overboard.  I didn’t really notice any trend.  What I tried to do is 
you can kind of top load this data, if you will, to say let’s assume, for the sake of argument, that 
the average fisher takes five minutes to process a fish.   
 
We catch it and it’s just on the deck and throw it back and these fish are very hearty and I held 
some fish on the deck for upwards of fifteen minutes and you throw them back and they still 
swim down vigorously.  At least they survive according to that shipside behavior.  Whether they 
do long term is a different question altogether, but the floating versus non-floating doesn’t 
appear to be dependent on -- At least it my observations, it doesn’t appear to be dependent on 
how they’re treated either in the ship or as they’re being thrown back. 
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Mr. Harris:  Thank you.  I think that’s important and the other thing you didn’t say anything 
about the size of the fish and I know that black sea bass are probably the heartiest fish that we’ve 
ever tagged out there.  Their survival seems to be much greater than the survival rate of any other 
species of reef fish that we’ve tagged off the coast of Georgia.  You didn’t say anything about 
the size and did you collect any data on size? 
 
Dr. Rudershausen:  Yes, we did collect data on size and we’re tagging sublegal and legal fish, 
but due, again, to this gentlemen’s question about is there is size-based component to survival, 
relative survival, based on size of bass, it’s kind of a sticky issue to get into right now, because of 
there’s a lot of sublegal fish that weren’t called in as far as a tag return because that information 
wasn’t recorded, but yes, we tagged all sizes of black sea bass. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Just one other observation.  You don’t seem to have a whole lot of barracuda, which 
is what we have here, and they seem to be much more aggressive at feeding on tagged and 
released fish than amberjack and king mackerel, at least off of our coast.  The last thing I would 
say is I just want to introduce Rick Robbins, who is the Chairman of the Mid-Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council, and has come in.  Rick, welcome, and we’re glad you’re here. 
 
Mr. Robbins:  Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.  If I may just offer my thanks for your 
hospitality today.  It was nineteen degrees when I left Virginia this morning and I very much 
appreciate you receiving a displaced snowbird in your company.  Greetings on behalf of the Mid-
Atlantic Council and thank you. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Thank you and welcome.  Mac said it was thirty-one degrees here and so not that 
much difference.  Anyway, that’s all I have, Mr. Chairman, and thank you. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you and, Rick, welcome. 
 
Dr. Laney:  In defense of the council chairman, Mr. Harris, Paul, I will note that we have -- At 
least we haven’t collected data on the phenomenon, but when we spike our tagged striped bass 
down headfirst upon release, they seem to be able to kick down better than the ones we just toss 
over, Duane.  Maybe there is something to that.  The question to you, Paul, is do you want to 
speculate on why the return percentages for those other species are so much lower than for black 
sea bass? 
 
Dr. Rudershausen:  I’m not even sure it’s really speculation, and I’ll let Tom chime in if he so 
chooses, but I think black sea bass, particularly in their overwintering reef habitat in this area, 
have very high site fidelity and in contrast, I think these other more tropical reef species, such as 
on this list here, move around much more, either between patches of reef within the season or 
between patches of reef among the different seasons. 
 
Mr. Munden:  Thank you for the excellent presentation, Paul.  If you would go back to I think it 
was the last slide you put up, where you had the mortality associated with a Number 3 or a 
Number 5 j-hook, I noticed here that the water depth is different by about three meters, 
approximately ten feet, and you have a significant difference in mortality.  According to this 
slide, it looks like the mortality is related to the size of the hooks. 
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In one of your early slides, you showed hook and line mortality and I think you had twenty 
meters and thirty meters and you showed a difference in mortality and so my question is, have 
you compared the two slides?  Is the mortality difference between the water depth or the size of 
the hook there? 
 
Dr. Rudershausen:  That’s a great question, Red, and there can certainly be -- The mortality 
differences between the two rows of data here could certainly either be due to hooks or depth, as 
you just discussed.  My bigger point in bringing up this slide isn’t to compare, for the moment, if 
you’ll allow me to -- The bigger issue in this slide isn’t to compare within a gear, but it’s to 
compare across gears and to say there’s certain gears -- Unequivocally, there’s certain gears 
targeting black sea bass hook and line and traps and one gear is much more size selective and 
will reduce the overall discard mortality percentage compared to the other gear. 
 
Trapping is a much more size selective beast than hook and lining and therefore, you’re going to 
have a much lower discard mortality as a percentage of the entire catch compared to hook and 
lining.  That’s the big message from this slide, is that trapping is a very efficient means to 
capture legal fish and not capture sublegal fish. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Paul, I had one on the same slide, basically.  I noticed the same thing Red did, that 
the 5/0 j-hook seemed to result in less discard mortality.  My question was, were the legal fish 
retained or were all fish caught with the 5/0 hook released or is this mortality only from 
sublegals?  Does that make sense?  Do you understand my question? 
 
Dr. Rudershausen:  I think so.  If this doesn’t answer it, let me know, Mac, but this is for -- If 
you look at this middle column of data, total number of black sea bass caught, that total number 
caught were released regardless of size.  This dataset doesn’t apply to given the current 
regulation of a ten-inch minimum size limit for commercial gear or a twelve-inch minimum size 
limit for recreational gear.  Does that answer it? 
 
Mr. Currin:  That would indicate to me then that the mortality associated with those larger hooks 
is lower than it is, perhaps, with some of the smaller hooks.  Anything else for Paul? 
 
Dr. Laney:  I guess, Paul, the one obvious question is how do you feel, after having done the 
study, about that 15 percent rate that we’re presently using? 
 
Dr. Rudershausen:  That’s a great question, Wilson, and that cuts right to the chase.  Again, the 
finding of -- This slide right here, the right-hand column of data on this slide, reiterates the need 
for more comprehensive, including potentially with this vessel monitoring system that’s been 
talked about, more comprehensive observer coverage in the U.S. South Atlantic for fisheries 
such as this, to collect three sets of data, three pieces of information: discard rate, depth of 
capture, gear type.  That essentially covers it. 
 
Really, the discard mortality rate is, again, depth specific and gear specific.  I would say apply 
that discard mortality and instead of a one-size-fits-all approach to discard mortality of black sea 
bass, we really need to apply it individually amongst these different sectors and depths. 
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Mr. Currin:  Paul, thanks very much for being here and thanks for the work you do and while 
he’s getting de-rigged and maybe George Sedberry is coming up for his presentation and before I 
let Tom Burgess speak, just to remind the council, and I’ll do my best to ask formally at our 
council session, for support for the North Carolina Fisheries Resource Grant Program, which has 
funded a lot of this work and some others as well. 
 
Apparently it’s being threatened for elimination by our governor in these tough economic times 
and I intend to ask the council to write our new governor a letter to tell her about the good work 
that the FRGs have done for our management efforts and the State of North Carolina’s as well. 
 
Mr. Burgess:  Just briefly, there has been a lot of fishermen that have switched to a full two-inch 
trap and I think the trend is growing voluntarily and I like that.  They have a choice to do as they 
so choose and I’m not interested in changing the rules, but I just bring that to your attention, that 
the lady who makes the traps for 90 percent of the South Atlantic made all two-inch traps this 
year except for one fisherman.  It’s a growing trend. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Maybe he’ll feel left out before it’s over with, Tom, or she’ll quit making the other 
ones.  Thank you, Tom.  We appreciate it and thanks for being here as well.  Dr. Sedberry, 
you’re back again and I think asking the council to generate some management regulations to 
govern the research area of Gray’s Reef and is that correct? 
 
Dr. Sedberry:  That is correct and I am back again.  I think the last two council meetings I’ve 
talked about this proposed research area for Gray’s Reef and we’re now at the stage where we’ve 
gone through public scoping and have a Draft Environmental Impact Statement and through the 
National Marine Sanctuary’s Act and with our memorandum of agreement with the South 
Atlantic Council, we go to the council and ask them to draft regulations for fishing within Gray’s 
Reef National Marine Sanctuary. 
 
There’s a lot of options there.  They can draft the regulations or we can draft the regulations for 
their approval or they can just defer to the sanctuary program to draft the regulations.  What 
we’ve done is drafted some regulations that we would to present right now for action to 
determine whether the council wants to use this draft language. 
 
Just to back up a little bit, for those of you that aren’t familiar with it -- I’m not going to go into 
all the details about the research area, because I have in the past, but I can answer any questions 
about it.  Again, what we want today is to provide the council with the opportunity to prepare 
draft fishing regulations for the Gray’s Reef National Marine Sanctuary Research Area. 
 
Gray’s Reef, as you’ve heard before, was designated in 1981.  It’s HAPC for coral, coral reefs, 
and live and hard bottom in the region.  It’s HAPC for snapper grouper near-shore hard bottom 
and our management plan was revised in 2006, the first revision since 1981, and in that revision, 
through public comment about a research area for the Sanctuary, we have proceeded to develop 
the concept of a research area that would limit other kinds of activities. 
 
I also want to point out since we’ve had a lot of discussion at this council meeting on HAPCs 
and the newly designated marine protected areas that there is some connectivity between Gray’s 
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Reef National Marine Sanctuary, which is this little tiny box here, and some of the actual marine 
protected areas and the HAPC. 
 
We have deployed satellite track drifters, the red track, in the Oculina Bank during the spawning 
season for snowy grouper, showing a connectivity between drift of snowy grouper larvae, or at 
least the water masses, through the other marine protected areas under the South Atlantic 
jurisdiction and then back inshore.  The purple track shows a draft from the Edisto Marine 
Protected Area.  That drifter was deployed during the gag grouper spawning season and shows 
that that water mass drifts back through Gray’s Reef National Marine Sanctuary and then into 
inshore nursery habitats that both of these species utilize.  There’s connectivity between Gray’s 
Reef and the other marine protected areas and essential fish habitat in the region. 
 
We’ve done extensive mapping at Gray’s Reef and this GIS map shows the boundaries of the 
Sanctuary, the four different kinds of habitats that we’ve mapped in the Sanctuary.  The dots 
indicate where we have observed fishing boats in the Sanctuary and then the ledges that are 
marked show popular fishing areas.  There’s quite a bit of fishing that goes on at Gray’s Reef. 
 
We took to public comment several options for closing part of the Sanctuary, so that we could 
have a control area to conduct research, where we could minimize other kinds of human impacts.  
As a result of that public scoping, we have moved forward with the southern boundary option.  It 
was the preferred alternative in terms of public comment and we’ve passed it by our Research 
Area Working Group and our Research Advisory Panel and the scientists have approved of this 
and it’s about one-and-a-half by four-and-a-half square nautical miles and encompasses about the 
southern third of the Sanctuary. 
 
Again, we looked at a lot of other alternatives, including one that included the biggest and best 
ledges, alternatives that -- That would have a lot of impact on the fishermen, because that’s 
where most of the fishing takes place.  We looked at alternatives that would minimize the 
displacement of fishermen and then compromise alternatives.  
 
We didn’t want to have too big of an impact on the fishermen and so the optimal scientific 
boundary was not a preferred alternative.  These other boundary options are good, but difficult to 
enforce, because they create a whole new set of boundaries within the existing boundaries. 
 
We also looked at different quadrants of the Sanctuary, which would simplify enforcement, 
because we could use two existing boundaries, but those did not contain enough of the habitat to 
set up replicate experiments and so for scientific reasons, those were not considered further. 
 
In the preferred alternative, which is the southern third of the Sanctuary, we would prohibit all 
fishing at all times.  We would allow transit through the area with no stopping and all fishing 
gear must be stowed and unavailable for use.  We would prohibit all recreational diving and this 
would enhance enforceability of the no fishing regulations and it would also protect the integrity 
of the research area by prohibiting another kind of human impact. 
 
We’ve done a socioeconomic analysis of many of the options for a closed area and this is the 
results for the preferred closed area, the southern third, indicating between 0.1 and 0.8 percent 
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loss of revenues due to -- Loss of saltwater fishing revenues.  This assumes that if fishermen are 
not allowed to fish in the closed area that they will stop fishing altogether and so it’s the 
maximum potential loss. 
 
Other alternatives that we analyzed but are not considered, that we don’t consider to be preferred 
alternatives, include no action and that would be just the status quo, to allow some kinds of 
fishing, to allow trolling or tournament fishing, to allow transit with stopping, to allow 
recreational diving with permits, but these are not preferred alternatives. 
 
A scientific advisory group would be established to go along with this research area.  It would 
not have a sunset clause, but would be periodically reviewed.  We’re required to review our 
management plan every five years.  In addition to that five-year review of the management plan, 
we would conduct an annual evaluation of the positive or negative effects of the research area 
and any research that’s coming out of it. 
 
Our timeline is right now, we are requesting the council to take action by writing regulations, 
fishing regulations, for the Sanctuary.  We would finalize and clear a draft proposed rule and 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement late this spring or early summer of this year.  When it’s 
cleared, we’ll have public comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and the entire 
concept again, probably sometime this fall.  We would consider those comments and then draft 
the final rule to be presented in 2010. 
 
We have drafted model language that the council can adopt or, again, the council can write their 
own model language or the council can just defer the regulatory activity to Gray’s Reef and 
essentially all it does -- What it does is it prohibits all taking of any living organism within that 
closed area.  It would be an additional subparagraph that would be added to the existing 
regulations and it would prohibit, as it says here, injuring, catching, harvesting, collecting, 
attempting to injure, catch, harvest, or collect any marine organism or any part thereof, living or 
dead.  Then it would include the rebuttable presumptions and the transit without stopping 
provisions as well.  That’s where we are and, again, the action that the council can take is to 
adopt this language for the regulation, draft their own language, or defer to the Office of National 
Marine Sanctuaries to draft the language.  Are there questions? 
 
Mr. Currin:  Questions for George? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Thank you, Dr. Sedberry.  I guess my question is the council initiated the habitat 
area of particular concern around the Oculina back in 1984, I believe it was, in an effort and 
convinced the public that research was going to go on, yet no research activities were ever 
mapped or delineated in real terms.  When the sunset came, we went through that whole hoo-ha 
of what research had been conducted.  Is there a research plan to be conducted in this area over -- 
In some terms of time, a five-year plan or a ten-year plan? 
 
Dr. Sedberry:  There’s not a specific five-year or ten-year plan, but there is a list of research 
priorities that our Research Advisory Panel has compiled for us.  We have some limited amount 
of funding to fund research projects, mainly pilot kinds of studies that could be used to develop 
further funding.  We have about $100,000 to get that going. 
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We’ve actually started one project where we’re doing acoustic tagging of snapper and grouper 
species to determine their habitat preferences within the closed area and how they recognize the 
borders.  They don’t recognize the borders, but how frequently they would move in and out of 
the closed area and in and out of the Sanctuary and what their habitat preferences are.  That is a 
big part of the study and that’s already underway, but do have additional funding for other work 
as well. 
 
It’s not much, but I think it can fund some good pilot studies and our partners, our university 
partners, that have been conducting research in the Sanctuary for a long time are very much 
interested in this and they believe that it will improve their chances of funding if they can have a 
control area in which to do their studies. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  As a follow-up, would you be agreeable to coming back to the council and 
delineating those research plans and programs and keeping us updated on what’s happening? 
 
Dr. Sedberry:  Sure.  Yes, we plan to do a report on that every year and so I would be happy to 
present that to the council when we do that. 
 
Mr. Harris:  George, thanks once again for being here.  I have the perennial question that I’ve 
asked you every time.  Are you going to mark the boundaries of the research area? 
 
Dr. Sedberry:  That’s a very good question and we’ve changed our minds on that a few times.  
We initially thought it would be very important to mark the boundaries, to show the public that 
we’re serious about this and this is an important thing to do and to make it easier to comply with.  
It would improve compliance and help enforcement. 
 
We’ve since gotten a lot of advice from our scientific panel and our own review of the literature 
that indicates the presence of buoys themselves might compromise the research area.  The buoys 
will attract fishermen.  They will certainly attract fish.  There’s data that show that buoys and 
pelagic FADs, fish attraction devices, like buoys do have an effect on the benthic fish 
community, particularly in shallow water. 
 
There’s been nothing done as deep as Gray’s Reef, but it’s possible that the buoys themselves, in 
addition to attracting bait fish, will have an effect on the bottom fish community as well.  We 
would like to not have buoys in the Sanctuary.  It is a compromise.  I think it will improve the 
scientific integrity, but there may be an increased problem with enforcement and with violations 
of the research area, which would then compromise the research area. 
 
There’s a tradeoff there and right now, we’re going without buoys, but nothing is in stone at this 
point.  We could actually, if we could get the funding to support the buoys, which are about 
$5,000 apiece, set up buoys and have that become part of the experiment.  We would buoy it and 
then as the buoys disappear, which they inevitably will, determine if there’s any kind of effect on 
the benthic fish community as part of the research we would do in the research area.  Right now, 
we’re not planning to buoy it. 
 
Mr. Cupka:  I was just curious, when you were talking about the buoy issue, did you consider 
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buoys with some sort of buffer zone, perhaps? 
 
Dr. Sedberry:  That’s possible.  In fact, the whole concept of the research area, from the 
researchers’ standpoint, they wouldn’t do research -- They may do research along the borders, 
but that would be part of their experiment, to see if there’s a border effect.  The experiments that 
are going to be set up in the closed area would be set up far away from the borders, to really 
minimize the human impact, so that there could be kind of an implied buffer around the buoys.  
We could maybe even set the buoys further outside of the border than the actual border, but I 
don’t know the legalities of doing something like that, but yes, we have considered that. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I have a couple of questions and I guess they’re procedural.  You all had a working 
group for siting out locations in terms of the National Marine Sanctuary.  Do you view that as 
kind of the end of your public input process?  I guess the South Atlantic Council, the way it’s 
worded, is we have the opportunity to draft regulations.  I presume that means that if the council 
doesn’t do that or doesn’t do that to the satisfaction of the Secretary of Commerce that they 
would implement the closed area. 
 
Dr. Sedberry:  That’s correct. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I guess what I’m getting at is if we’re going to do rulemaking, I presume that 
means we would have to go through our normal process of public input and development of rules 
and -- 
 
Dr. Sedberry:  That I don’t know.  I think so, but I’m not certain on that. 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  Mark, I’m not quite sure what you mean exactly, because I think that the 
Sanctuary Program is going to do the rulemaking. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That’s the question.  There’s kind of three options, I guess.  Typically, as per the 
MOU, they have come to us, the council, in the past and asked us to do the rulemaking.  That’s 
one option.  The other is we could ask them to do the rulemaking. 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  If the council does a rulemaking, you will necessarily have to get additional 
comment of some sort, but even if the Sanctuary goes ahead and does a rulemaking, they’ll get 
comments in the DEIS and they’ll also get comments on the proposed rule as well. 
 
Dr. Sedberry:  That’s right.  There will be another public comment opportunity regardless, but I 
think if the council writes the regulations, their public comment process will be different and I 
don’t know exactly how. 
 
Mr. Robson:  Just a follow-up then.  Our staff then would take these draft rules and put them in 
the form of some kind of a document for public input and whatever the NEPA requirements -- 
I’m just trying to understand if this is a pass-off to us then we go through the entire rulemaking 
process.  That’s the way I understand this would work. 
 
Dr. Sedberry:  I think so, but Monica may want to address that. 



Snapper Grouper Committee 
                                                                                                                  Jekyll Island, GA 

                                                                                                                          March 4-5, 2009 
 

 32

Ms. Smit-Brunello:  Yes, we would have to follow the Magnuson Act.  This is a little -- Perhaps 
the council did this way back when with the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary, but I don’t 
believe they did and maybe, Bob, before I opine further, you can just kind of give us a little 
history lesson on that. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  I’m not positive, but I believe what it is is the Marine Sanctuary folks, when we 
dealt with down in the Keys anyway, they came to us and they proposed what they wanted to do 
and I think under the Act that they have the ability to offer the council the first opportunity to do 
it.  If the council says what you’re doing is fine with us and you go ahead and run it through your 
process, then I don’t think the council has to do anything. 
 
Dr. Sedberry:  That’s correct. 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  That part is true.  I was just thinking about if the council wanted to go ahead 
and go through rulemaking, but it’s clear that if the council chooses not to do the regulations that 
the Sanctuary Program can go ahead with rulemaking. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  It’s never been a problem over in this part of the world, but I know in other 
council jurisdictions that there have been some conflicts and the council wanted to go ahead and 
then, of course, you’ve got to go through the Magnuson Act process to do that.  We’ve never 
encountered a problem with the sanctuaries over here. 
 
I think, for most of you that have been here for a while, we had quite a few meetings with the 
Keys National Marine Sanctuary folks as that was being developed and we helped have input, 
but we did not choose to put any of the regulations in under the Magnuson Act. 
 
Dr. Sedberry:  If you’ll recall, I think from the last two council meetings, we talked about 
spearfishing regulations as well and the council decided to defer to the Sanctuary on those 
spearfishing regulations and those are proceeding. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  That was going to be my comment and also, I would like to make a motion 
that we defer to the Sanctuary for rulemaking on this.  My reason is we have such a full 
platter right now.  I just don’t see how we can undertake any more rulemaking that we have the 
option to defer to another body who is doing all the work on it anyway.  It just will save us a 
tremendous amount of administrative work and our staff is absolutely slammed with the 
workload. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by Susan and a second by half the committee.  David Cupka, I heard your 
voice, to allow Gray’s Reef Sanctuary to develop the rules governing their research area 
designation.  Is there discussion? 
 
Mr. Harris:  I would speak in favor of the motion, Mr. Chairman.  Susan is absolutely right that 
we’ve got our platter full right now, but the (ii) that was up there, the second part of the 
regulation, is gone now and it was the rebuttable presumption about transiting through the 
research area with any fish and presuming that they were taken within the research area. 
 



Snapper Grouper Committee 
                                                                                                                  Jekyll Island, GA 

                                                                                                                          March 4-5, 2009 
 

 33

You’re right next to an area that has been and is going to continue to be heavily fished and 
you’re also immediately south of the area that’s primarily fished and that’s the transit area for the 
people from the Brunswick area and so I think it’s going to be pretty difficult.  They’re going to 
have fish onboard their boat and I guess you’re going to make them go around either way and so 
I think you need to reconsider the wording of that one, maybe. 
 
Dr. Sedberry:  We have considered and reconsidered and on the advice of counsel, that’s what 
we’ve got now, but we can reconsider it again.  Again, we’re trying to make it as simple as 
possible for compliance and for law enforcement and this is what -- On the advice of the law 
enforcement agents and the attorneys, this is what we’ve come up with, but we can look at it 
again. 
 
Mr. Harris:  To that point, Mr. Chairman, didn’t they also recommend that you buoy the area 
though? 
 
Dr. Sedberry:  They did. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  Because of the buoy issue, I was looking and you’ve got a certain percentage of 
the ledges that’s within this closed area, in order to make it scientifically valid.  Are any of these 
ledges close to the perimeter of the borders?  If there’s no buoys there, you’re going to get some 
encroachment.  People is going to push the limits, especially if they don’t have a -- They’re 
going to say, well, I didn’t have my loran on or my GPS on or -- I’m just wondering, is that 
going to bias the study? 
 
Dr. Sedberry:  There are ledges close to the border and ignorance is not an excuse for violating 
the law and everybody -- The people that are out there, I don’t know that everybody does, but 
they have GPS and we can give everybody a free geo-PDF that will -- They can upload these 
coordinates to their navigation system.  Those that are out there that don’t have GPS or other 
ways to navigate are just going to have to be more careful.  They’re not going to be able to fish 
right along the borders. 
 
If they’re inside -- I’m not a law enforcement agent and so I’m sure some of those officers allow 
some tolerance.  It’s sort of like the five miles over the speed limit, but I don’t know what the 
tolerances are.  It may just be a warning and, of course, we can have a long lead-in period to this, 
where we only give out warnings and make sure that the public is aware of the boundary, even 
though it’s not marked with buoys.  I don’t know if that answered your question, but -- 
 
Mr. Wallace:  It does, because you touched on that.  Yes, most law enforcement is going to give 
you a grace area, I guess you would say.  I guess over time it will -- You’ll be getting consistent 
numbers, because you’re going to probably get the same amount of encroachment year after year 
after year.  I was just curious if some of the ledges were close enough to the boundaries that it 
may bias the study. 
 
Dr. Sedberry:  There are some right on the boundary and, again, it’s up to the individual 
researchers to design an experiment or study that takes that into account and they make sure that 
they have ledges wherever they want them in relation to the fishing effort. 
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Mr. Geiger:  I would speak in favor of the motion.  The one caveat though, George, is that it’s 
being reserved for scientific and research purposes and I think it’s really important that the 
research takes place and it’s not just an area that’s blocked off to fishing and access to the public.  
I can’t stress how important that’s going to be in the future. 
 
Dr. Sedberry:  We know and that was expressed to us during public scoping at every step of the 
way, that we can’t just set these things up and not do research in them. 
 
Mr. Currin:  David has a comment regarding the motion and then -- 
 
Mr. Cupka:  I would like to make the motion a little bit more specific and make it relative to 
the establishment of the research area and not just give them carte blanche for rulemaking, 
period.  They may want to do some other things and so let’s make it specific to the research 
area. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Yes, that’s probably good, instead of carte blanche.  Susan, you’re okay with that?  I 
think everyone understood the intention, but thank you, David.  It’s good to make it clear.  
Something like that written or recorded could come back to haunt us at some point.  David, you 
were the seconder and I assume -- 
 
Ms. Shipman:  I accept those changes. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Ms. Shipman is fine with that.  Any further discussion of this motion?  Is there any 
objection to the motion?  I see none.  The motion is approved then and will be a 
recommendation to the council from this committee.  Thank you, George.  Good luck with all 
that.  It’s after noon.  Let’s try to get back here ready to go at quarter to. 
 
The Snapper Grouper Committee of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council reconvened 
at the Jekyll Island Club Hotel, Jekyll Island, Georgia, Wednesday afternoon, March 4, 2009, 
and was called to order at 1:45 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Mac Currin. 
 
Mr. Currin:  We’ll reconvene the Snapper Grouper Committee meeting.  Thank you for being 
back on time.  Mr. Dennis O’Hern from the Fishing Rights Alliance is here and he let me know 
that he has set up a little video camera and his plan is to broadcast this or air it on a website 
somewhere and make it available for viewing for folks that aren’t able to attend the meeting and 
the like.  Just to make you aware of that.  I’m sure it won’t affect anyone’s behavior or 
comments, but it’s an interesting concept and it will be interesting to see what kind of feedback 
and response we get from that from folks who are unable to make the meeting. 
 
We’ll get back into our agenda and Jack McGovern is going to bring us up to date on the final 
annual catch limit guidelines that were published.  Everybody has a copy of the final rule under 
Attachment 3.  Just as a comment, I guess, from deliberations of our SSC next door -- Most of 
you are aware that they’ve made considerable progress at this meeting and I think the existence 
of these final guidelines probably has helped that out quite a bit.  They know exactly where they 
stand and we’re real pleased with progress they’ve made. 
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Dr. McGovern:  I’m going to just give a very brief update on the National Standard Guidelines 
and just kind of summarize what the differences are between the proposed guidelines and the 
final guidelines.  Just very briefly, in 2007, the Magnuson-Stevens Act was amended to include 
new requirements for annual catch limits, also known as ACLs and accountability measures, and 
a revision to the National Standard 1 Guidelines was conducted to incorporate these new 
requirements. 
 
The proposed rule for National Standard 1 guidance was published on June 9 of last year and 
some of the major items included in there included things such as relationship between MSY and 
OY, OFL, acceptable biological catch, ACL, annual catch targets, guidance of use of ACL and 
AMs, statutory exceptions to ACLs and AMs and so on.  You had a presentation, I think from 
Mark Milliken, last year that summarized all this and so I’m not going to go into it. 
 
The final guidelines were published in January and the rule became effective in February and 
there are very few changes from the proposed guidelines.  The only really major change is that 
annual catch targets and annual catch target control rules are now optional and they’re 
considered to be a type of accountability measure.  With the exception of the changes to the 
ACT, there’s some minor clarifications to text. 
 
Now we have a situation where we have the ACT dropped and so now the OFL is greater than or 
equal to the ABC, which is greater or equal to the ACL.  The final guidelines state that if the 
council recommends OFL equal to ABC equal to ACL, the Secretary can presume that this 
proposal will not prevent overfishing. 
 
As I said, the annual catch target is the major change to the final guidelines and the final action 
retains the concept of the ACT, but it does not require it.  It says that ACTs are better addressed 
as a type of accountability measure, particularly for fisheries that don’t have in-season 
management control. 
 
Some of the clarification to the text, one of the clarifications concerns ecosystem component 
species classification.  The final guidelines indicate that this is not required and the council or 
Secretary may include this.  Rick asked me to add this section down below in italics that 
provides some guidance on what requirements are for possible classification for an ecosystem 
component species and this include that a stock or species should be a non-target species or a 
non-target stock and it should not be determined to be undergoing overfishing, approaching an 
overfished condition or overfished or in the future become subject to overfishing or overfished 
and the stock or species should not generally be retained for sale or personal use. 
 
Some of the other clarifications in the final guidelines are that there are two categories of 
accountability measures, in-season accountability measures and accountability measures when 
the ACL is exceeded and ACTs are now recommended as a type of accountability measure.   
 
FMPs should include in-season closure authority if it’s determined that an ACL is to be exceeded 
or projected to be reached and another clarification has to do with the ABC control rule.  There 
was some discussion I think in the proposed rule that the ABC control rule should be in the 
council SOPPs, but now it’s specified that it should be described in the FMP. 
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Rick also asked me to add this slide.  This is not a change from the proposed and the final 
guidelines.  It just summarizes what the exceptions are to the ACL requirement and that is the 
exceptions are species with a life cycle of approximately one year, unless subject to overfishing, 
or managed under international agreement of which the U.S. is a part of.  ACLs only apply to 
stocks in a fishery in the FMP and would not apply to ecosystem component species. 
 
This is my last slide and also a slide that Rick asked me to include that shows exceptions to the 
requirement to prevent overfishing and they apply under limited circumstances, including that a 
fishery must not be in an overfished condition and will result in a long-term benefit to the nation, 
mitigating measures have been considered, and the resulting fishing mortality will not cause any 
stock or stock complex to fall below the minimum stock size threshold more than 50 percent of 
the time.  That’s a very brief summary.  The major change is that ACTs are now optional and 
considered to be a type of accountability measure. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Jack.  Questions for Jack on the final guidelines for National Standard 
1?  I see none.  Thank you very much.  Our next item is Amendment 17.  I want to make sure 
everybody has the right copy of that.  It’s Attachment 4.  It’s not the one that came in either the 
first or the second briefing book.  Just as a means of identifying it, it’s Attachment 4 -
AM17022009 and if that will help you out, it’s a 4,530 kilobyte-size file.  Make sure everybody 
has got the latest copy. 
 
While you’re looking for that, if you’re having trouble, let me know or let Mike know.  He’s got 
copies, CDs.  I just want to take the opportunity to thank the staff and the team for a lot of work 
that was done between the first briefing book and the time we got to the council meeting to flesh 
out 17 with a number of options that are there and as indicated in the email that everyone 
received, all those changes between the first and last versions are indicated in a highlighted gray 
area.  Does everybody got it? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Can you tell us that file name again? 
 
Mr. Currin:  It’s Attachment and the File Name is AM17022009.  The file size, since that’s 
obvious on your desktop, is 4,530 kilobytes.  It was emailed and Mike has a hard copy if you 
need it.  We’ll turn it over to Rick to walk us through this and he will give us -- He’s done his 
homework and got all the PDF page numbers so that we can get everybody there quickly, instead 
of referring to the document number.  Is everybody okay and ready to go?  I see nobody 
squawking and let’s roll. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  To remind everyone, Amendment 17 is the amendment that specifies ACLs and 
AMs for ten species that are undergoing overfishing in the snapper grouper complex.  As Mac 
said, in this version you’ll see what is shaded gray is the new information that had changed from 
the first briefing book version and the second briefing book version.  All the new material is 
highlighted. 
 
What I typically do is just run through, starting with the first action, and go through the 
alternatives.  Again, we’re looking for the range of alternatives in this case and any preferreds, if 
you have them.  What I want to do is -- Actually, the first action deals with golden tilefish and 
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what I would like to do is actually start off with the second action, which deals with speckled 
hind and warsaw grouper, as there are alternatives in there to prohibit all catch or harvest of 
deepwater species.  That has the largest implications for the deepwater fishery.  In the next 
version, if you don’t mind, I would like to put speckled hind and warsaw as the first action. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Rick and I talked about this and it makes the most sense to me, because the impacts 
-- If we can select a preferred on this deepwater complex and decide how to deal with that, that 
will affect everything else we do through there and I believe there’s appropriate analysis in the 
document now to enable us to do that.  If there’s no objection to that, that’s how we will proceed. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  Just as a general comment, this document is not largely different, in terms of how 
we analyze the impacts, from the one that you looked at in December.  Most of the impact 
analysis is currently in there for the alternatives.  Again, one of the major changes that you all 
told us in December was to beef up the no action or status quo alternative, the fact that we 
already have ACLs, ACTs, and AMs in place for much of our species. 
 
To start off, again, speckled hind and warsaw grouper.  What I’ll do is I’ll name off the PDF 
page and you can type that into the box.  For this action, it’s 173 or document page 151.  It’s 
fastest if you just type in “173” up top there and it will take you right there.  Alternative 1, of 
course, is the status quo alternative there.  It would retain the existing regulations for speckled 
hind and warsaw grouper, which is, as you know, one per vessel per trip for each of those species 
and no sale, trade, or transfer at sea. 
 
We currently do not have ACLs in place for these two species, because we do not have a 
commercial quota in place and so we do not have an ACL.  The recommendation, if you all 
recall, from the council’s SSC was an ABC equal to zero, but then they clarified for us that for 
these two species that the value of that ABC equals zero is for landings only and not bycatch.  
That’s important to note. 
 
Alternative 2, 3, and 4 all set the ACL equal to zero.  Alternative 2 would prohibit all 
commercial and recreational fishing for, possession, and retention of speckled hind and warsaw 
grouper.  If you go through the biological impacts on the following pages, you’ll see that there’s 
not a large positive biological impact from this action right now, whereas the catch of speckled 
hind and warsaw, as bycatch when you’re targeting co-occurring species, would still occur.  That 
would satisfy the current SSC recommendation of an ABC equal to zero, no landings.  That’s 
only landings. 
 
Alternative 3 has greater positive biological impacts, as that prohibition would include all 
deepwater species, the deepwater species listed below there: snowy grouper, golden tilefish, et 
cetera.  That brings up the question where earlier this week the LAPP Committee discussed 
possibly putting in a LAPP program for the golden tilefish fishery.  This alternative here would 
prohibit all harvest of golden tilefish commercially and recreationally. 
 
Finally, the fourth alternative is prohibiting catch of deepwater species.  It’s the same as 
Alternative 3, but it would allow harvest for golden tilefish in specific locations, because it’s 
believed, again, as we talked about, longlining for golden tilefish, for the most part, occurs over 
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mud bottom and harvest of speckled hind, warsaw, and snowy is mostly occurring over rocky or 
hard bottom.  They could longline in the mud areas and not have bycatch of speckled hind and 
warsaw grouper. 
 
What I would like to project at this time for this alternative is a possible closure that captures the 
mud bottom that Roger put together.  This is separated by the north and the south.  What Roger 
looked into is the known mud bottom habitat and this is between 100 meters and 300 meters and 
this is the north section.  Under Alternative 4, this would be the locations where golden tilefish 
harvest would be allowed, between these two yellow lines.  Those blue dots are the Amendment 
14 MPAs. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  Is that the traditional fishing grounds now? 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  Roger told me that this is the area that’s been identified through SEAMAP as 
being mud bottoms.  This is where golden tilefish fishing does occur, on the mud bottoms. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  There’s a fair amount of that fishery though down off of Florida, isn’t there?  
That’s a different -- 
 
Mr. Currin:  It appears that that runs to the EEZ, Rick, is that -- Okay.  It’s not the EEZ, that red 
line to the right, that more or less travels with the yellow line, the far right yellow line. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Part of the reason these issues are linked is the issue we have to deal with is we 
have to eliminate as much of the mortality for speckled hind and warsaw as we can.  The ACL is 
zero and so that means there can’t be any directed harvest, but we know that there would be a 
bycatch mortality in the speckled hind fishery.  There  can be some bycatch while they’re fishing 
for golden tile, if they get on the edges of the mud near the rocky area, but we also know that 
there’s a bycatch of juvenile speckled hind and warsaw in the mid-shelf fishery. 
 
If you’re going to allow a mid-shelf fishery, that’s already going to incur some speckled hind and 
warsaw bycatch mortality and that seems to argue more for considering Alternative 4, which the 
way you would do that is, in essence, define that deepwater area with a series of latitude and 
longitude points and prohibit all fishing for snapper grouper species in that area. 
 
That gives us the most effective method of limiting the amount of speckled hind and warsaw 
mortality.  The ACL is zero and we have to keep directed harvest at zero.  If you close the 
deepwater area, that would help reduce the bycatch and discard mortality.  If you allow golden 
tile fishing in an area that’s just mud bottom, you minimize the amount of speckled hind and 
warsaw bycatch mortality and you would allow a mid-shelf fishery that is going to incur some 
bycatch mortality.  A part of this would allow some benefits to red snapper as well that are 
caught in deeper water.  You would incur some benefits for other species in other actions. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I think it’s important, in reference to John’s question that John -- I would consider 
these lines kind of preliminary at this point.  This is what Roger’s best guess of the best area to 
put this and identified the mud areas and I’m sure as this moves along, if this is where we end up, 
that we’ll get input from golden tile fishermen that might modify those some. 
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Mr. Wallace:  Looking at those lines, and maybe it’s just because of the scale of the map, but 
does that overlap the deepwater trawl area of the Coral HAPC?  Maybe it’s just because of the 
scale, but is that going to present a problem? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  What we’ve put together here is a first cut at an area that encompasses within the 
100 meters to 300 meters in the mud bottom.  Certainly that would exclude any areas that are 
MPAs or Deepwater Coral HAPCs.  Those areas would not be included, but the rest of the area 
that’s between the 100 and 300 that’s mud bottom, the intent is -- As Mac stated, we will get 
with the golden tile fishermen to refine this area, but the intent is to allow fishing for golden tile 
in the mud bottom areas and that would be where they have historically fished. 
 
Mr. Currin:  It’s for now and I think that’s the critical point.  I think everybody has to feel that 
way, for now. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Gregg, you touched on it, but my question was, do we have an analysis of what type 
of red snapper reductions we would see as a result of implementing this action? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  I think when we get to that that John Carmichael is going to be in here and John 
and Rick have worked this up and I think at that stage we’ll be able to give you some idea of 
what the savings are. 
 
Mr. Currin:  John’s got a little program and a map that you can select grids.  Now, granted, 
they’re fairly large, but we can select grids and try to overlap those with this area and I think the 
machine miraculously spits out whatever the savings are in red snapper, based on landings.   
 
Mr. Robson:  The question is related to red snapper and I think I understand now.  You’re talking 
about reducing bycatch of red snapper if you have these areas, because this would just prohibit 
fishing for all the deepwater grouper species. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  The intent of this would be that you close the deepwater fishery.  There would be 
no fishing for snapper grouper species in that area.  The way we’ve got it worded here is you’re 
prohibiting all fishing for or possession of the deepwater species.  The only effective way to do 
that without incurring a lot of discard mortality is to delineate that area with a series of latitude 
and longitudes, like we’ve done for our other closed areas, and then there would be no bottom 
fishing seaward of that, any deeper than that. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I’ll probably show my ignorance here, but red snapper is not a deepwater species.  
We’re talking about bycatch? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Correct and what we’re saying is there may be some reduction in the level of 
bycatch mortality on red snapper if you go ahead and adopt this.  That’s sort of why we’re 
presenting this to deal with the deepwater first, because once you make your decisions about how 
you’re going to manage the deepwater, that provides benefits for some other species that can be 
accommodated later on. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Gregg, you said in that area and I know you’re talking about seaward of the line, but 



Snapper Grouper Committee 
                                                                                                                  Jekyll Island, GA 

                                                                                                                          March 4-5, 2009 
 

 40

what is that line?  Is that the line that’s depicted? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  No, that line would have to be developed. 
 
Mr. Harris:  We don’t know what that line is right now? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Correct.  We have had a depth zone before, but, again, we would work with the 
scientists and the fishermen to delineate a series of latitude and longitudinal points, similar to 
what we’ve done for our Deepwater Coral HAPCs. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  Just to wrap my head around it, we’re going to do something similar to the 
deepwater shrimp and give them an allowable fishing area?  Is that the concept that we’re going 
after here? 
 
Mr. Currin:  For golden tile, that would be correct.  Then there’s going to have to be another line, 
seaward of which there would be no allowable bottom fishing, with the exception of the 
allowable golden tile area, for specific gears. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  We’re only going to be designating these two areas, one in south Florida and one 
between North Carolina/South Carolina, or is it going to be any place that’s got mud bottom? 
 
Mr. Currin:  It’s the whole coast.  You can’t see it because it’s on two different maps, but those 
lines intersect there somewhere, to the south.  They join.  They don’t intersect, but they join. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I guess we’ll come to this, but if we go down this path, then that would address -- It 
would effectively -- There would not be any catch limit, for example, for snowy grouper.  We 
wouldn’t have a harvest of snowy grouper at all. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That would be the implication and keep in mind as well that we’re scratching our 
heads now with trying to manage the harvest of, on the recreational side at least, 500 fish.  That’s 
difficult to impossible to try to manage.  It’s a very, very small quota and it’s unclear, to me at 
this point at least, how we might effectively do that.  There are a lot of implications to 
Alternative 4, selection of Alternative 4.  It addresses a number of problems that we’re going to 
have to address in some way. 
 
Mr. Robson:  Is it fair to say if we, for example, take one of these alternatives that that would 
automatically establish an ACL for the rest of the deepwater species of zero? 
 
Mr. Currin:  Yes. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  You’re going to have some catch in the mid-shelf fishery and so, for instance, for 
snowy grouper, you wouldn’t necessarily want to set the ACL to zero, because you would want 
to allow retention of any that are caught as bycatch in that mid-shelf fishery. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That would be one approach, yes. 
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Mr. Harris:  Gregg, what you all are asking us to do is decide if we want to include all of these as 
alternatives and if we want to pick one as a preferred alternative at this time or is there anything 
else you want us to do? 
 
Mr. Currin:  I think that captures it well, Duane.  Selection of a preferred at this point will help 
guide the staff in the analysis and the development of the document and depending on which one 
it is, it has ripple effects throughout the entire amendment. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Gregg, I would like some clarification on something you just said.  As I read 
these alternatives, it says, for example, prohibit all commercial and recreational -- Alternative 3, 
for recreational fishing for, possession, and retention of all deepwater species.  You just said that 
if snowy grouper were caught in the mid-shelf that it could be kept, but I thought this species 
belonged to the group and that would mean that if we did this and we shut it down, that would 
mean no retention of snowy even from the mid-shelf.  Am I misunderstanding that? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  That’s the way it’s worded here, but I was just discussing this with Rick and if you 
all are looking to include this idea of closing seaward of a line to all fishing, then we would need 
to modify this language, because I don’t think you would want to require people to throw back 
snowy grouper from the mid-shelf fishery.  I agree with you the way it’s worded here in 
Alternative 4 that that’s what it says.  That’s something you could clarify how you want us to 
approach it. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Just to follow up with that, do we have any idea of what the actual depths are of 
where that mud bottom is or where that line would go?  That’s going to be pretty significant in 
determining whether fishing for snowies is even going to occur or not.  I would need to know 
something about depths before I could feel informed about voting on this issue, depending on 
how the council chooses to go.  Not just the bottom type and that, but I would need to know 
something about those specific depths. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Do we have information that can satisfy Brian’s question at this time? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  We can perhaps get something put together.  We don’t have anything right now 
prepared.  I can go back and look at Amendment 13, where we were talking about this, and look 
and see the depth.  I think there was a depth in there that we had some input from the fishermen 
on.  I can pull that up in a couple of minutes. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Other questions or comments at this point?  I think that is probably a very critical 
piece of information that we would need, certainly before selecting a preferred alternative here. 
 
Mr. Robson:  Just a question.  I’m trying to recall some public testimony or somebody that we’ve 
talked to.  Is there any relationship in terms of the golden tile fishery with blueline tilefish and 
are those two kind of linked in terms of at least commercial harvest? 
 
Mr. Currin:  Jack may be able to shed some light on the biology. 
 
Dr. McGovern:  The blueline are more caught with the snowy grouper.  They’re caught in rocky 
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habitat and the same depths as snowy grouper.  The golden tilefish are caught in the mud habitat. 
 
Mr. Harris:  I think the difficulty we’re having with these alternatives is there’s not enough 
specificity for us to say -- For sure for us to pick an alternative as a preferred, but I think we 
really need to see some depths associated with some alternatives before I can feel comfortable 
that these four alternatives are the alternatives that I want to consider.  That’s where I am right 
now. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Other thoughts or comments?  I’ll just make an observation, based on the results of 
our discussions in the Golden Tile Committee and the like.  Alternative 3, without major 
modifications, doesn’t seem to be one that’s realistic for consideration. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I appreciate that.  I think there’s not enough information here for me to say that 
Alternative 4 would be a preferred alternative, from my perspective.  If the rest of the council or 
the committee chooses to decide that they want to follow with Alternative 4, that’s fine.  That’s 
just chosen as the preferred.  It doesn’t mean it’s what we’re going to end up with, but without it 
-- The only one that I could support at this point, for example, would be Alternative 2.  I think 
that’s not going to be satisfactory to a lot of the members of the committee, as well as the full 
council.  My guess to you all is -- I would like more information.  If you want to select the 
alternative now, we can always change it later, can’t we, the preferred alternative? 
 
Mr. Currin:  There’s no problem with that.  Just the idea here and the reason we’re walking down 
this path is that if the committee could come to agreement on an alternative on this issue, it 
would have ripple effects throughout the rest of the amendment and it might simplify some of 
our approach. 
 
Dr. McGovern:  I just want to ask Brian -- I might have missed it, because I was talking, but 
what additional information do you need so that we can put that in the analysis? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I would like to know what the depths are of what this line is, this theoretical line 
that folks are talking about.  I would like to know which side the hard bottom is on of this mud 
bottom that we’re talking about having open.  I would just like to know a little bit more about it.  
For one thing, the way it’s set up now, this means that if Alternative 4 was selected, the way it’s 
worded, that means that there would not be any harvest whatsoever of snowy grouper and I want 
to find out if we choose this line, what is that impact going to be on snowy grouper? 
 
Mr. Harris:  I would like to see an alternative in there that does, as 4 does, allow for golden 
tilefish harvest in a specified area to be more adequately defined, as well as an allowance for the 
harvest of snowy grouper in those shallower water areas.  I think there’s a lot to be said for 
preventing the harvest of those deepwater species in those deepwater areas and allowing the 
continued harvest of tilefish, but I think inside of that line, I think we ought to allow the harvest 
of snowies. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I think that’s kind of what we already have for snowy grouper.  Recall when we 
did Amendment 13C that we put the quota in place and I think we’re at a 100-pound trip limit 
right now.  The idea behind the 100-pound trip limit was no one would target snowies at that 
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level, but it would allow some incidentally caught fish to come in.  I think that’s kind of what we 
did in 13C and it appears to be working.  The quota we put in place hasn’t been hit yet and there 
are issues on the recreational side, at least apparently in North Carolina, but I think that’s kind of 
status quo for snowies right now. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I think if I’m interpreting the sense of the committee here, perhaps modifying 
Alternative 4 by inserting a depth contour, to prohibit all fishing seaward of some depth contour, 
and we’re missing that value at this point.  That would satisfy at least your initial concern.  
Duane has a concern about allowing retention of snowy grouper landward of that line as bycatch 
species in both commercial, I presume, and recreational fisheries as well.  I think as guidance to 
staff here if we can craft some sort of motion to give them some guidance, that would be best and 
give them the direction that they need for future development. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  Just a question.  Is this a VMS-mandated fishery?  You don’t have any?  Okay.  In 
doing this, it would require that it would be, probably, if you’re going to designate this area 
again. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Here’s the information that I was talking about in Amendment 13.  This is back in 
2003, when we were looking at this and talking about at that point having a directed quota and 
once the directed quota was filled or projected to be filled, prohibiting any fishing for or 
possession of deepwater species.  In regards to depth, during the AP meeting in December, 
fishermen suggested thirty-five to forty fathoms be used to separate the deepwater fishery from 
the other fisheries.  Somewhere around thirty-five or forty fathoms would be the depth and so it 
would prohibit fishing deeper than that. 
 
Mr. Currin:  There’s a value for you for consideration now that was recommended by our AP 
during the development of Amendment 13C.  If we suggested a modification to Alternative 4 
such that it would read to prohibit all fishing for, possession of, or retention of all deepwater 
species seaward of -- Whatever is required to be easily interpreted by law enforcement and the 
like, but the general concept is there of thirty-five to forty fathoms.  We can convert that to feet. 
 
That would allow the fishery to occur inside of that area as a bycatch fishery for both sectors, or 
all sectors.  Yet, it would provide some protection for speckled hind, warsaw and all the other 
deepwater species as well seaward or eastward or whatever.  I don’t know how to say it exactly.  
That’s kind of what we’re after?  I don’t know that we can refine that better through the science.  
We’ve got some -- 
 
Mr. Geiger:  I’m ready to make a motion that we select Alternative 4, which is to establish 
an ACL of zero and prohibit all fishing for, possession and retention of all deepwater 
snapper grouper species seaward of thirty-five to forty fathoms and allow harvest for 
golden tilefish in the specified area or allow golden tilefish harvest without any speckled 
hind and warsaw grouper mortality. 
 
Mr. Currin:  It probably would be best, just as a suggestion, to either pick one depth or to perhaps 
select two alternatives, one at thirty-five and one at forty or one at forty and one at fifty or I don’t 
know, but just – 
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Mr. Geiger:  Let’s pick forty. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Okay.  Let’s make sure we get it captured. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  This would be for a preferred alternative.  Retention of all deepwater snapper 
grouper species. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Was that supposed to be the preferred? 
 
Mr. Currin:  That was George’s motion, that it be selected as a preferred.  Robert, are you going 
to second that?  Okay.  Motion by George and seconded by Robert to establish an ACL of zero 
and prohibit all fishing for or possession and retention of all deepwater snapper grouper species 
seaward of forty fathoms and allow harvest of golden tilefish in a specified area and that that be a 
preferred alternative.  Is there discussion? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  The way I read that though, that means you would allow fishing for and 
possession of deepwater species inside of forty fathoms and so I don’t see how the ACL then is 
zero.  If the ACL is zero, you’re not going to allow fishing for or possession or retention of them 
anyway.  It seems like that’s an inconsistency, unless I’m misunderstanding it. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I think the intent there is that the ACL for speckled hind and warsaw be set at zero.  
Perhaps that modification would clarify it. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  One other just -- There’s a table on page 155 in the document that shows what’s 
caught on trips where at least one pound of warsaw grouper was caught or one pound of speckled 
hind were caught.  It shows that two tilefish were caught on trips where at least one pound of 
warsaw grouper was caught and four tilefish were caught on trips where at least one pound of 
speckled hind was caught.  Am I reading this right? 
 
Dr. McGovern:  That’s the number of trips, I think. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Tilefish were only caught on two trips where at least one pound of warsaw grouper 
was caught and tilefish were only caught on four trips where at least one pound of speckled hind 
were caught.  Just looking at that, it looks to me like there’s very little overlap between tilefish 
and speckled hind.  There seems to be much more overlap between vermilion snapper and 
scamp.  I’m not sure we’re not worrying more than we need to be about bycatch in the golden 
tile fishery, because it looks to me like there’s very little of it, at least for warsaw and speckled 
hind. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  One of the concerns with the need for coming up with an allowable area for golden 
tilefish is if you look historically, that’s what fishermen have done in the past with the fisheries 
open in the past.  If we put in all these regulations, there’s going to be a lot of effort shift.  The 
concern that we’re surfacing here is that there’s going to be an effort shift to golden tile and the 
available mud area and the fishermen we met with, and Kate could probably comment on this if 
we need her to, but the fishermen are concerned that if a lot of boats switch over and start trying 
to longline for golden tile, or even just fish hook and line for golden tile, the available mud 
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bottom is going to be taken up and people are going to fish on the edge of that and get into more 
hard bottom areas.  Then your bycatch of speckled hind and warsaw are going to go up. 
 
Roy is exactly correct that there is a bycatch mortality of speckled hind and warsaw in the mid-
shelf fishery and so what we’re suggesting as possible alternatives is to lower the amount of 
bycatch mortality the maximum extent that you can in deep water, because you already -- If 
you’re going to allow a mid-shelf fishery, you’re already allowing a certain level of bycatch 
mortality. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  We’ve got a golden tile quota now that I suspect will be reduced some in this and I 
think the trip limit kicked in in May of this year, Jack? 
 
Dr. McGovern:  Last year. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Last year, which pretty much shuts the longline fishery down, unless they’re  
cheating on it somehow, but it’s hard for me to see how many more vessels are going to switch 
to longlining for golden tile, because I think the quota would be caught up so fast.  I don’t know 
how it would be profitable for them to go out and spend the money and get longline gear and get 
into this fishery. 
 
It seems to me there’s a relatively small number of boats in it now and if it went up by very 
much, this fishery would be shut down in a matter of a few months.  Then I don’t see how 
they’re going to make any money out of it.  I guess it’s possible that that could happen, but it 
doesn’t seem very likely to me. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  With HMS having to presumably set ACLs and AMs and all of that, is there the 
potential that you’re going to have shark longliners shifting out of that fishery, potentially into 
this one? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  As I understand it, there’s already -- A lot of the shark longline boats and the 
golden tile longline boats were already some of the same guys, but you know they’re getting 
squeezed from every direction and I’m just not sure how many are going to -- You potentially 
have a situation where a lot of the Gulf grouper boats are getting displaced too, but I don’t think 
they have the permits.  I don’t think any longline vessel is going to be able to stay in business by 
fishing golden tile, because you’re not going to be able to fish but for a fraction of the year. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Other discussion on the motion?  Roy’s suggestion is that we’re not gaining much 
by establishing allowable golden tile areas, that there’s not that much traditional overlap.  The 
concern Gregg expressed, that everybody heard, was that there might be new entrants that might 
not have the history and might be squeezed and pushed up closer to the areas where warsaw and 
speckled hind are more common.  Any further discussion on the motion?  All in favor of the 
motion raise your hand, six; opposed, six.  I will vote in favor of the motion at this point.   
 
I think we’ve probably got some work to do on this, but we will certainly receive some input as 
we go along.  Keep in mind this is not a locked-in-stone preferred alternative, but it may allow us 
to move along in this amendment with more efficiency.  All right, Rick, when you’re ready. 
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Mr. DeVictor:  Next we deal with golden tilefish, which is on PDF page 166 or in the document, 
page 144.  What we currently have for golden tilefish is a commercial ACL which is set at the 
overfishing level, which is the FMSY level.  That’s something that you all are looking at, dealing 
with possibly lowering that down to the FOY.  We do not have a recreational ACL or AM in 
place currently. 
 
There’s a minor recreational component to this fishery.  It’s shown two pages after this, showing 
the catch, but it’s not been greater than 9 percent over the last seven years.  That’s the 
recreational harvest and PSEs are typically between 40 and 60, pretty high.  What we currently 
have, that’s the no action alternative. 
 
Then Alternative 2 would establish a commercial ACL or quota at the FOY level and we have 
what that would be and so that’s 321,003 pounds whole weight and 286,609 pounds gutted 
weight.  That’s Alternative 2.  Alternative 3 would establish a single ACL.  This gets at the 
problem of not having a recreational ACL currently.  You would combine that and have a single 
ACL that would have the commercial quota at the FOY level and the recreational harvest that’s 
allowed at the OY level.  The total ACL would be 326,554 pounds whole weight. 
 
That wouldn’t get at the problem of this high PSE and recreational being a low component of the 
catch, because the recreational harvest would be used to track the single ACL.  I just wanted to 
bring that up.  You have a variable recreational harvest of golden tilefish and if that’s really high 
in one year -- If you look at the table, it did shoot up in 2005, but you could possibly be shutting 
down that single ACL, be shutting down the fishery. 
 
Alternative 4 is establishing a recreational accountability measure that would implement a one 
golden tilefish per vessel when the single ACL is projected to be met.  That’s putting in a 
recreational AM.   
 
Alternative 5, this alternative was added by the team, after we talked about it.  This would track 
the commercial quota at the FOY and then when that is met, you would close down the fishery, 
the commercial and recreational fishery.  That alternative, Alternative 5, the recreational harvest 
would not be used to close down the fishery.  It would just be the commercial quota.  Those are 
the current five alternatives before you.  We just need guidance if we should add Alternative 5, if 
you all feel that, because that was suggested by the team. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  One comment on the way we’re handling the quotas at the FMSY level and at the 
FOY level.  Looking at this, I believe you’re using equilibrium estimates of the yield at FMSY 
and the yield at FOY.  Actually, the yield at FOY would be substantially less than what is in the 
document here, because I think if you now believe you’re fishing at the FMSY level and then 
you want to go to the FOY level, I think you would have to reduce the catches by 25 percent, 
because you’re not at equilibrium.  That’s kind of a theoretical concept. 
 
The reason you don’t see much difference here between the yield at FOY and the yield at FMSY 
is because it’s figuring an equilibrium.  The biomass at OY is greater than the biomass at MSY 
and so even though you’re fishing at a lower fishing mortality rate, you’re fishing on a higher 
biomass. 
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Clearly just because we select a change to the FOY level, that doesn’t miraculously create all 
that additional biomass out there.  There is whatever biomass there is right now and so if you 
reduce the catches by this seems to be about 5 percent, you’re not reducing the fishing mortality 
rates by 25 percent.  Do you follow me? 
 
I think if you really want to be able to say you’re fishing at the FOY level, you would probably 
need to look at reducing that quota by 25 percent, because the biomass is whatever it is.  I can’t 
tell you if you went to the equilibrium yield at FOY and held that for many, many years -- 
Maybe the biomass would go up some.  I don’t know if it would ever get to the OY level doing 
that or not, but I think that we need to be clear about what we’re doing in here and I don’t think 
it’s fair to say that reducing the quota by 5 percent gets you to the FOY level, because I don’t see 
how that would work. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Other comments or questions? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  What you’re suggesting then, Roy, is that we have another alternative that would 
specify the level at 25 percent of what’s shown for Alternative 2 and that would be the 
commercial ACL? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  You would set the quota at 75 percent of its current value and I think if you did 
that, that could be expected to get you a 25 percent reduction in the fishing mortality levels and it 
might get you pretty close to the FOY.  If you go for the lesser reduction at the equilibrium -- 
You’re getting a reduction in fishing mortality, but you’re just not likely to be getting to the FOY 
level.   
 
I think we have an assessment coming next year some time and so what you could do is say that 
for now that we’re going to kick it down to the equilibrium level, but that upon completion of the 
next setting, we’re going to shift away from that and establish the quota at the yield equivalent to 
fishing at FOY.  That way, you would get the new assessment and then have it kick down one 
more notch and that might be an easier thing to sell to the industry. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Is that a motion, Roy, to add that as an alternative? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I would move that we modify this alternative to acknowledge the complexities 
of fishing at equilibrium and non-equilibrium levels and that our intent is that after the 
new assessment is completed that the quotas would be set to correspond to the actual yield 
at FOY, based on the biomass levels estimated by the new assessment. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That would modify Alternative 3. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  It would modify all of these alternatives that set things at FOY.  It’s more a 
clarification of what that means than anything else. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I wasn’t clear whether your 25 percent reduction that you were talking about was to 
be the reduction from the FMSY level or whether that was to get to the FOY level. 
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Dr. Crabtree:  If you assume that the stock is at the BMSY level right now and so we’re fishing 
at the FMSY level right now and you wanted to get to the FOY level, then you would have to 
reduce the catches by 25 percent to do that.  Now, we don’t know really where the stock is, but 
we’ll know once we get the new assessment.  I think it would be fair enough to say that we’ll go 
with this equilibrium value when this is implemented, but then once we have the new numbers 
out of the assessment, we’re going to set them at the level that corresponds with fishing at FOY, 
which may be less.  It depends on the outcome of the assessment.  That would probably come 
about pretty quickly after that. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Would that be done by framework? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I’m going to ask our General Counsel to advise us.  If we put that in here, Monica, 
as that’s our intent that that number -- Could we do that by just respecifying the quotas in the 
notice after the assessment was completed or would we need to do a framework? 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  I guess it depends how we set it up and I’ll look into it further, but, Rick, I 
think you have a framework action that you’re going to talk about later for this amendment, 
correct? 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  Yes, there’s an action to modify the current framework, along the lines of what 
the Gulf is doing, where we can make changes to the ACLs and ACTs by framework.  We 
currently allow changes to the TAC to occur and bag limit and such and so we have that in place. 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  We can look at putting it in there, but I guess we could also look at -- I was 
thinking about 13C and how we stepped down, but this is a different approach.  This would be 
after a SEDAR is done and so let me think about it some more.  Certainly we would want to do it 
at the least by framework. 
 
Mr. Currin:  If that alternative to modify the framework were to be accepted and to go through in 
this amendment, it would appear to enable us to handle this with no trouble. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I think it would and I don’t have a particular problem with setting the quota at the 
level that’s in the document so much.  I just think we need to be clear that that’s not likely to be 
at the FOY level.  We can consult with the Center to see if they can give us any further guidance 
on that.  I’ve got a couple other comments or questions on some of these, Mac.  Do you want me 
to go ahead with those? 
 
Mr. Currin:  You offered that as a motion and let’s see if we can get a second and then we’ll go 
from there and we’ll discuss it. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Second. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Second by Duane.  The motion is, regarding golden tilefish, to modify all the 
alternatives to specify that the ACL values would be those resulting from the next assessment for 
the yield at FOY.  
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Dr. Crabtree:  Yes, I think that’s okay. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Discussion? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Then what would be the number that we would be using?  We would use the 
number that’s shown in the document now for each alternative? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Let me do this.  I’m going to withdraw my motion.  I’m just going to ask that 
staff add some discussion into the document to clarify that these are based on equilibrium 
estimates and they’ll have to be refigured after the new assessment.  That would just be some 
text in the document.  I think I’ve overcomplicated this.  All I want is so that it’s scientifically 
consistent and I don’t think it scientifically makes sense to say what it says right now.  We just 
need to work with staff and be clear about the language. 
 
Mr. Currin:  The motion has been withdrawn then.  It was okay with the seconder, he 
indicated.  Is the direction to the staff clear on how to address this in the document, Rick?  You 
guys are okay with that? 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  Yes and just clarify if you’re fine with the addition of Alternative 5. 
 
Mr. Currin:  It makes sense to me as an approach to managing this fishery, if we’re going to 
work off of one ACL that when the commercial quota is met that the whole fishery shuts down 
for both recreational and commercial.  Is everybody okay with that?  Do you need a motion for 
that?  I would entertain a motion to add Alternative 5 to the golden tilefish measures. 
 
Mr. Harris:  So moved. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by Duane to add Alternative 5 to the golden tilefish measures.  Second by 
David.  Discussion?  Any objection to that motion?  I see none. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  On Alternative 4, we have it where if the single ACL is projected to be met that 
we implement a one golden tile per vessel limit.  Would that then only stay in place to the end of 
that fishing year and then it would revert back to one per person? 
 
Mr. Currin:  That would be my presumption, but I’ll let the staff -- 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  Yes, that’s our impression. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Is everybody okay with retaining that as an alternative for consideration? 
 
Ms. Merritt:  I have a question.  If I understand what Jack was saying about the ACTs, would this 
be a species that could have an ACT put in place, in the event there couldn’t be -- When there 
wasn’t any other accountability? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  You could put an ACT in place for any of these species where you feel it’s 
appropriate.  It’s just not required by the guidelines, but it is one way to do one type of 
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accountability that you could put in place. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  To that point, wouldn’t this be an opportunity to put in an ACT for the recreational 
accountability, because this is so difficult to measure and to enforce? 
 
Mr. Currin:  It’s one of those species, Rita, where we’ve got highly variable estimates of the 
actual recreational catch, because it’s a rarely encountered species.  It’s synonymous to snowy 
grouper, where we are going to have a heck of a time trying to manage it if we establish separate 
ACLs for the two sectors or three sectors or whatever way you want to do it.  If you add more 
sectors, it becomes more complicated and difficult.   
 
The suggestion here from staff, as I read it, is to not establish separate sector allocations, because 
of that difficulty, and to manage it as a single ACL.  The accountability measures that are in 
here, and there are a couple, are to close the fishery for both recreational and commercial when 
the ACL is projected to be met or met or then another approach to that would be to cut the 
recreational bag back to one fish for the remainder of that fishing year as an accountability 
measure.  I guess to directly answer your question, I would have a hard time seeing how 
establishing an ACT in here would give us much, but it’s up to the committee. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  I understand all of that.  I was just looking at perhaps this might be helpful in the 
event that we do have what tends to be a traditional hi-grading when you only have the one 
allowable bag limit there in the recreational and a very tough time being able to put in any way 
of enforcing and being accountable for that.  I thought an ACT may very well be something that 
we could use in any of these cases, even in snowy, when you have such a small amount to try to 
manage and you’re going to pretty much be asking for more discards, I think. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I think we’re making some assumptions here that the commercial fishery is 
always going to remain viable here by pegging the recreational fishery accountability measures 
to what happens in the commercial fishery.  We could -- As Roy said earlier, nobody is going to 
be able to make it in golden tilefish, to have their entire income from that fishery. 
 
We could get to a point where if this council makes decisions that are going to close an awful lot 
of fisheries, we could end up in the same situation, theoretically, with golden tilefish that we’re 
in with snowies right now, is we can’t catch quota.  It’s not going to be worthwhile for 
fishermen, whether using the gear or whatever -- I can’t see that happening in the near future.  It 
could happen, I think, in the more distant future, but we’re talking about a situation where we’re 
leaving the accountability measures for one fishery tied to the assumption that the other fishery is 
going to remain constant. 
 
I have a little bit of problem with doing that without some kind of a back-up to protect that from 
happening.  Theoretically, if the golden tilefish commercial quota isn’t caught -- I know that 
sounds ludicrous to say now, but it could happen in the future, then the recreational fishery could 
stay open indefinitely with no problems and that could create another stock issue. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I agree totally with you, but I think we have the means, if we consider this ability to 
address things like that in framework by adjusting ACLs, I think we can address that fairly 
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quickly.  I would hope we would be able to, but I’m sensitive to your comments and I hope we 
don’t have to get to that point. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Mac, as you usually do, you covered that point that we can adjust it by ACL, but in 
addition to that, Brian, even if the commercial fishery did go away and the recreational fishery 
were left open, based on the amount of landings, the recreational sector only lands 6 percent.  It’s 
doubtful, especially with what we hear in terms of the economic times, that the recreational 
sector could even land the commercial quota if they directed all their effort at it.  We might be 
poking something that doesn’t need to be poked. 
 
Mr. Currin:  You never know these days and times, but other alternatives?  Are we okay with the 
alternatives we have now for golden tiles in 17?  Is there any desire to select a preferred at this 
point? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Remember the timeline that NMFS and NOAA GC gave us.  We’re talking about 
Amendment 17 and these are species that were identified as overfishing as of 2008 and the 
regulations implementing all of this need to be implemented during the 2010 fishing year.  In 
order to meet that deadline, we really need to approve a document for public hearing at the June 
meeting. 
 
I know it’s going to be difficult for you to pick some preferreds for some of these, but we really 
need preferreds if you all have an expectation that the team is going to be able to bring you a 
document at June that is ready to be approved for public hearing.  As we move through, we 
really need you to pick preferreds to meet that timeline. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Anybody got anything that tickles them? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  I would make a motion that we select Alternative 5 as our preferred 
alternative. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by George to select Alternative 5 as the preferred.  Is there a second?  
Second by Robert.  Discussion?  Is everybody comfortable with that? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Let me ask a question.  I guess this is kind of along Brian’s level.  What would 
happen if you had a situation where for whatever reason it took them a long time to catch the 
commercial quota and so when they finally caught it, you closed everything down, but the 
recreational catches turned out to be much higher than you thought and so you exceeded the 
overall ACL?  Would anything -- You would have closed the fishery, but you still could have 
gone over the ACL if that happened.  I don’t know if we need to address that. 
 
It seems unlikely the way things exist right now, but I wonder if we -- I don’t think we can think 
of everything that might happen here and I guess if that became a pattern, we would come back 
in and relook at it.  I don’t know where to go with the recreational fishery but to a vessel limit at 
that point. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Alternative 5 is even more conservative than going to a vessel limit.  That closes 
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both the fisheries at that point and so that’s kind of, upfront, the best you can do to try to 
constrain the recreational fishery and prevent scenarios such as you described. 
 
 Ms. Shipman:  In the companion AMs that we’ve got to work on, I know we had talked about 
backing down the quota for the future year and I can’t recall what we had talked about for the 
recreational sector.  Again, it’s going to be really hard to account for that overage in the future 
year for the recreational sector.  Commercial, I think we can handle it.  We can just back it out of 
that total quota. 
 
Mr. Currin:  In this case, with this alternative, the accountability measure for the recreational 
fishery is to close it when the commercial fishery closes. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  For that year, that’s correct.  I’m talking about for the next year.   
 
Mr. Currin:  Yes, for the scenario that Roy described, if they went way over.  I guess at this point 
the only alternative we would have would be to go back in and adjust, by framework, the 
accountability measures and ACLs to account for that.  Keep in mind, at least at this point, with 
all our recreational fisheries that we don’t get real-time data, catch data, for them.  It lags by 
months and so we’re not even going to know.  In this case, we would probably know before the 
fishing season started if it was closed, but -- Roy, did you have something else? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  No, it’s just a tough situation, because the recreational catches are so low that they 
really -- You’ve got CVs of 50 percent on them and so -- Rita is talking about having a target 
versus an ACL, but the variance on the estimates are so long you wouldn’t know if you were 
over one or over the other.  I don’t really have any better ideas on it at this moment. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I don’t either.  To me, again, I think Alternative 5 is the most -- 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I think if we get in a situation where it looks like the recreational catches are too 
high, then we’re just going to have to come in in a framework and either shut it down or go to a 
one per vessel or something like that. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That makes the most sense to me. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I had my hand raised to basically say what Roy just said.  We would have to go 
to framework to somehow adjust the recreational catch.  What Susan described to the committee 
here just a minute ago sounded like if we just adjusted the ACL in a future year that we’re going 
to penalize commercial landings for staying within their quota because the recreational sector 
potentially went over and that would not be a very good sell to folks at all. 
 
If there was some way, through framework, that we could adjust for recreational overages in the 
future, in that sense I think that probably Alternative 5 is the best choice that we’ve got at this 
point.  I just can’t see what else we can come up with. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I don’t either.  I think, Brian, the next step down, if the recreational fishery is 
exceeding what we think is the appropriate allocation, we could go back in and either close it or 
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go to a one fish per boat limit.  That would certainly constrain it below where it is now. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I would like to go ahead and call the question. 
 
Mr. Currin:  The question has been called on this motion.  We have to vote on calling the 
question.  Is there any objection to the motion?  I see none and the motion is approved.  Go 
ahead, Rick. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  We’ll be sure to modify the document and explain further, in the impact sections, 
that framework will be used and you are allowed to change, currently, the bag limit through 
framework.  We’ll be sure to add that to the document, in the discussion. 
 
Mr. Currin:  We’re assuming that that’s going to pass, but I hope everybody thinks that that 
would be a very useful tool for us.  It certainly impresses me as one. 
 
Mr. Robson:  Just something for staff to look at or consider is to make sure we try to avoid any 
situation where you have a recreational harvest level that could be changing, to make sure we’re 
looking at these individual fisheries to see if there’s a likelihood of any kind of significant effort 
shift as a result of all the other regulations we’re putting into place. 
 
Particularly on the recreational side, what could change golden tilefish recreational landings are 
the things that are going on in the other fisheries and we need to look at that and if there’s some 
reasonable expectation that we could see significant increases in recreational landings, then we 
need to account for it somehow and avoid these conflicts between commercial and recreational. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Agreed.  
 
Mr. Wallace:  I think we’re about to get off of golden tilefish and if we are, I want to go back to -
- If we’re going to implement some of these alternatives, are we going to have to require VMS in 
this amendment for the golden tilefish fishery?  You’re fixing to do an area closure and an area 
fishing ground and so you’ve got to have some way to enforce it. 
 
Mr. Currin:  So far nobody has brought that up as an issue to consider.  It hadn’t really hit me as 
something that we really need to do yet, but it may be because I’m not thinking about it. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I think that if we go down the path of these areas where the tilefish fishery is going 
to be allowed to fish, then yes, we’re going to have to think about VMS, but before we get to 
that, I think we need to decide about an endorsement or are we going to go to a LAPP for the 
golden tile fishery and then do the VMS.  You’re talking about a small number of vessels that are 
doing this and I don’t think you want to come in and try to put VMS on the entire snapper 
grouper fishery because of what I’m guessing -- Maybe someone knows, but I’m guessing it’s 
like ten boats, maybe.  Nine or ten boats in it.  I think you’re right, John, that we may have to get 
to that, but I think we need to figure out where we’re going with that fishery and then we can 
figure that part out. 
 
Mr. Currin:  It’s not clear yet, John, that we’re going to either need to or going to draw those 
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lines out there yet.  We’re talking about a line beyond which people are not going to be able to 
deepwater fish, but -- Rick, when you’re ready. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  This is the final deepwater species undergoing overfishing and it’s snowy 
grouper.  It’s PDF page 189 or page 167 in the amendment.  Under the current no action for 
snowy grouper, we currently have a TAC in place.  As you recall, snowy grouper is overfished 
and so 15A put in a rebuilding plan for snowy grouper.  You do have the TAC and then you did 
specify allocations for snowy grouper through 15A.  Again, that was 95 percent commercial and 
5 percent recreational.  Because you specified a TAC through the rebuilding plan and you do 
have allocations, you have a commercial ACL and a recreational ACL and that’s listed under the 
no action alternative. 
 
The current commercial ACL is 82,900 pounds gutted weight.  The current recreational ACL is 
523 fish.  This gets to the same problem that you were dealing with in golden tilefish, where 
catches recreationally have fluctuated from year to year as much as 200 percent.  The CVs are 
well over 50 percent and that’s shown on a couple of tables a couple of pages forward.  Also, 
you do not have an AM for the recreational sector. 
 
Here’s the current alternatives for snowy grouper.  Establish an ACL of zero pounds, which 
would prohibit all fishing for, possession, and retention of snowy grouper.  Again, this relates to 
the first action that we were dealing with.  Your current preferred alternative in that one would 
certainly affect this one. 
 
Alternative 3 is to establish a single ACL and this tracks what was the alternatives for golden 
tilefish.  That was suggested by the team.  Alternative 4 would establish a recreational AM that 
would implement a one snowy grouper per vessel, similar to what was done with golden tilefish.  
Then Alternative 5 tracks, again, the golden tilefish alternative, where the recreational catch 
would not factor into the commercial quota, but you would shut down both fisheries.  Again, I 
think this is a point where we look at the first preferred alternative that was done with the 
deepwater species, for speckled hind and warsaw grouper, and decide what to do. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I’m looking at the snowy grouper numbers for the recreational fishery in the South 
Atlantic and in 2008, they caught 1,988 fish.  Now, that has a big CV on it, but -- If you look at 
what happened, they were catching 10,000 to 13,000 fish per year in 2004, 2005, and 2006.  It 
came down, when 13C went in place, to 3,700 and then last year, it came down to 1,900, but I 
think what we’ve got to come to recognize here is we’ve got to go to a one per vessel on snowy. 
 
There’s no way we can stay at a one fish bag limit with a 500 fish ACL.  Unless we’re going to 
go to shut it down, to me, we ought to just go ahead and go to a one per vessel, because I just 
don’t see any way we’re going to stay within it, almost no matter what we do. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  To follow on with what Roy was saying, I really think one of the things that the 
council needs to consider is not allowing any recreational harvest of snowy grouper and actually 
take the fish, which were only five-hundred-and-some-odd fish, and just add it to conservation.  
Don’t necessarily give it to the commercial sector, but the easiest way to deal with accountability 
measures for the recreational fishery is not allow harvest. 
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Mr. Currin:  Then we’re back to that same issue that we discussed during that first deepwater 
thing, with encountering juvenile snowies in other fisheries that are open and how to deal with 
that discard mortality.  Yes, that’s certainly an approach we could take, Brian. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I think obviously if we shut it all down and go to zero, then that’s moot.  I think if 
we decide we’re going to allow some landings of snowy, I think if you try to look at treating the 
two separate sectors the same, what we did with the commercial sector in 13C was put a pretty 
low trip limit on it and a quota and we tried to set it up so that no one would target snowy 
groupers, but some incidental catch could be landed. 
 
I think if you wanted to take that same approach in the recreational side, it seems to me a one per 
vessel would get you there.  I don’t think anyone is going to target snowy grouper at one per 
vessel, but if they happen to catch one, it would still let them bring a fish in, rather than throwing 
it over the side dead.  It seems to me those two approaches would be pretty similar. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  To that point, if one fish per vessel would stop directed trips, that would 
probably be okay.  I would much rather see people bring back a fish than throw overboard a dead 
fish, but in looking at these alternatives, I can’t see how Alternative 5 could ever work in this 
fishery, since we’re not catching the commercial quota now.  In essence, we’re not shutting the 
fishery down anymore at all and in the alternative, it doesn’t say anything about the one fish per 
vessel in there. 
 
As it stands now, they could just keep on hammering -- The recreational fishermen could keep 
on hammering snowies without any change and so Alternative 5, if we choose to keep it, that’s 
got to change. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Brian, the only place I really hear about people targeting snowies is North 
Carolina.  I think that’s a function of just who I hear from and I don’t know if it’s happening.  
Maybe some, Tony, is happening down in the Keys too, but do either one of you guys -- Would 
these guys target if they could only keep one per vessel? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I think the issue in North Carolina is they’ve got to go so far to get those fish 
that if they were limited to one fish per vessel, most of them would not want to do it.  The only 
other fish that they’re going to catch with frequency out there is going to be blueline tilefish in 
the same areas.  My thought would be if we kept them at one fish per vessel and we held them to 
that, that might be able to help us achieve what we need.  I do know there are a lot of trips that 
are targeting snowy recreationally off of North Carolina. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Tony, to that point? 
 
Mr. Iarocci:  Roy, if you go back and look on the record of the comments of the guys in the Keys 
-- In Key Largo, there was a lot of discussion outside, and not on the record, about how many 
boats are out there right now targeting, the small center consoles, and some of the headboats and 
charterboats are now advertising snowy trips.  They’ve got electric reels on their boats targeting 
these fish and a lot of the commercial guys that are still fishing down there, their traditional 
spots, they see those boats stop and they run to those just to get to that bottom and they have to 
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pick up and move so that they don’t drop on their rocks.  There’s a big problem with that down 
there right now and that one might fish might keep it -- If it can be enforced. 
 
Mr. Currin:  What I’m hearing is the desire to add an alternative to establish a one fish per vessel 
snowy limit. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I would suggest that it just be a modification of Alternative 4.  One would be you 
go to one per vessel when the ACL is projected to meet and another sub could just be you go to 
one per vessel, period. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Is there a motion then to add an alternative either as a sub-alternative of Alternative 
4 or as a separate alternative or perhaps a new Alternative 5, since there seems to be some desire 
to eliminate that one, to replace that with a one fish per vessel recreational limit?  Is there a 
motion? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I’ll go ahead and make the motion that we establish a recreational 
accountability measure of a snowy grouper bag limit of one snowy grouper per vessel.  
Also, Mac, while we’re doing this, I just Googled snowy grouper charters in Florida and I got 
over a hundred hits of folks advertising snowy grouper charters in Florida. 
 
Mr. Currin:  There’s a motion and is there a second?  Second by Tony.  Discussion? 
 
Ms. Shipman:  Brian, is that per trip or per day or per what? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I know in North Carolina you’re not going to do more than one trip per day. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  What about the Keys?  What about Florida? 
 
Mr. Iarocci:  The same thing. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  In our regulations, bag limits are daily bag limits.  You’re not allowed to run back 
out and take another one.  I grant you, there may be some enforcement problems with that, but 
that’s the way they are set up. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I would be most comfortable with that.  We’ve got a second by Tony and is there 
discussion on this motion? 
 
Mr. Robson:  Just so I’m clear, this is still considered an accountability measure?  It doesn’t 
seem to be anymore. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I don’t think it is.  This is just a bag limit reduction, period.  I don’t think it’s an 
AM or anything, because it’s not tied to anything. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That would make the most sense to me, too.  Can we strike the “AM” from the 
motion then? 
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Dr. Cheuvront:  I’m cool with that. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Is the seconder okay with that?  Okay. 
 
Mr. Robson:  Given that, is this the right place for this kind of an alternative in the document? 
 
Mr. Currin:  Yes, I think so.  I guess, isn’t it?  It’s not really an ACL, but it reflects on an ACL 
and generates the ACL. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  In my view, it’s a management regulation to ensure that you’re not going to 
exceed your ACL and so I believe you can also package in actual management regulation 
changes in these actions.  That’s how I see it. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  I still contend that with the one per vessel that you’re still going to have the hi-
grading and even to Tony’s point, we heard this on the audio and I think it was a headboat 
captain out of North Carolina at the New Bern meeting who specifically said if they have one 
that they’re going to discard until they get the biggest one and they’ll let them float off.  I just 
really think when you go to a bag limit with one that you’re asking for more discards and that’s 
my point. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  The purpose of what we’re trying to do here though is to discourage recreational 
trips that are going to target snowy, just like what has happened in the commercial fishery.  We 
have discouraged targeted trips in the commercial fishery.  Somebody may encounter a snowy 
grouper on a trip where they’re actually targeting something else.  It’s going to be bycatch.  Yes, 
I could see -- You can’t stop hi-grading altogether and I could see there could be incidences of 
somebody tossing over a smaller snowy if they find a bigger one, but I still don’t think anybody 
is going to run out there to try to catch one big snowy and keep throwing them overboard until 
they get that big one.  It’s too much of an effort and too much cost associated to do that. 
 
Roy convinced me that it’s better to allow folks to keep a fish that they catch in a bycatch fishery 
than to have to throw them all overboard.  That was the argument that swayed me on this.  I think 
Rita’s point -- I think that could happen now if we didn’t put any other restrictions on the fishery, 
but I think there’s going to be too much else going on and people just are not going to target 
snowies anymore.  That’s the bottom line, recreationally or commercially. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Keep in mind the first preferred we selected would prohibit fishing for those species 
outside of forty fathoms at this point.  That’s where the bigger fish are and so you’re not going to 
accomplish much by hi-grading back up on the shelf, where for the most part the fish are 
generally smaller.  Otha, did you have something you wanted to add to this conversation? 
 
Mr. Easley:  I just wanted to mention one thing dealing with hi-grading.  Yes, I agree with 
everything pretty much that you said about hi-grading.  There’s not a whole lot we can do to stop 
that, but if we put in a little additional restriction in writing prohibiting it, at least it gives our 
agents and Coast Guard and officers that are out at sea that see their catch and see that they have 
one snowy grouper onboard and okay, you’re fine and then our dockside agents are notified that 
this boarding occurred and a description of the fish.  When potentially their catch is looked at on 
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the dockside, they see that now they have a much larger fish, snowy grouper, and that’s a little 
bit of deterrent in preventing hi-grading. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I think it’s our intent, Otha, that once you possess a fish that you cannot un-
possess it.  Hi-grading, in my view, is illegal, but I think we can certainly be clear here that our 
intent is that once you’ve caught a fish and put it in your cooler and now you possess it, that’s it 
and you’re done for the day.  If you throw it over the side to keep another one, that’s a violation.  
We could try to put something like that in the regulations or something, but I think our intent has 
always been that for all of our bag limits and trip limits as well. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  I didn’t see Otha coming up behind me when I had my hand up earlier, because my 
response was going to be exactly what Otha offered to us.  I do believe it’s an enforcement issue 
that we just need to beef up the enforcement.  I think enforcement eventually catches on, no 
matter what sector, and then you become self-enforcing. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Keep in mind we have this motion on the table here that we need to deal with at 
some point.  Is there any further discussion on this motion?  That is to add an alternative to 
establish a recreational daily bag limit of one snowy grouper per vessel.  The intent here is to 
prohibit or prevent hi-grading.  Is there discussion? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Also, I think part of the intent is to prohibit recreational targeting of snowy 
grouper.   
 
Mr. Currin:  Any further discussion?  Is there objection to the motion?  I see none and the 
motion is approved.  Is there a desire to select a preferred alternative under the snowy grouper 
alternatives here? 
 
Mr. Wallace:  Before we go to that, should we change Alternative 2 to mirror I think it was 
Alternative 4 in the warsaw and speckled hind?  Somewhere along the line, we’ve already 
established that we have a preferred saying that we’re going to close it to all snapper grouper 
species, deepwater snapper grouper species. 
 
Mr. Currin:  If we select a preferred here, then we can take, as a next action, take a look at the 
alternatives that exist here and see if we want to remove some of those to the index or we can do 
that now, before we select a preferred. 
 
Mr. Robson:  That was a comment I was thinking of earlier.  For transparency and 
understandability of this document to the public, how are we going to address the earlier 
alternative that prohibits fishing outside of forty fathoms?  We have to mirror that in here 
somehow, getting at John’s question. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Keep in mind it’s a preferred alternative right now, but it’s not the only alternative 
that’s going to be in the document and it may conflict with some and at some point, when the 
document is finished, some of these will become moot.  Some may be moot at this point.  You 
may decide that this is not an action that we would consider.  We’ve had a fair amount of 
discussion about the intent to keep the snowy grouper fishery open, at least to account for 
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bycatch of juveniles up on the bank.  That would tend to suggest that Alternative 2 is probably 
not one the council would go back and consider, although I can’t presume that.  At this point, 
that would seem to be the indication. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  For lessening the tremendous workload we’re already giving to the staff, is it not 
better to go ahead -- If Number 2, we intend it to be a rejected alternative, I think we need to 
take it out of the analysis and I would move that Number 2 be moved to the appendix. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Have you looked at them closely, such that there might be others you want to 
include in this motion to remove? 
 
Ms. Shipman:  I’m fine to include 5 with that too, Alternatives 2 and 5. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by Susan to remove Alternatives 2 and 5 and second by Duane.  Is there any 
further discussion to remove those and put them in the appendix as considered but rejected?  No 
discussion?  Any objection to that motion?  I see none and that motion is approved.   
 
Mr. Robson:  It’s probably just me and I’m being a little dense about this, but the point I was 
trying to make, I guess, was that we -- As we develop the document, that an alternative in here 
needs to mirror the effect of the alternative in the first action we looked at, so that the public can 
see -- I assume that’s going to be done.  Is that what you were answering? 
 
Mr. Currin:  I presume we can do that at full council.  We’re still looking for a preferred here, if 
anyone would choose to do so.  Gregg had something that might help. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  I think what Mark is looking for, we can achieve that once we have your preferreds 
for all the deepwater actions.  What you want to know is what do we tell the public we’re doing 
with the deepwater fishery?  I don’t think we want to get to where we’re repeating all the 
alternatives in each section, but once you give us the preferreds, then we can analyze the impacts 
of all the preferreds and that gives the public and us a picture of what we’re doing in the 
deepwater fishery with all our preferreds. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  Mark is looking for a cumulative impact, basically.  When you get to the end of 
the deepwater, here’s the table that’s got the whole thing, cumulatively, looking across it at what 
all the actions are.  I think that’s what he’s looking for. 
 
Mr. Robson:  My point is that the public hearing document needs to be as clear as possible what 
all the alternatives are that affect catch limits or accountability for this particular species.  In the 
case of snowy grouper, it needs to include the earlier alternative in another action, even if it’s not 
the preferred. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  To that, we just took out the only -- We just rejected the only alternative that 
would mirror that, which would prohibit no fishing for and possession. 
 
Mr. Robson:  It doesn’t mirror it. 
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Mr. Wallace:  It’s the only one that even comes close to that other alternative of do not allow 
deepwater snapper grouper species being possessed.  We just rejected it in this alternative.  
Alternative 2 we just rejected, but we’re implying it in Alternative 4 of these other ones and so 
how can we reject it here? 
 
Mr. Currin:  I’m not seeing the disconnect there, John. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  We are saying in Alternative 4 in the speckled hind to prohibit all fishing for, 
possession, and retention of all deepwater snapper grouper species seaward of forty fathoms.  
Alternative 2 in the snowy grouper is to establish the ACL at zero, which prohibits all fishing 
for, possession, and retention of snowy grouper.  Those two are essentially the same. 
 
Mr. Currin:  No, they’re quite different, if you remember some of the discussion we had before.  
This draws a depth line, beyond which you can’t fish for or retain deepwater species.  We know 
that there’s an encounter of juvenile, primarily, snowy groupers up in other fisheries, the 
vermilion fishery and even some shallower shelf fisheries, and the intent, by doing this, yet not 
doing Alternative 2 here, prohibit all possession, is to allow retention of those bycatch species 
when they’re encountered, rather than throwing them back over dead. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  Something inshore of forty fathoms. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That’s right. 
 
Mr. Robson:  This might help, but I don’t know.  We’ve rejected Alternative 2 in a sense because 
we’ve accepted this alternative.  This is more or less a replacement of what originally was 
Alternative 2. 
 
Mr. Currin:  They’re related and that’s kind of why we considered that first one first, because it 
does have impacts and changes things throughout this document and will simplify it.  We just 
went in and simplified it based on the actions from the first alternative.  Is that clear?  Are you 
okay with that? 
 
Mr. Robson:  I understand that.  I guess I’m still coming back to a way to present this to the 
public that they will capture that as part of the snowy grouper alternatives. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  This is a result of the way the document is structured now.  The one we brought to 
you in December dealt with the ACLs across the various species first and then put all the 
management measures together.  What you’re grappling with is you’re dealing with management 
measures on a species-by-species basis and when you do that, you separate them and it’s hard, 
mentally, to link them all back together, particularly when you have disconnected alternatives for 
each species. 
 
The only way under the current structure to put them together is to take the preferreds for each 
species and then say, okay, here’s what we are proposing.  The only other solution to the 
problem is to take all the management measures for the deepwater and write management 
measure alternatives that each address all of the species. 
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Mr. Currin:  I think that’s kind of what you’re suggesting would be your preference, Mark, is it 
not?  You want to make sure that all the measures affecting, for example, the deepwater species 
are in a section where it clearly illustrates what’s happening to snowies and what’s happening to 
golden tiles and all that. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I’m a little concerned that I didn’t understand that correctly.  You’re not suggesting 
that the only thing that we point out at the end, when you go through the process of looking at all 
the preferreds, that that’s all that -- That’s not all that’s being shown? 
 
Mr. Currin:  No, all the alternatives, except for the ones that we’re voting to remove to the 
Considered but Rejected, will remain in this document. 
 
Mr. Robson:  You basically said it.  I just want to make sure that all of the alternatives that affect 
a particular species are in a place together where the public can actually see and understand what 
the alternatives are, including the preferred alternative. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  The difficulty is that was the way the document was structured in December and 
you directed us to change how the document was structured and now it’s broken out by species.  
If you want us to go back now and restructure it again to put the deepwater together and write 
each alternative to address each species in the deepwater, I guess we can try and do it that way. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Maybe perhaps this might be a compromise on how we can deal with this issue.  
I see what Mark is saying in trying to explain to people what it is that the council is trying to do, 
based on the way that they approach fisheries.  My suggestion is -- I like seeing it all set up here 
by species, because if we start taking -- Except for the alternatives that we’ve taken out, if we 
change our mind as to what we are going to recommend on one species, that could influence 
changes in the other species. 
 
What I would maybe like to suggest, and it’s contingent on what the staff would be able to do, 
but take the preferred alternatives that we’re going to give you and create a short document that 
paints a picture as to saying this is what the council’s preferred alternatives, current preferred 
alternatives, would make the fisheries look like.   
 
You have deepwater, you have preferred alternatives that are going to affect deepwater fisheries, 
and the council’s preferred alternatives would say this and this and this is going to happen in 
deepwater and this is going to happen in mid-shelf, shallow, whatever we’re going to say.  I 
think that would be more approachable and understandable by the fishermen and they could 
object or agree with what the preferred alternatives are, but then they could go back and refer to 
all of the alternatives for all the species. 
 
I think we could get a short document -- If it’s more than a couple of pages, I would be very 
afraid, but I don’t want to put too much additional burden on staff, but I think that might be a 
solution to get at at least part of what Mark is talking about, but keeping it by species, which I 
think is important right now. 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  To that point, Gregg, don’t you usually prepare a public hearing draft 
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summary of some sort that’s a distillation of what the amendment is and it’s a more user-friendly 
document for the public? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Yes, we do.  Within that though, generally we list all the alternatives.  To me, 
what’s being suggested is to take all the preferreds and talk about that this is what the overall set 
of preferreds would do and we would have the main document that would have all the 
alternatives in it.  I think that would be much more usable by the public. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  What I envisioned was something similar to what Kim did with Amendment 16 
or NMFS did or whoever did it.  It was a great summary page of everything that was in that 
amendment.  Now, in that case, obviously it was preferred, because it had gone forward, but I 
think if you did something like that, that was easy to comprehend and understand and it was 
totally comprehensive. 
 
Mr. Currin:  We’re kind of getting a little ahead of ourselves, I think, to some degree, because we 
haven’t even allowed the staff the time to think about trying to integrate this stuff.  I understand 
your concerns, Mark, but I don’t know what we can do about that right at this point, other than to 
make sure the staff is aware of those concerns.   
 
I’m sure they’ll do the best they can to try to structure this document so that it’s clear and 
understandable.  The next time we see it, we may be able to give some specific guidance as to 
how we think it might be more clear to the public.  I don’t know of any other way to handle it, 
but we can think about it and if we come up with something, then certainly let’s give the staff 
some direction on that. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I trust staff to do that and we can work with that. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  Certainly staff can work on the purpose and need of the document.  That’s where 
you explain what you want to do and what you think should happen and we’ll certainly explain 
that with the deepwater fishery.  We’ll capture your intentions here and then we’ll further explain 
that the preferred alternatives really capture what you want to do. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Roy, are you okay at this point? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Yes, I think I am, but I do think when the team looks at where we’ve left snowy 
grouper right now that we need to make sure that we do have an accountability measure of some 
sort that covers the recreational sector, because I could look at this now and say we could go 
with status quo and one per vessel, but then status quo says do not implement an AM for the 
recreational sector and so -- Do you see where I’m getting at?  We just need to make sure that we 
have one somehow set up in there. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  What we need now is for the committee to give us a preferred, whether it be the no 
action alternative plus the motion you just approved with the recreational bag limit of one snowy 
grouper per vessel.  That would give us the preferred. 
 
Mr. Currin:  We will get there, I promise you, or we’ll try to. 
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Ms. Merritt:  I know you don’t like getting slapped with dead fish and I’m going back to it again, 
the one snowy per vessel limit, and Roy just opened the door on this, too.  It’s accountability.  If 
we’re talking about, as we were earlier, perhaps having around 500 fish, we’re talking 500 
vessels and I know a lot of people will want to be one of those first vessels out there to get that 
one grouper.  How do you account for that and then what are the repercussions of that in the 
recreational sector and I believe we’ve also discussed that in the past.  How do you stop it?  By 
the time you’ve counted them, they’re over the quota. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I appreciate that and I understand it, but we’re very limited in how we can deal with 
that, because of the numbers of people involved in it, the way the data is collected, the timing of 
the data, and it’s just -- It’s the game that we have to play.  It’s the ballgame we’re in and we’ve 
got to figure out the best way to do that. 
 
Right now, it seems like if there’s a problem with that fishery, we find out about it afterwards 
and we’re going to have to come back in through framework afterwards, just like with golden 
tile, and -- If we select one per vessel, then the only thing we can do is prohibit retention by the 
recreational community as an accountability measure. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  You could put something in here for snowy similar to what you have later in the 
document, I think, for black and red, where you’re going to look at a three-year running average 
and you’ve got the 521 fish.  If it’s exceeded, then the RA will shorten the length of the season 
by whatever is required the next year to keep from exceeding it. 
 
What that would mean is let’s say they catch a thousand fish.  That would mean you’re going to 
have a six-month season the next year and if they exceeded it again the next year, you would 
whittle it down some more.  You have an alternative later, I think, in the document for some of 
those.  It talks about three-year running averages, don’t we, Rick?  I think you could apply 
something like that to snowy and if people actually do target and bring them in at one per vessel, 
then you would shorten up that season pretty quickly. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Rick is trying to find that page number so everybody can look at it.  It’s under 
accountability measures for the recreational community. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  It’s 174 in the document I’m looking at.  It’s under ACLs and not AMs for some 
reason. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  If you type in page 196, that should bring you to it.  Roy is right that this 
Alternative 2C is under ACLs and that should be under AMs, to use the running average.  We 
were going to bring this up later, to move this to the AMs, but if you look at the AMs, and this is 
for the recreational sector and, again, this is for black grouper, black sea bass, gag, red grouper, 
and vermilion snapper.  You could apply this to snowy grouper.  
 
If the ACL is exceeded, the RA shall publish a notice to reduce the length of the following 
fishing year by the amount necessary to ensure landings do not exceed the sector ACL, and that 
would be for the following fishing year, and then we could put in there to use the running 
average.  It would be a combination of this Alternative 2C and Alternative 4A, if that’s what 
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you’re thinking of. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I would suggest that we probably ought to do that and add that in there. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Would it not be best or easiest, perhaps, to just add snowy grouper to that list under 
AMs, in that alternative, instead of dragging it up into the snowy grouper section?  I don’t know. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I don’t know.  I would defer to Rick to figure out what’s easiest. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  Right now, we currently separate this out, this action, just applying to black sea 
bass and those species.  We might just incorporate this as an alternative, a recreational AM 
alternative, for the snowy grouper section. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I would like to make the motion to add a recreational accountability 
measure to use the three-year running average of recreational snowy grouper catches and 
allow the Regional Administrator to shorten the following season to ensure that catches do 
not exceed the recreational ACL. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by Brian and is there a second?  Second by Rita.  Discussion? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  I guess I have a clarification question.  When it says to shorten the following 
season, which following season?  The following season after the first year it’s identified or the 
following season after the three-year running average? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  That’s addressed in the document and so in the first year it goes into place, you 
just look at the one year and then the next year, you use the two-year average and then after 
you’ve got three years under your belt, the three years starts moving. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  I understand that, but that doesn’t say that up there.  Do we need to specify it? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I think our intent would be to structure it in the same fashion as in the later actions. 
 
Mr. Currin:   That’s my understanding as well.  Is there further discussion on this motion?  Is 
there any objection to the motion?  I see none and the motion is approved.  Before I let you 
go for break, we’re going to have to see if we can get a preferred out of the committee for the 
snowy grouper alternatives that we were talking about on page 189.  Now we’re back there.  It’s 
PDF 189.  Any desire by the committee to select a preferred alternative for snowy grouper? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Can we combine a couple of things together to make a preferred alternative?  I 
think if we can get what we have in Alternative 1, which is the status quo, but to include 
elements of Motion Number 5 and Number 7 for the recreational accountability measures, I think 
we would have what it is we’re looking for. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I think what you’re doing, the status quo is already there and so you don’t need it 
to be a preferred.  I don’t know the numbers, but if we selected whatever number alternative puts 
the one per vessel in place as a preferred and then we also select the AM we just added in as a 



Snapper Grouper Committee 
                                                                                                                  Jekyll Island, GA 

                                                                                                                          March 4-5, 2009 
 

 65

preferred, I think that gets you where you want to be, Brian. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  That would be Alternative 4 then. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I don’t know what the numbers are anymore, because I don’t have them in front of 
me, but we added that one patterned in with the running average as an AM.  I don’t know what 
number that is though. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Because they’re different, we can combine them into one or we can select two as 
preferreds.  We can select the accountability measure as a preferred as well as the one per vessel 
as a preferred. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I think I can do this now.  I would like to make a motion that we select -- You 
said we don’t have to select Alternative 1 as a preferred. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  No, because it’s already in place. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I would like to remove the recreational component out of Alternative 1 and can I 
do that by just showing Alternative 4 as the preferred for the recreational? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I don’t think you’re removing anything.  You already have an ACL of 523 fish.  
You don’t have an AM for the recreational sector, but when you choose that later preferred, 
that’s going to establish and AM for the recreational. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Rick and Gregg suggested that perhaps let’s go ahead and take a break and let them 
work on some language to try to capture what you’re after and then at four o’clock, we will sit 
back down and address this motion. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Just so everybody is clear on this, previously, we had added a couple of alternatives 
to this action for snowy grouper, one in which we added a one fish per vessel recreational limit 
and we also added the accountability measure with the three-year running average, after three 
years. 
 
I think Brian’s intent, and don’t let me put words in your mouth, and I believe they’ve tried to 
capture it here, is to combine those two motions that we made earlier into one and select that as a 
preferred. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  That clearly was the intent to what I was trying to do and I think that’s what Roy 
was trying to help me to do before we went into the break.  As long as we keep that as part of the 
intent, I would like to go ahead and make this motion.  The motion is to select the new snowy 
grouper Alternative 2 as the preferred alternative, which is to establish a recreational daily 
bag limit of one snowy grouper per vessel and add a recreational accountability measure to 
use the three-year running average of recreational snowy grouper catches and allow the 
Regional Administrator to shorten the following season to ensure the catches do not exceed 
the recreational ACL. 
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Mr. Currin:  That’s the motion.  Is there a second?  Second by David.  Is there discussion? 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  Shorten the season by the amount of the overage or shorten the season how? 
 
Mr. Currin:  To account for the overage. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  We would shorten it -- Based on the year where you had the overage, you would 
shorten it enough that if the fishing patterns remained the same that you wouldn’t go over again. 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  You would want that fairly spelled out in the document at some point, to 
give the Regional Administrator not much discretion, so that the council specifies what he is 
going to do at whatever point in time you want him to do it. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I think that could be addressed with a percentage of the overage versus a percentage 
of the season during which it was caught pretty closely.  Isn’t that your intent anyway?  I’m not 
sure that needs to be captured in the motion. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I’m not sure either, Mr. Chairman.  I think that with the discussion -- That’s 
enough for staff to know what to do, I believe, right?  Okay.  I’m fine with it. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Further discussion on this motion?  My only concern is we’ve taken two of these 
motions to establish new alternatives here and now what we really want to do is remove those 
and stick them together and use them to replace the two previous ones which were addressed as 
motions.  Any further discussion on the motion?  Is there any objection to the motion?  I see 
none and that motion is approved.  All right, Rick. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  On the screen, just to clarify what happened with snowy grouper, what staff and 
the team will analyze will be Alternative 1, the status quo, and Alternative 2 and we’re going to 
call this -- It’s the motion you just passed, which will be the new Alternative 2, and that’s the 
preferred.  Then now we have Alternative 3, which is to establish a single ACL, and then 
Alternative 4 is to establish a recreational AM that would implement a one snowy grouper per 
vessel limit when the single ACL is projected to be met. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I understand that Alternative 1 is the status quo and we need to analyze it as it is, 
but at some point, we’re going to need analysis somehow of the commercial aspect of 
Alternative 1 with the new motion we just created, because those numbers, theoretically, could 
change, couldn’t they?  I just want to make sure that we’re actually going to be able to capture 
where it is we seem to be heading with snowy grouper.   
 
I’m just wondering if leaving in the do not implement accountability measures for the 
recreational sector language in Alternative 1, is that analysis going to somehow skew the data 
that we’re going to need to back up what I think might be the final direction we’re heading in?  
I’m not sure and I don’t know if that’s something that Rick or Gregg can address.  It may be 
irrelevant, but I just wanted to make sure that we’re not setting ourselves up to have to do 
additional analyses later on. 
 



Snapper Grouper Committee 
                                                                                                                  Jekyll Island, GA 

                                                                                                                          March 4-5, 2009 
 

 67

Mr. Waugh:  I think the way it’s laid out here, the team is going to have to analyze Alternative 1, 
which is the status quo.  Then when you come down to the new Alternative 2, we’ll have to point 
out there that this does implement some measures that are different than Alternative 1 and all 
those changes will be analyzed in Alternative 2, but I don’t think you need to duplicate what’s 
already been analyzed in Alternative 1. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Is that going to give us the cumulative result that we’re looking for at the end?  
That’s really what my question is, the results of that analysis.  I guess I just can’t figure it out at 
this point, but I don’t know. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  When we look to go forward with all the council’s preferreds, here we will pull the 
no action alternative and Alternative 2 and we would just, at that point, have to delete those 
portions of Alternative 1 that are contradicted by Alternative 2. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I can live with that. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Okay, Rick. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  How the document is situated right now is the next action is dealing with the 
shallow-water species that are undergoing overfishing and so that’s black grouper, black sea 
bass, gag, red grouper, and vermilion snapper.  What we recommend is that we move up red 
snapper in front of these species, as what you do with red snapper will affect these shallow-water 
species, similar to what you did with speckled hind and warsaw grouper affected the rest of the 
deepwater species.  If we could just jump to red snapper now and start discussing that, I think 
that’s the best way to proceed.   
 
Mr. Currin:  Is everybody okay with that?  All right.  I don’t see anybody objecting. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  Red snapper, it’s on PDF 210.  Red snapper is undergoing overfishing and it’s 
overfished, such that you’re going to have to end overfishing and implement a rebuilding plan 
and also implement the status determination criteria from the recent stock assessment.  The first 
action deals with the management reference points and this is typically how we handle it when 
we’ve had a SEDAR assessment, to implement an MSY and an OY value. 
 
The first alternative is the no action alternative.  The second alternative is to implement the MSY 
from the stock assessment and then there’s three OY alternatives, which is Alternative 2A, 2B, 
and 2C.  Basically, that’s typically the alternatives that we had with Amendment 16, for 
example, that had 65 percent of the F40 percent SPR, 75 percent of the F40 percent SPR, and 85 
percent of the F40 percent SPR. 
 
These values could change and just to give a bit of a background on what’s going on with red 
snapper in reject projections that were requested to the Science Center -- If you recall, when the 
SSC met in December, projections were provided at that time and those projections did not 
provide an MSY value or these OY alternatives and it didn’t project landings out to Tmax.  What 
has happened in the last month, Roy wrote a memo to Bonnie requesting new projections to be 
done and that’s Attachment 12B.  We could go through those if you would like me to. 
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The date for those is April 3, when we should get those new projections.  We should get new 
MSY and OY values in those projections and so they could change these values.  I’ll stop and 
see if there’s any comments there on these alternatives currently in the document, but I just 
wanted to make you aware that we awaiting new projections from the Science Center. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I guess I would like some discussion.  We had a recommendation of 40 percent 
SPR for red snapper that came out of the SEDAR and then I guess after some debate, that was 
the recommendation out of the SSC.  We would have to take an action here to adopt 40 percent 
SPR as the proxy for FMSY. 
 
Then we had a vermilion snapper assessment which basically adopted 40 percent as well and that 
came out and a lot of the rationale for vermilion was to be consistent with red snapper.  I guess 
I’ll direct this at you, John Carmichael, but my question is, are we shifting our whole basis for 
management now from what has before been 30 percent to managing at a proxy of F40 percent 
for MSY or are we just making this change specifically for red snapper and vermilion snapper? 
 
When you look at vermilion, it sounds like they looked at red snapper as a precedent for that.  I 
don’t know what the answer for that is, but if we’re making a fundamental shift in our 
management from 30 percent to F40 percent, I think that bears considerably more discussion 
than it’s had, because I think that will have a great impact on a lot of things.  I think you will see 
quite a few stocks that are not undergoing overfishing -- If you change the standard, they’re 
going to be undergoing overfishing and I also think it’s something that needs to be done broadly, 
because it would seem to me that’s a shift that would affect assessments throughout the region. 
 
I don’t think that’s the kind of change that ought to come out of one SEDAR on one species and 
in such a narrow context.  I guess I’m assuming that this isn’t a fundamental change in how 
we’re gearing overfishing, but I’m not sure what the discussions on the SSC have been.  I would 
like to hear what you and maybe what Bonnie thinks about that. 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  I think if Carolyn is still in the room that as our SSC chair she may have some 
on that, too.  My impression hasn’t been that in making those recommendations they were 
considering that a fundamental change.  I think we are aware that the tendency in percent SPRs 
over time has been to represent increasingly higher values of SPR for any given reference, but I 
don’t know that this represents a change in saying F30 percent is inadequate and that we really 
need to be thinking of F40 percent as the lowest value that’s considered. 
 
I’m thinking about actions the council has taken in the past of specifying particular SPR levels as 
limits and references.  It may not be out of line for the committee to send a question back to the 
SSC to ask for some perception on this and if that is the SSC’s intention, to in the future 
recommend higher SPR levels, or is this something that they did in response to their perception 
of uncertainty in these particular stocks.  I think it’s more of that, their perception of the 
uncertainties in this case. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I think I would like to hear a little bit from them on that, because I think -- I’ve 
talked to Bonnie a little bit about this, but if we’re looking at a shift in what the proxies we’re 
going to use are, then it seems to me that that’s really something we ought to have region-wide 
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workshop to look at across a lot of our stocks and really put a lot of thought in that.  If this is just 
because of the uncertainty with these particular assessments, then that’s a different situation, I 
guess.  I think that’s something I would like to get a little clarification as to where they see this 
going. 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  I would too and I agree with you.  I think it would be very good if such a 
change like that is considered in order, it should come at a higher level, in consideration of the 
region and all the fish that we’re dealing with, and be to decrease that impression that everything 
is done just a little bit slightly different in each area.  It would be a good issue for a workshop 
within the region to talk about. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Any other questions or comments regarding the management reference points?  
Rick, are we looking for a preferred here as well? 
 
Mr. Robson:  I know we went over this ground pretty hard in December and could one of the 
science staff just kind of recap the rationale for switching from the 30 percent to the 40 percent 
in the assessment for red snapper? 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  The recommendation for using 40 percent for red snapper was based on the 
review panel for red snapper.  The way they perceived it and the way they approached it was not 
as a shift from 30 percent to 40 percent.  It was in response to their lack of certainty and 
confidence in the MSY estimates and they recommended -- In lieu of the MSY, they 
recommended a proxy at 40 percent SPR, because they didn’t feel MSY was reliably estimated.  
Then the SSC supported that recommendation. 
 
They were aware that previously the council has used 30 percent SPR for red snapper, but they 
chose the 40 percent and the SSC supported that from the review panel.  The justification for that 
is the uncertainty in the stock recruitment relationship and the uncertainty in what’s going on 
with the population. 
 
Mr. Robson:  Just a follow-up question then.  What had changed in terms of the questions about 
MSY from the previous assessment to the latest one that caused them to be more concerned 
about the value of MSY to make the change in the proxy? 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  This is the first assessment that’s been done under SEDAR and I’m not well 
aware of what previous assessments might have been done on red snapper.  There wasn’t much 
available in the way of previous comprehensive catch age-based assessments.  Essentially, this is 
the first, the first modern assessment we’ve had of red snapper in the South Atlantic.  As we 
know, the red snapper in the Gulf was done several years prior to this in the Atlantic, but they’re 
different individual populations that we’re dealing with. 
 
Mr. Currin:  As Rick indicated, we’ve got some new projections coming out of the Science 
Center and perhaps it would be advisable to wait on those, so that we’ve got this table filled out 
with appropriate values before we select a preferred.  Everybody is likely aware that typically we 
have used 75 percent. 
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Dr. Crabtree:  Under the status quo, the FMSY and FOY values, shouldn’t the values that are in 
there be what comes out of the new assessment projections that were done at F30 percent?  I 
think there were projections at some point done at F30 percent, weren’t there, John? 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  They’re looking at projections to get the full time series.  There were some 
projections of a short time period that were provided to the SSC in December. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  What I’m getting at is if we’re going to analyze Alternative 2 relative to the status 
quo, which is the F30 percent, then it seems to me you would analyze, based on the new 
assessment, here’s what fishing at 30 percent SPR gives you.  I think those F numbers are out of 
the old whatever catch curve that we had.  I don’t think that’s a valid analysis of the alternatives, 
is it? 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  No, it wouldn’t be.  We would want that to be from the new assessment, from 
the recent assessment that’s been approved.  There’s some changes required in this table to 
reflect the current assessment. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  It seems to me that for status quo you would say F30 percent as the proxy and the 
new assessment says this is what it is and then you would compare it to the other alternatives.  At 
least that seems to me to be what the meaningful comparison would be. 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  That’s the way I would perceive it, because you have the status quo being the 
concept of F30 percent and the values are whatever it comes out with.  It would be interesting to 
know what F30 percent was way back when that was put into place as well as what the current 
estimate of it is. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I have a question for Gregg.  I think the F30 percent was basically put in place in 
the SFA Amendment that was done. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  That’s correct and I’m just not sure if we indicated in there that it would be updated 
by every assessment.  That’s my only hesitancy. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I don’t know if we did or not, but it seems to me you can’t do a meaningful 
comparison -- Somewhere in here, we need to do a meaningful comparison of F40 percent versus 
F30 percent.  It seems to me the only valid way to do that is based on the new assessment.  I just 
don’t know how else to do it. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  I think we got into this some with Amendment 16, where if what you’re talking 
about is looking at what the current assessment gives you for the F30 percent, but then not 
converting it to a yield.  That’s where we got into trouble with Amendment 16.  When we set the 
MSY and OY under the SFA Amendment, we couldn’t, at that time, come up with a poundage 
for it.  We couldn’t really fill in with the no action alternative poundage, because there wasn’t 
one specified. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I thought with vermilion the issue was more that the biomass measures were 
uncertain.  I don’t know.  I know with the new assessment if you can come up with poundage 
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numbers for F40 percent that you come up with them at F30 percent.  You could come up with 
them now. 
 
I guess you can build into this the caveats about all of those things, but it still seems to me 
somewhere in the discussion of the comparison that it ought to talk about that given that we have 
this new assessment, here’s what the numbers would be at F30 percent and here’s what they are 
at F40 percent.  Otherwise, I think you end up with just a meaningless analysis. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I would agree with that.  I think we need to have that comparison, particularly 
since we have made a change in the MSY value or proxy. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Are you okay with all that? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Yes, what we can do is, when we talk about analyzing Alternative 2, look at what 
the yield would be at F40 percent and what the yield would be at F30 percent.  We wouldn’t go 
in and plug in poundage values under Alternative 1 in this table, because when we did this, there 
were no poundage values available.  It just gets into what do you call status quo, no action?  Is it 
really what you did when we did the SFA Amendment or is it taking those values and now 
updating them with the new assessment results, which isn’t what we did when we did the SFA? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I guess that’s subject to interpretation, but at least the way I would have 
understood it, even with the SFA, we were saying the proxy we’re going to use for FMSY is 30 
percent SPR.  I would think inherent in that is when you do new assessments that you would 
recalculate those things, based on the new assessment. 
 
If you’re not comfortable with that, then I’m fine with not plugging the values into status quo, 
but I think somewhere in the discussion you’ve got to say but if we took what we did, the F30 
percent, and if we then plugged in the new assessment, these are the numbers you come out with 
and so the consequences of shifting from F30 percent to F40 percent and the comparison of those 
two things. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Makes sense? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Yes. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Okay.  All right, Rick. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  The next action is to establish a rebuilding plan for red snapper.  If you turn to 
PDF page 213 or in the document, it’s page 191.  We set this up how we set up 15A for the 
rebuilding plan.  We first look at rebuilding schedule alternatives, evaluating Tmin and Tmax, 
and then the second part of the action is evaluating the rebuilding strategies. 
 
What I’ll first go through are the rebuilding schedule alternatives.  Alternative 2 is to define the 
rebuilding schedule as the shortest possible time.  This is Tmin.  Alternative 4 is basically Tmax.  
That’s Tmin plus one generation time and we took the generation time from the stock 
assessment.  Then Alternative 3 is the midpoint between those two values.  Again, with the new 
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projections, these values most likely will change slightly.  We requested in that memo, and that’s 
Attachment 12B, we requested the value for Tmin and Tmax.  Once we get those projections and 
those values, we’ll plug them in here. 
 
Mr. Currin:  The general wisdom is that those values are likely to change very little from the 
initial projections that we got.  Is that fair, Roy, from what you know, or Bonnie? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  If I had to guess, I would guess they won’t change very much, but I can’t 
remember when these projections were done what they were based on, if they were based on the 
steepness that corresponds to F40 percent and now we’re going to base them on the higher 
steepness.  If these were the low steepness and you do it with the high steepness, then I would 
guess the stock is going to recover more quickly, but how much, I don’t know. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I think deciding on which alternative we want to use for the rebuilding schedule 
is heavily correlated with how draconian the measures are going to be to get there.  If the council 
chooses to do really, really tough measures, of course you would like the pain to be as little as 
possible, but if we’re going to have options that are going to allow us to have fishing of some 
sort, and I realize it’s not going to be on red snapper, but some of the implications of the 
measures that we could recommend for red snapper are going to have huge implications for other 
fisheries. 
 
If there’s a way that we can protect participation in the fisheries, other than red snapper or 
whatever, we certainly would rather prefer a longer recovery time.  I’m having a hard time 
separating the two issues out until we know how to go with that. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  We certainly couldn’t pick a preferred on this when we don’t even have the new 
projections to look at it.  Until we have the new projections along these lines, I don’t know that 
there’s much more that we can do with it. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That’s kind of what I was getting at with my initial question about how much we 
expected those to change.  If we felt that there wasn’t going to be a whole lot of change, that 
might lead us to just consider philosophically, knowing what we know about the implications of 
the management measure that are going to be required on this, but it’s up to the pleasure of the 
committee. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I’m not comfortable with trying to guess how much they’re going to change.  I’ve 
seen cases where I didn’t expect a change and then you see one and I’ve seen things I thought 
would make a change and then didn’t.  I don’t know what they’ll do. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Okay.  All right, Rick. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  The next action is rebuilding strategy alternatives, realizing that these could 
change with the new projections.  We’ve inserted alternatives for now as a placeholder to 
maintain fishing mortality at 75 percent of F40 percent and 85 percent of F40 percent and 65 
percent of F40 percent.  We’ve put in the tables from the projection that was provided at the 
December council meeting, realizing that these will change with the new projections.  I’m not 
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sure how much discussion you need at this point until you get the new projections.   
 
Mr. Currin:  Any questions or comments about the strategies?  Okay with the range of 
alternatives that we’ve got here? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  We’ve got five alternatives here which specify ACLs that seem to vary between 
59,000 pounds and 90,000 pounds.  Then, as I understand it, those have to be accompanied by 
closed areas to further reduce discards.  I really think we ought to look at alternatives that have 
zero harvest.  I think what this council is going to likely want to do is minimize the extent that 
we have to have areas closed to all snapper grouper fishing.  I think that’s going to be the most 
difficult part of all this. 
 
We at least need to consider that we may want to give up having any harvest of red snapper in 
order to try and minimize the extent of these closed areas that we have to have.  I would want to 
see at least a couple of things in here that have zero harvest of red snapper and then we have to 
figure out what we have to do on the discard side.  Do you follow me?  I think the toughest part 
of this -- I think closing red snapper is going to have economic impacts and we heard about that 
on Monday night. 
 
What we I think heard on Monday night from folks is it’s really the cumulative impacts of all of 
this that’s going to put people out of business.  If we have to close a large area to all snapper 
grouper fishing, that’s clearly going to -- It’s going to force people to either relocate or they’re 
going to go out of business.  I think we need to try and look at that somehow. 
 
Mr. Currin:  You’re suggesting adding an alternative that simply prohibits harvest and possession 
of red snapper?  You mentioned possibly adding a couple more or another one. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Unless I’m surprised by how this comes out, I think we’re going to mostly focus 
on alternatives that have no harvest of red snapper and that the real issue we’ve got to grapple 
with is how much of a closed area do we have to have in order to end the overfishing, unless it 
turns out that the discard problem can be solved more easily than anything I’ve seen so far 
indicated it could. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I guess what you’re suggesting then, with regard to the alternatives here, is not 
define an ACL of any harvest at all.  All the ACLs would be zero.   
 
Dr. Crabtree:  If the analysis comes back and says you can have a harvest of red snapper and you 
don’t have to close any big area because of the discards, then I’m all for having some harvest of 
red snapper.  Based on my understanding of what work -- John, I think you’ve done some in the 
things that have been done, but you can’t end the overfishing, even if you just close the fishery 
completely. 
 
Now you’ve got to look at closing an area down to all snapper grouper and at that point, at least I 
think where I’m going to be at, is we want to minimize the extent of that area we’ve got to close 
to everything and if that means no harvest of red snapper, then so be it.  I wouldn’t want to say 
that we can harvest 50,000 pounds of red snapper if that means we’ve got to give up a huge area 
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to all fishing. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I think everybody is onboard with you there and so I’m just trying to get to the point 
where we can advise the staff, provide the advice to the staff, to modify these alternatives and 
suggest to them which ones we would like to add or consider. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Here, the ACL is what we’re talking about specifying.  We won’t have that number 
until the next meeting, but the ACL is not landings.  The ACL is total mortality.  Whatever 
number you set, that’s the mortality of red snapper.  It has to be kept below that poundage level.  
I think John has got some material worked up that he and Rick have been working on that uses 
the data that Andi Stephens put together, where it’s an expansion of what we talked about at the 
December meeting. 
 
It’s got the catch by grid broken out to -- All of it is broken out to the logbook grids.  What it 
does is it allows you to look at various closure alternatives and then we can tell you what the 
total mortality is outside of that area.  It all hinges on keeping the total mortality below that ACL 
level and what the assessment has said thus far is prohibiting all harvest and retention will not 
end overfishing.  It’s an addition to that prohibition.  John, I don’t know if you’re ready -- 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  As we’ve stated, there’s some additional work being done on the projections to 
give us the actual numbers we’re shooting for.  This gives you an illustration of the type of 
things that we can do to predict how a potential area closure might work out.  We started 
focusing on this from the perspective of the area closure that the council has talked about 
previously. 
 
I think the first thing we’ll look at is to give you an idea of the grid system that we’re working 
within.  These are basically the logbook grids that the logbook fishery reports to, the lat/long 
grids that are off the South Atlantic coast.  The headboat program also reports to location.  The 
headboat program reports and their base unit is what they call an area.  In some cases, they refer 
to basically the waters off of a state, broken up to inshore and offshore, and some states are 
further subdivided. 
 
Many of the headboat trips also report to a location and a location consists of a code that refers to 
both one of these individual blocks as well as a series of thirty-six individual cells within this 
block.  It’s a finer scale, but we’re able to use the logbook information and get an idea of where 
red snapper are harvested, both the proportion that’s harvested in any one of these blocks as well 
as to then look at it in finer detail, though we’re using slightly less information, because fewer 
people report to that detail.  We can look at things like how much of the red snapper catch is 
being taken in the shallow areas of a block versus the deeper areas of the block. 
 
The goal of this analysis was to begin to understand how this area closure that the council 
originally recommended would affect the catches and basically how much of the red snapper 
catch is being taken in any one of these areas. 
 
To go back over here, it gives you an idea.  This is from the MRFSS fishery and I want to point 
out that one of the issues we face with this and why we’re somewhat limited in the information 
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that we can provide on this screen regarding this closure is due to the confidentiality of many of 
these data sources. 
 
In some cases, snapper grouper landings are confidential even at the state level and many of 
these observations at the grid level are confidential.  That’s because of the small number of 
vessels in both the headboat and the commercial fisheries that might be reporting landings within 
any given grid in a given year.  The MRFSS data, we’re not restricted to that and MRFSS data 
are not considered confidential and so I can use that to give you an idea of the type of 
distribution of red snapper landings across these grids. 
 
I’ll take a moment to point out that we know that the MRFSS system reports to state.  We used 
the distribution of landings from the headboat program to allocate the landings within a state 
from the MRFSS program into these individual grids.  We’re putting a lot of faith in what the 
headboat operators have reported in terms of where they catch red snapper, because that’s some 
of the finest scale information that we have. 
 
For instance, this is taking one example from the MRFSS and you can see that here’s Grid 2980 
and here’s Grid 2880 and here’s Grid 3880.  You can see that for the most part a lot of the red 
snapper catch comes from a relatively restricted area.  This is pretty common across many of the 
fisheries. 
 
What we’ve done in terms of this analysis, and I’ve blocked out the numbers for the headboat 
and the logbook because of, as I said, the confidentiality.  By setting up a system which gives us 
all of the grids in a series of zeros and ones, it’s relatively easy to change the numbers there and 
have a particular grid either be part of the closure or part of the open area and go through and 
tally up all the numbers and get an idea of the proportion of catch that’s being taken in any one 
of those grids. 
 
Then it gives us a pretty flexible way that we can say if you want to open Grid 2880 and close 
Grid 2380, what happens there?  It opens up a lot of alternatives, but what that also means is that 
with all the many grids that are available to work with, there’s a lot of alternatives that are 
worthy of consideration.  We have the tools in place and we have the information available.  If 
we can get some clarification from the council to get some guidance of what you would like to 
do in terms of this area closure, then it will be very helpful. 
 
The one thing that we do know from the analyses is that simply closing the possession of red 
snapper is not going to be adequate to prevent exceeding the catch limits that are likely.  We’re 
looking at on the order of an 80 to 90 percent reduction in landings that are required, reduction in 
mortality and reduction in landings.  We’re going to need to do more than just limit possession 
throughout the area. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  It seems to me then that something we’ve got to deal with in here is what we 
expect from angler behavior and how many trips are going to be canceled.  I’ve heard enough 
from these guys over the last year -- There are people targeting red snapper in some areas and I 
think that if you close red snapper that there will be some trips canceled. 
 



Snapper Grouper Committee 
                                                                                                                  Jekyll Island, GA 

                                                                                                                          March 4-5, 2009 
 

 76

Then I also think it is a reasonably foreseeable event that Amendment 16 will be implemented 
and so you’re going to have overlaid over a closure of red snapper a four-month closure of 
shallow-water grouper and a five-month closure of vermilion snapper.  I think all of those things 
will result in a lot of trips potentially being canceled, because in some of these areas, I don’t 
think there’s much -- I think the only often targeted species left open at that point is black sea 
bass.  Somehow, John, we’ve got to find a way to factor into this how many trips do we think are 
going to be canceled because of the cumulative impacts of these other things. 
 
I could come to two extremes with this.  One would be to say that no trips will be canceled if red 
snapper is closed and everybody will continue to behave as before.  That’s one extreme.  The 
other extreme is I could say every trip that caught any red snapper will be canceled and if that’s 
the case, then no closure is necessary.  The reality of it is somewhere in the middle. 
 
I don’t know that any analysis is going to tell us where exactly that is, but I think that’s what 
we’re going to have to grapple with here.  Surely the cumulative impacts of all of these things 
that we’re looking at right now I believe are going to result in trips canceled and I think are 
going to result in some businesses ceasing to exist.  Somehow we need to factor that into this. 
 
I also think that looking at these grids where there’s relatively low fishing activity -- If you have 
a grid where there’s so little fishing that it’s confidential, then it doesn’t seem to me that that’s 
really worth dealing with in this.  It seems to me you’ve got a few grids where most of the red 
snapper catch is coming from, right?  That’s where we ought to focus on or am I 
misunderstanding something? 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  Partially.  Just because the data are confidential, it doesn’t mean they’re 
inconsequential.  Snapper grouper landings by species for the State of Georgia are entirely 
confidential. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Aren’t they also inconsequential in terms of the magnitude of the mortality? 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  Not in terms of certainly the red snapper landings in the headboat fishery that 
are occurring in this area off the coast of Georgia.  It’s a pretty good percentage of the landings. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I think the key then that we need to address when we look at this is we’re going to 
have to make some assumptions about what proportion of the trips are going to be canceled.  I 
think you’re going to have to somehow break this up that if you believe this proportion of trips 
will be canceled and somehow look at that.  I’m not exactly sure -- I know Jack has done some 
stuff with that. 
 
At some level, I think the council is just going to have to make some decisions about 
behaviorally what these folks are going to do.  I don’t think that there’s any scientific analysis 
that’s going to give you that answer. 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  We can come up with the effects of say choosing the trips that landed 75 
percent or more of red snapper will either not occur or will significantly change, to where they 
land fewer red snapper.  If they landed 75 percent of red snapper, maybe there’s a good chance 
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that trip will really change and be more like the average trip. 
 
We’ve also looked at it from the perspective of because we have trips which land a large 
poundage, say several thousand pounds of red snapper, but that may not be more than 75 percent 
of what they landed.  The other thing we’re thinking about in that area is to take those trips and 
assume that those trips will change significantly and encounter fewer red snapper. 
 
Once we go through that exercise for the baseline period, we’ll get essentially an adjusted 
landings, which will then apply back to the proportional landings by each grid and then we can 
carry the analysis through from that point forward. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Then I would think you would look at trips that were 75 percent vermilion 
snapper, red snapper, and grouper aren’t going to take place during the times of year when all 
those are closed and factor that into it somehow as well. 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  I think absolutely and that’s the part that will take probably the greatest amount 
of time, is understanding how the cumulative effects of those various things in Amendment 16 
and other parts of this amendment are going to affect -- I think one thing that’s important to note 
is the depth-related aspect of discards which were used in the assessment for the commercial 
fishery. 
 
By closing deepwater species, if fishermen do not operate in those deeper waters, they won’t be 
able to consider an assumption that says the commercial discard mortality is closer to that of the 
recreational fishery.  Everybody is operating in slightly shallower water and that’s going to have 
enormous impacts on the reductions in the commercial fishery, because the 90 percent discard 
versus the 40 percent discard is going to have a huge effect and will put these fisheries -- 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Mr. Chairman, it might be helpful to let John get through the rest of his 
presentation and sort of outline the questions where we need some guidance and that you all 
could think about that overnight and then get into the discussion. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Bonnie, have you got something quick? 
 
Dr. Ponwith:  Yes, I do.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I’m not a member of this committee, but 
one point that I would like to make is that as you go through this grid analysis, I do want to bring 
up the fact that in self-reported data -- If you were to rank the types of data that we obtain 
through those logbooks in terms of their reliability, the area fished is one of the weakest 
components of that self-reported data, because it’s not something you can groundtruth at the 
dock in an intercept. 
 
From that standpoint, I would request that as the council staff evaluates this grid system to 
incorporate the assistance of the Science Center to be able to come up with ideas that are 
statistically sound to take that into consideration. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you and, John, before I turn it back to you, I just want to let the rest of the 
committee know, and you probably are already aware, that Jack has done some back-of-the-
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envelope calculations and made some assumptions of 20 percent loss of trips and some of that 
analysis is in your document.  We’ve kind of taken step one, Roy, toward that and you’re, I’m 
sure, aware of that, but I guess your suggestion is that we need to look at some broader ranges of 
those assumptions. 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  The general approach to that is you figure inside the closed area there’s no 
snapper grouper fishing.  Landings and discards of red snapper that we’re looking at here are 
zero and so if an area accounted for 90 percent of the red snapper landings and you close that 
area, you save 90 percent and there’s no discard removals in that, because there’s no snapper 
grouper fishing.  That other area where 10 percent of the remaining landings are occurring, with 
no possession they’re going to be subjected to discard mortality alone. 
 
Definitely the trips that do not occur is something we will account for in the beginning, at the 
top, and then we’ll get adjusted landings for the areas.  There’s a couple of questions to get 
settled though that will help us reduce the number of dimensions we have to consider as we go 
through these alternatives. 
 
One is the base years of evaluation.  Based on the things that were done in December and 
September and at the council staff level, we’ve been using 2005 to 2007 as the base years for 
evaluation.  Some of the tables that are in your document are also looking at 2001 to 2006.  If we 
can get a resolution on the baseline years that you would like to considered, that will relieve one 
question from us. 
 
Mr. Currin:  The first thing that occurs to me is 2001 to 2007, but I don’t know.  Other thoughts 
about these baseline years? 
 
Ms. Shipman:  It seems as we’ve tried to refine the data collection through the years and 
certainly I know we’ve put a lot more effort as an agency into the data collection.  I feel more 
confident in the 2005 to 2007.  I think the more recent years, probably the accuracy is higher, but 
that’s just a gut feeling of mine. 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  That’s a reasonable presumption and part of this is the relationship between the 
discards that occur and the landings is important in this type of analysis.  In the area that’s open, 
those discards, those baseline discards, underlying discards, continue to occur, because they’re 
just encounters of red snapper.  We know in this fishery that a lot of those are undersized fish. 
 
We know also that the distribution in the population changes.  The population numbers at age 
have changed and we’ve seen that in the assessment.  Getting to too long of a time period could 
potentially cause some problems there and so a shorter time period, more recent, is what we felt 
may be the most appropriate way to really evaluate how these changes are going to affect the 
fishery in the short term. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I agree with that.  I would go with the 2005 to 2007. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Is everyone else okay with that more recent timeframe?  I see no one objecting. 
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Mr. Carmichael:  Another question arises because we’re now operating under this framework of 
ACLs.  In this past, we might have determined that a 90 percent reduction in mortality is needed 
and so we get a 90 percent reduction across all the fisheries and we go home.  Now we are also 
looking at what is the actual catch going to be in pounds and how does that compare to a 
potential ACL the council may have selected? 
 
Even though we’re having no possession, we do know some fish are going to be encountered and 
some fish are going to be thrown back and some of those fish are going to die and there’s going 
to be some removals.  We’re getting new projections that are going to refine this number, but it’s 
somewhere on the order of maybe 90,000 pounds total discards that can be thrown back, discard 
removals, looking at the initial base runs that the SSC received in December. 
 
Those are going to be adjusted to bring them up to date with the recent year and so there may be  
a slight change in that, but it’s going to be somewhere in that ballpark.  We can take that number 
and whatever the projections are, they’re going to give us a number of total pounds that can be 
removed and not exceeding the F associated with the rebuilding schedule that the council selects. 
 
We’re going to have a poundage target and we’ve got to spread that out, theoretically, amongst 
the fisheries.  The most straightforward way is to assume that whatever the overall percent 
reduction is that every fishery gets that percent reduction and reduce them from there and we can 
look at perhaps the proportion of landings by fishery over this 2005 to 2007 period and take that 
total catch that we can take, that total discard loss that the population can withstand, and spread it 
out amongst the three fisheries. 
 
The other alternative would be to apply the allocation formula that the council has talked about.  
In this case, it may be more reasonable, really, to think of the allocation formula as where you go 
when the stock is rebuilt and in the current time, to end the overfishing, you focus more on the 
equitable reduction across fisheries.  
 
Mr. Waugh:  John, just to clarify, it shouldn’t be landings need to be reduced, but it should be 
mortality.  If you only want to reduce the landings, you just prohibit all harvest and you would 
reduce landings by 100 percent, but it doesn’t do anything.  It’s got to be mortality, right? 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  I would say removals.  It’s total losses to the fishery from whatever the source 
is. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  We’re going to do that why?  We’re going to put something in place we think is 
going to reduce the total removals, but then I don’t like shifting the whole emphasis then on 
monitoring how many discards occur.  That causes me a lot of heartburn.  The reason to do that, I 
suppose, is to see if we’re succeeding. 
 
I would prefer to set up a fishery independent program and decide whether we’re succeeding 
based on how the stock responds.  I think if we set the measure of performance up on seeing 
what these discards do, one, the discard estimates out of the commercial fishery are self-reported 
and in essence, the discard estimates out of the recreational fishery are self-reported, in that 
they’re asked.  I think you create a powerful incentive to simply misreport and I don’t think -- 
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That doesn’t make a lot of sense to me. 
 
It makes sense to me to do something that we have an analysis indicates ought to get you there 
and then to monitor the stock and do we start seeing improvements in the stock that are online 
with what we expected?  If we do, then it’s working.  If we don’t, then we need to come in and 
do more, but these discard estimates have an awful lot of uncertainties to them and I don’t even 
know how -- To break it down into these grids and things is going to be really difficult.  That 
worries me to put too much emphasis on that, if that’s how we’re coming at it as an 
accountability mechanism.  That’s worrisome to me. 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  I think part of it gets at being the requirement to have an ACL.  The example 
that’s up here shows if the maximum ABC that we could be looking at would be say 90,000 
pounds -- We look at the catch in the MRFSS, the catch in the headboat, the catch in the 
commercial fishery and look at the percent that each contributes to the total, with MRFSS being 
60 percent, headboat at 11, and commercial at 26, and take that 90 percent and spread it out over 
these percentages and it gives you a maximum target ACL that you would be looking at for each 
of those fisheries.  Are we thinking that we perhaps can just focus on achieving the reductions 
and not having to actually have this value? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  The guidelines allow you to have an ACL that’s landed catch only and takes into 
account discards.  I think you could follow the guidelines here and say the ACL is zero landed 
catch.  Now, that takes into account discards and we’ve done calculations to get some reductions 
in them, but what I think you’re doing here is setting up an ACL that is discards only and then I 
think we’re using almost the weakest data we have and I wouldn’t go that route. 
 
I would go the route that we’re going to close this fishery down and we’re going to close some 
areas down that we think ought to get us there and now the accountability is to judge the 
performance of the fishery through some sort of monitoring program that we put in place. 
 
We can project what biomass ought to do and we can then project here’s what the CPUEs, or 
however we monitor it, ought to do.  If we see improvements consistent with what we expect to 
see, then it’s working.  If we don’t, then I guess we could say we need to come in here and 
increase the size of the closed area.  Boy, I just don’t know if putting all our bags on monitoring 
discard numbers like that is a good idea, because I really do believe it’s going to change how 
they’re reported to us. 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  In terms of going forward in the future with no possession in large closed 
areas, you would be relying upon discards for the future and as far as getting this in the past, we 
have all the catch and everything contributing to it, but if that became the ACL for the future, 
you would be looking at discards and trying to keep it from that. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Clearly we’re not going to do a -- If this happens, we’re not going to do stock 
assessments on red snapper as we’ve done them in the past.  We’re going to have to set up some 
sort of fishery independent program to tell us what the stock is doing and that then is going to 
replace the assessments, essentially, I think. 
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Mr. Waugh:  What’s being described is very different from how we had been approaching it.  
I’m not saying it’s right or wrong, but our approach thus far had been you’re setting an ACL and 
that’s going to be just in terms of discard mortality and we were going to have to include, as the 
final ACL rule talks about, the data needed to track that mortality. 
 
What’s being suggested is that we don’t have to do that and we just have to track the rebuilding 
of the red snapper stock.  That means we’re not tracking the ACL and ensuring that we’re not 
exceeding it, unless you change it to ACL is zero.  Then you’re not really accounting for all of 
that discard mortality until you see it reflected in your monitoring program.  That’s a very 
different approach. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I guess where you lose me a little bit is you say the data needed to track the 
discards.  What do you mean by that? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  We’ve talked about this on a number of occasions, the ACCSP Bycatch Monitoring 
Program.  There are programs out there that can collect the discard data.  Our understanding was 
we were going to have to track the mortality each year and make sure we were staying below our 
ACL. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Most of your discard mortality is coming from the recreational fishery.  I don’t 
know of anything in ACCSP that’s going to give you anything other than what you have now for 
MRFSS to track that.  I just don’t think you’re going to get anything more with that.  MRIP is 
going to change over time, but I don’t know how you get discards from the private sector, other 
than asking them what did you throw back? 
 
Dr. Ponwith:  It’s a bit of a conundrum, because, again, the discard data are hard to get a grip on, 
particularly in the private fleet.  If you could find a way to use some assumptions about discard 
rates in the current configuration, have an ACL of zero, have closures that you were able to 
mathematically make some assumptions about, just by virtue of those closed areas, what kind of 
reductions you would have in discards, and set that as the way to mathematically account for 
what the discard mortality would be associated with that layout to deal with the accountability 
measures and then track progress toward rebuilding through fishery independent mechanisms.  
None of this is ideal, but it certainly does -- There’s some logic to that approach, just because I 
can’t think of a practical way of validating self-reported data in the recreational fleet. 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  We’re able to take the information that we have and the data that we have and 
make a prediction and an estimation of what discards will be in the closed area, because we 
know there’s no possession and there’s zero.  In the other areas, you presume discards would 
continue as they are and you have the discards that are the underlying discards and they’re 
reduced by the size of the closed area.  Then you have the encounters in that area, which we 
know with some reliability, and we know that all those would suffer the discard mortality.  That 
gives us that.  The real problem is then going forward. 
 
It’s easy enough to get this first number.  The question is in two years, what do you use to 
compare back to this number?  Roy has raised the thing that you’re going to be relying on self-
reported data, because it’s all discards at that point.  That’s the only information you have 
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coming in to compare back to this ACL and that seems to be the real underlying question that 
he’s raising, how much confidence would you have in that? 
 
I think if you do set this ACL than you are having to do that.  If the council sees a way that we 
can move forward just in the reductions that are necessary, get them through the area and not be 
bound to looking at essentially a discard ACL, then we can move forward like that and it doesn’t 
really affect where we’re going with these analyses and evaluating getting there from the current 
fishery patterns. 
 
Dr. Ponwith:  Something you said just triggered a thought as well and that is if you did set it up 
with some assumptions about what the current discard rates are, as modified by the closed areas, 
and you work under the assumption that this is going to meet with success and there’s going to 
be rebuilding, holding that value constant would be problematic, because you would naturally 
expect to see discards potentially increasing as the stock began rebuilding.  It’s challenging, but I 
think we could look at it and see. 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  Keeping that on hold for the moment doesn’t really affect where we need to go 
in other ways.  The team can work on that and let the council decide exactly, specifically, how to 
deal with that ACL when the time comes.  Another area of questions to talk about really is kind 
of the philosophy of what the council would like to see in terms of applying these closures. 
 
For example, you could go with the smallest possible number of grids, the smallest possible area 
that is closed, and have it closed year-round and achieve the reductions that are required or you 
could consider having a slightly larger area, more grids, but they’re not necessarily closed for the 
entire year. 
 
One example could be you could, in the recreational fishery, have a few extra grids that account 
for a little more percentage of the catch included in the closed area, but perhaps you open up that 
area to other snapper grouper fishing during Wave 4, during July and August.  I think that would 
be something worth the council’s consideration, to say would you like to consider options along 
that line? 
 
The other factor is dealing with the closures for all sectors.  Landings by area are not the same 
for the commercial versus the recreational.  Is something the council would like to consider 
specific areas for the sectors?  The final deals with the inshore area being open and that’s 
addressed in one of your alternatives.  The decision seems to be whether that’s based on a depth 
or a lat/long bound.  I guess that comes down to how regulations are actually implemented. 
 
Just a comment on that one, because it is certainly a very attractive alternative, is because of the 
headboat program, reporting in these finer scales within each grid, we can look at the distribution 
of red snapper within a given grid.  It’s apparent that the red snapper tend to be caught in the 
areas beyond the thirty-meter line and I’ve also looked at the commercial logbook records. 
 
We know that in many cases they’re taken on an extended trip and they report a depth value and 
that is a good indication that red snapper tend to get reported from trips that report a deeper 
depth.  That, coupled with what’s addressed in the document about the behavior of the species, I 
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think is some pretty compelling evidence to go forward with an option that leaves this inshore 
area open, which is certainly the other part of this that the team will be looking at in great detail, 
once we get the new projections and the final numbers that we’ll be working with.  I think in 
terms of these couple of questions, some philosophical guidance from the council at this time 
will help the team focus in on some good options. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, John.   
 
Mr. Geiger:  John, thanks.  Those are all good approaches.  The one thing that struck me under 
the partial time/area closure versus the full time/area closure is that as this stock recovers, there’s 
going to be more and more and the encounters will become greater and greater.  When you have 
a partial time/area opening and people take advantage of that and flock to it and as the stock 
recovers, I think you have to take into account the increased release mortality associated with red 
snapper in those areas, the potential. 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  Yes, definitely.  I think we know well, from seeing other fisheries recover, as 
the population abundance goes up that the encounter rates go up and a slight increase in overall 
success, coupled with a lot of effort, can greatly drive up the encounter rate and thus, the number 
of fish that are potentially discarded and potentially dying. 
 
Now, I will comment though that the assessment presumes that the population is getting better 
and so each year, the population is a little bit bigger and there’s a few more fish coming in.  The 
assessment is expecting that to happen.  We may start out with a total removals in the first year 
of 90,000 pounds and the second year, that may go up to 110,000 and then 140,000 and then 
150,000.  The council has the option to work that into what it expects to happen within the 
fishery. 
 
If we view that as being the ABC and the OFL, as long as you’re staying below that number 
that’s constantly going up, then you would not be overfishing and you would still be within your 
recovery plan, which is really the bottom line that’s important.  It may well be that a fixed closed 
area, though the number of fish encountered within that area and outside that area by the 
remaining fishery encounters more fish and goes up, the assessment is expecting the abundance 
to go up and you’re still staying within your exploitation allowance and staying on the rebuilding 
plan. 
 
Mr. Robson:  The area closures we’re talking about are for all snapper grouper, correct? 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  That is correct, yes. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I guess just thinking quickly about it, one of the concerns about the approach to the 
closed areas would be partial time/area closures, I guess if it’s done right, could take into account 
differences in fishing effort in different parts -- In other words, you might have a different impact 
of a particular time/area closure in Florida than you would in say the Carolinas.  You could 
account for that in setting those up, depending on how you set the times up. 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  Yes, that is correct.  If the council wanted to go that route, I think you could. 
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Ms. Shipman:  Philosophically, I favor the smallest possible area year-round and for all sectors.  
I think that’s going to maximize your potential for recovery and get the stock where it needs to 
be going the fastest.  With regard to the staggered time/area closures geographically, I don’t 
know.  If you look at that, certainly in that Brunswick/Jacksonville area you could just have 
shifting -- Maybe at the far end you could do it, but I’m not sure off of Georgia and northeast 
Florida, just because of it’s a relatively compressed area.  I think you would get displacement 
into the other area that was open and I’m not sure you would want to do that. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  I was just going to say that I agree with what Susan is saying, because you hear 
these guys talking all the time of running down off of Jacksonville to king mackerel fish.  Their 
boats now is so fast and so seaworthy that they’ll run a hundred miles and not blink.  They’ll 
either run to off of Beaufort from middle Georgia -- They’ll run to off of Beaufort or off of St. 
Augustine for a mackerel tournament. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I think I see some logic in Susan’s comment.  In guess in thinking about a year-
round closure in the smallest possible area, at least you’ve got everybody is consistent affected 
by the timeframe. 
 
Mr. Currin:  It’s ten after five and we need to probably recess this until 8:30 in the morning.  
John, you’ve given us plenty to think about tonight.  We’ll come back in and see if we can make 
some headway and provide you guys with the guidance that you need.  Thank you. 
 
The Snapper Grouper Committee of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council reconvened 
at the Jekyll Island Club Hotel, Jekyll Island, Georgia, Thursday morning, March 5, 2009, and 
was called to order at 8:30 a.m. by Chairman Mac Currin. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Let’s go ahead and get started.  We’ll reconvene the Snapper Grouper Committee 
meeting.  Good morning, everyone.  Just as a refresher of where we are, bring us to where we 
are, we’re going to have to wait on the ACLs until we get the new projections.  Allocations seem 
to be a moot issue at this point, with general consensus being that there will be no direct harvest 
or fishery.  Unless somebody has got another idea about why that might be necessary, I don’t 
believe we need to deal with that.  That brings us to the management measures for red snapper 
and that can be found in your document on the PDF page 221.  If everybody will get moving 
there, that’s where we’ll start. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  Just to go back to yesterday on the motion we made with golden tile, did we intend 
to include wreckfish in the species to close?  With that motion, we closed wreckfish. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Yes, that’s a possibility.  I’m sure nobody intended that and so we may have to get 
back in to specify that.  It’s a very good point and thanks for bringing that up.  Wreckfish was 
never even mentioned and so it certainly was not the intent, as I would read it. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  I thought about that on the way home last night and I said I’ve got to find out. 
 
Mr. Currin:  See, there’s value to you driving home.  Want to try to straighten that out first thing 
this morning, while it’s on our minds?  I think it will probably require a motion and I’m not sure 



Snapper Grouper Committee 
                                                                                                                  Jekyll Island, GA 

                                                                                                                          March 4-5, 2009 
 

 85

how we do that. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Just a motion to exclude wreckfish from -- 
 
Mr. Currin:  That would probably be simplest way.  We’ll get it up there and then maybe the 
cleanest way to do it would just be a motion to exclude wreckfish from whatever number motion 
that is after we get it up there, the deepwater closure motion.  I would entertain a motion. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  Before we do that, I just want to -- Is there any other fish that we need to think 
about before we go this far again? 
 
Mr. Currin:  I can’t think of any, John.  Wreckfish, for the most part, seems to occur outside of 
the area where the majority of the -- I know there are exceptions and the guys up off of North 
Carolina are seeing some wreckfish in the deepwater fishery, but for the most part, I believe 
they’re isolated from the other deepwater species. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  George Sedberry is here and has done an awful lot of work on wreckfish and I 
would like to ask him what knowledge he has of what sorts of bycatch are in the wreckfish 
fishery. 
 
Mr. Currin:  George, come on up. 
 
Dr. Sedberry:  The wreckfish fishery is pretty clean.  It’s a vertical line fishery, but they do catch 
small amounts of barrelfish, red brim, blackbelly rosefish, all of which are unmanaged, and some 
deepwater sharks.  I don’t know if they’re a managed species or not. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Not by us. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  It appears to me that we have good justification for excluding wreckfish from this, 
because none of the species we’re concerned about are taken as bycatch in that fishery. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That was certainly my impression, but it’s nice to have George confirm that.  I 
would entertain a motion. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  I would make a motion that we exclude wreckfish from the deepwater closed 
area alternative. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by George and is there a second? 
 
Mr. Harris:  Second. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Second by Duane. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  I was going to ask George if he might consider a friendly amendment to that, the 
wreckfish ITQ.  I don’t think -- I’m not even sure if it really makes a big difference, but if a 
person is not in a part of the ITQ, then I think it should still exclude wreckfish, because it’s part 
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of the snapper grouper complex. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I think as it is right now, Rita, I don’t think it’s a big issue.  I think as it is right now 
that you’re not allowed to possess them unless you’ve got a permit, a wreckfish permit.  I don’t 
think that we need to get that specificity, because it’s currently prohibited.  Are you okay with 
that? 
 
Ms. Merritt:  I just think it would be clearer to say the wreckfish ITQ, rather than just wreckfish 
as a whole, because that is the reasoning, because it is managed separately. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  Would we be better served if instead of just going from forty fathoms seaward that 
we put a range of depths in there that we close to snapper grouper too, from forty to sixty or 
whatever range would include the snapper grouper species, but not eliminate all the others? 
 
Mr. Currin:  It’s specific to the deepwater snapper grouper species and those are pretty well 
defined. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  I’m just asking if we would be better served, but I’m not sure. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I don’t think so, John.  We’ll think about it, but I don’t think so.  I think it might 
complicate things some to have to draw lines and define an area, but that’s just my initial 
reaction. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  We’ve done other gear boundaries where a certain gear is prohibited on one side 
of the line and allowed on the other.  Normally, we’ve prohibited gears shoreward of the line, but 
I don’t see that it’s different.  What we’ll do in the regulations is we won’t specify the depth.  
We’ll actually draw a line that’s as straight as we can make it, but obviously it will have to move 
around some, just for ease of enforcement. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Rita, we can -- George said he didn’t mind if we want to craft some language to 
specify the ITQ, but Gregg’s advice was that we keep it to the species, that there’s some value in 
that.  I really don’t think it’s necessary, because nobody can possess them.  The only people that 
are allowed to legally have them are the people that are permitted in that fishery. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  I don’t have a problem with that, as long as our intent is known and if that is our 
reasoning, is because it is a separately managed part of the complex.   
 
Mr. Currin:  I don’t think it’s going to cause any problems, but we’ll certainly think about it and 
if anybody decides that it is, then we can get back in there and revisit it, but I think the intent is 
clear.  Is there further discussion on the motion?  Is there any objection to that motion?  I see 
none and that motion is approved.  Thank you, John, for bringing that up.  It’s a good point. 
 
Let’s move to the red snapper management measures on page 221.  The staff has put together a 
number of alternatives there and whether I’ll turn it over to Rick or to John or whoever, but what 
we need to do here, folks, is narrow these down as best we can.  If we can get some intent from 
the committee about acceptable measures -- I know we talked a little bit about leaving some 
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inshore areas open and there’s some value to the fisheries in that, perhaps, and there’s some 
alternatives here that are based on depth contours and closing a swath between thirty and fifty 
meters, but there’s a number of them here and I’ll turn it over to Rick and we’ll wade through 
this and see how much progress we can make. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  I’ll first go through the alternatives that are currently in the document and then 
I’ll turn it over to John, where there’s a few more alternatives of smaller closures that you could 
consider.  We have the Alternative 2 that’s to prohibit all commercial and recreational harvest, 
possession, and retention of red snapper year-round in the South Atlantic EEZ. 
 
Then Alternative 3 was the closure that you looked at in December and that constitutes thirteen 
commercial logbook grids and that’s on the next page.  You can see the map of that and just to 
point out, those numbers do not equate to -- The numbers on the map don’t match up to the 
numbers in the document and we’ll fix that for next time, just to point that out. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Just to clarify, the map is correct or the grid squares listed in the document are 
correct?  There is a discrepancy there. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  Go by the wording and then in the map, you just plus one.  This should be 
Alternatives 3 and 4 and then in blue should be Alternative 5. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  What we were shown on the map from John yesterday excluded four or five grid 
squares that you have on that map that you’re projecting right now.  Basically, what you’ve done 
is in your text, you’ve excluded Grids Squares 3378 and 3379, as well as 3181, 3081, and 2981.  
That corresponds with the map that John showed us yesterday, but it is not the same as that map 
that you have there. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  Go by the map that John had.  That’s the correct one and that matches the text. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Everybody should have a copy of that map, a little laminated thing that we passed 
out yesterday. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  In Alternative 4, we have language that says to allow commercial black sea bass 
pots, commercial harvest of golden tilefish by vessels with hook and line or longline 
endorsements and what does that refer to?  There is no longline endorsement and I’m not sure 
what a hook and line endorsement means. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  What we were thinking of -- When we were looking at this in December, we 
were looking at a golden tilefish endorsement.  It’s not in place right now, but when you all talk 
about in Amendment 18, the golden tilefish, there’s options for endorsements.  That’s what we 
were thinking by having this language in there. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I think if we’re going to have that exception in here that we would have to create 
those endorsements in here.  Otherwise, we ought to take the exception and put it in the 
amendment that creates the endorsement, I think. 
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Mr. Currin:  Any other questions at this point? 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  Just walking through the rest of the alternatives, Alternative 4, as we just pointed 
out, would have those exceptions.  Alternative 5 is the same as Alternative 4, but it considers 
having the closure between thirty and fifty meters depth.  There’s some published reports and 
some MARMAP unpublished reports showing that that’s where the majority of the red snapper 
fishery does occur.  We were thinking of possibly looking at a closure just between thirty and 
fifty meters of depth.  John has some alternatives that we call the no inshore alternatives that 
would not close the inshore. 
 
Then there’s Alternative 6, which would be modify the bag and/or size limit.  That probably 
could be removed to the rejected alternatives appendix, especially if you go with Alternative 2.  
Just to point out, there could be multiple preferred alternatives with this action.  Then Alternative 
5 was from your discussions in December where you directed staff to look at smaller closures.  
That’s what John has on his computer. 
 
Mr. Currin:  It was Alternative 7.  I think, from my discussions with folks on the council and the 
committee, I think everybody is committed to trying to minimize the area that’s needed to close.  
We’re looking at a ninety-plus percent reduction in mortality for these fish and so it’s going to 
take some, as we’ve all said, some drastic measures. 
 
Along with that, things that we need to consider, I believe, are the associated loss of trips that are 
going to occur with that closed area.  I don’t know how we get there, exactly.  We may have to 
ultimately make some assumptions and a best guess about how it’s going to affect both the 
private boat anglers and the for-hire sector, but we’re going to have to account for that, I think.  
That’s going to give us some savings and reduce the area of closure that’s needed as well and 
there may be some other impacts that we need to account for that will also get us some 
reductions in harvest outside of the closed area.  Everybody needs to be thinking about other 
things that will be affected by this closure that are going to result in reduced harvest of red 
snapper. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Rick had mentioned perhaps deleting Alternative 6 and I would speak against that.  I 
think even though this is going to be a very complex analysis, I believe that we may end up with 
Alternative 6 in some form or fashion at some time in the near future.  I would leave that in 
there. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I would speak in favor of that.  I would hate to foreclose that option and I would 
also like to get a recap of -- I guess that would be for the later analysis, but to make sure that I 
understand what potential harvest reduction you get out of Alternative 6, as opposed to a 
complete shutdown of the fishery. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  John was speaking yesterday that within these boxes they have basically the areas 
that the guys are catching a lot of the fish, within each of these grids.  Without it giving away the 
guys’ positions, can we see a -- This is a pretty big grid covering a lot of the area.  Is it equally 
distributed among the grids, these three inshore grids, that’s on the thirty -- The individual grids 
within the grids, are the fishing areas equally distributed among them?  Is there a chart to show 
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us that, to where when we close an entire grid it’s going to close from the coast of Georgia out to 
fifty miles off of Georgia?  If we could see the grids within the grids, maybe we need to close 
half of that grid, because there’s no fishing going on on the inshore side of it. 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  You’re asking if the fishing -- 
 
Mr. Wallace:  What fishing effort is on the inshore side of these grids? 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  In this case, what we’re really interested in is the capture of red snapper and so 
effort may be fairly well distributed around that.  I think in most cases it’s not, because we know 
how they operate.  It’s not randomly distributed within these individual grids.  Take the 3180 
grid that’s off the coast of Georgia.  The majority of the effort, based on the reports that we see, 
is that it tends to occur in areas where there’s the break.  A lot of the effort ends up clustering in 
that area. 
 
We know that the capture of red snapper tends to occur in the deeper portions of the grid.  Both 
the logbook that reports the depth, commercial logbook, and the headboat that reports finer 
information within these grids suggest that a lot of the harvest of red snapper is occurring in the 
thirty meter and beyond range. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  Is there a chart that we can see what this distribution is, instead of just closing the 
entire 3180 grid? 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  You’re suggesting perhaps you would pick pieces of that grid.  That’s one of 
the options that I wanted to talk about, is that we could close a portion of a grid and you could 
determine that proportion based on depth, as is described in one of your options now.  The depth 
option would only close part of a grid, essentially. 
 
Another alternative is that you could specify that portion geographically and we could draw a 
line that follows that red contour that’s on your charts that you were handed yesterday.  We may 
draw lines through the boxes, based on latitude and longitude, that leave the area inshore of that 
open.  That’s one of the suggestions. 
 
The question that we really need is would that be specified based on depth or would something 
like that need to be specified based on latitude and longitude and I think that sort of decision 
comes down to the people who have to write regulations and know how they have to be enforced 
and what the most practical approach is. 
 
From the biological standpoint, our intent would be to leave open that area where red snapper are 
not encountered, if you chose to go that route.  That would be what we would achieve 
biologically and leave it up to those who know the next level of things to figure out how to 
actually write that and make it happen.  The simple answer to your question is no, the 
distribution of red snapper is not random or equal across that grid.  There are areas within that 
where red snapper are encountered more often. 
 
If you look at the 3180 and the one below it, 3080, as you can see, 3080 covers much more of 
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that range from thirty to fifty meters.  You’ll find that in that area that red snapper are clustered 
more across that whole area.  Go down one more to 2980 and the lower corner of that one, the 
southwestern corner, there’s fewer red snapper reported harvested in that portion of that grid.  
Those are the few that I looked at.  I think I looked at 3279, the northwest corner of that one, and 
you don’t see many red snapper being captured. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  Alternative 3, which would close the entire grid, can we eliminate Alternative 3 in 
this? 
 
Mr. Currin:  That’s certainly an option for the committee.  If that’s not something you’re going 
to consider, then I don’t see any sense in asking the staff to analyze it.  It certainly wouldn’t 
bother me.  I wouldn’t be in favor of closing that entire grid when in some cases half of those 
grids don’t contain red snapper, at least there are no landings from there.  That doesn’t make a lot 
of sense to me.  If the committee doesn’t want to consider that alternative, then somebody can 
offer a motion to remove it to the appendix and we can start talking about what we would like to 
see.  That’s where we ultimately want to get. 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  Within your commercial logbook program, that is the finest scale that’s 
reported.  What we would have is the depth that they report in there, which as we know, they 
report one depth for their trip and they may fish a large area.  We would be relying on the depth 
that they report to then parse out part of that grid.  It’s going to take a pretty good assumption 
that that’s reasonably reported and that red snapper behave according to how the research 
suggests they behave, is that they’re largely outside of that thirty-meter area.  Just be aware that 
we’ll do something with the commercial that’s getting below our scale that we have data. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  While we’re reviewing ones to take out, Alternative 4, which is closing the entire 
grids, again, just allowing the sea bass and golden tilefish.  I’m looking at ones to start striking 
out. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I’m waiting for a motion. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  Do we have to do a motion individually or can we -- 
 
Mr. Currin:  You can lump them together if you would like. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  I move that we move Alternatives 3 and 4 to the Considered but Rejected. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by John to move Alternatives 3 and 4 to the Considered but Rejected.  Is 
there a second?  Second by Brian. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I would also like to offer, as a friendly amendment to this motion, that we 
include Alternative 6, because I think that one also isn’t going to fit at this point either.  You 
want to consider it?  If somebody wants to consider it, we’ll leave it in. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Both Mark and Duane felt, at this point at least, they would like to at least see the 
analysis for a comparison on that. 
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Dr. Cheuvront:  Then we’ll leave the motion as it stands.  No problem. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Further discussion on this motion? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  The rationale for doing that is that we’re going to just focus on the thirty-meter to 
fifty-meter depth zone, because that’s where the discard problems all are.  John, you feel like the 
data on that is clean enough to justify that? 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  The data are very compelling when you look at both the commercial depth 
reports and the recreational headboat grids within those large grids, yes. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Then what that’s going to leave us is a series of different size areas that close 
outside of thirty?  All right. 
 
Mr. Harris:  I have a hard time wrapping my head around the grids and then contrasting the grids 
with the depth, because the depth is critical here, not these grids.  The grids are for the ease of us 
looking at something on a map, but it truly is the thirty to fifty-meter depth range where the bulk 
of these red snapper occur.  I guess my question to John is, how true, to the depth, are these 
grids?  I’m sure these grids cover a depth range much shallower and much greater, don’t they?  
That’s what I have a hard time with, because we’re really trying to protect the bulk of the red 
snapper population that are in those depths and not in these grids.  Is there a way to fix that? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I think what you’re then going to end up to is a closed area that doesn’t follow the 
bounds of these grids.  It’s going to take the portion of the grid that’s within the depth zone we’re 
talking about and you’ll end up with something along those lines. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  To me, that’s a more surgical approach and I think that’s the way we go.  These 
grids, I can just tell you from being the agency that we collect the data and this and that and the 
other, but those grids, it’s hit and miss if they get that right.  I think they’re much more likely to 
be telling you with accuracy what those depths are on those logbooks or whatever.  I would 
rather go the surgical approach, myself. 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  I think the best way to look at it is kind of the grids provide you the first cut, 
because we know that red snapper do not occur over the entire latitudinal range of the South 
Atlantic and we also know they don’t occur over the entire longitudinal range.  There is that 
narrow depth range. 
 
If we select a section of the grids where a lot of the red snapper action is happening and then we 
refine within that, based on the depth, it probably provides the easiest way to go about analyzing 
it.  If we got rid of the grids completely and focused just on depth, we would have all the areas to 
the north and south where we know there aren’t red snapper that then we would be considering.  
This provides us a first cut and then we can refine within that. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Are you telling us that what you do is you take this as a first cut and after you do the 
analysis, you’re going to come back to us with a more surgical approach that Susan requested? 
 



Snapper Grouper Committee 
                                                                                                                  Jekyll Island, GA 

                                                                                                                          March 4-5, 2009 
 

 92

Mr. Currin:  I have one point that I think needs to be on the record.  These grids were based on 
and this depth contour is based on landings.  These are legal fish.  I don’t think we need to lose 
sight of the fact that there may be, and likely are, smaller fish that are encountered at shallower 
depths.  The good news is as you get shallower, the release of those fish, the survival rate of 
those fish, is enhanced, is increased, because of the reduced depth or less depth.  It’s not as big of 
a worry.   
 
I just want to make sure that everybody understands that there are fish that are encountered 
inside of that thirty-meter depth.  That’s where most of the harvest occurs, but that the 
survivability of those undersized fish in that shallower area is enhanced and is therefore not 
nearly the problem that we encounter out at a hundred feet. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  That’s consistent with kind of where we’ve come at it in the Gulf.  In the eastern 
Gulf, a lot of the fishery is a hundred feet and even shallower and the release mortality rate used 
there was 15 percent, but in the western Gulf, the fishery is out in deeper water and they use the 
40 percent, which is what we’ve used here.   
 
That makes sense to me that we’re not only just defining where the snapper are most 
concentrated, but we’re defining a depth zone where we think the discard mortality is going to be 
high and if there is some catch -- I think what you’re going to see, and I think you’re going to see 
it within the next few years or so, is there are going to be a lot more red snapper and you’re 
going to start seeing them in places where you haven’t seen them in the past.  That’s what has 
happened in the Gulf and I think it will happen here.  I think the survival rate of fish caught 
shallower than thirty meters is going to be pretty good. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  To follow up on something that Roy just said, and I want to make sure that 
we’re understanding what we’re asking staff to do to analyze, are we asking them to analyze 
thirty to fifty meters throughout the South Atlantic range or just between latitudes 28 north and 
33 north? 
 
Mr. Currin:  Rick just reminded me that I don’t think we’ve voted on this motion and so let’s go 
ahead.  We’ve got some good discussion and I want to get back to John, because he’s going to 
address some of these problems.  Is there any objection to the motion to remove these two 
alternatives to the appendix?  I see none and that motion is approved.  Go ahead, Brian. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  To follow up with some of the things that have been said, are we talking about -- 
If we’re looking at this more surgical approach of the thirty to fifty meters that we’re looking at 
closing, are we considering it just in those grid squares that are shown on the map or are we 
talking about through the entire South Atlantic range?  I would like to get some clarification on 
what we mean by that. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I think at this point I can’t tell you.  John may be able to get to it when we get to 
him, but I think the intent, again, from everybody’s perspective, is to close no more area than we 
have to in order to get the needed reductions.  We may have some options about whether we 
stretch that out on a thinner contour up the coast or how we go about it, but, again, everybody 
knows the bulk of the fishery occurs off of northeast Florida and southern Georgia.  It depends 
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on how much area you want to close or where you want to do it or whatever.  There are lots of 
options.  Let’s get to John.  I think John has done a lot of thinking about this and has got some 
visual aids that may help us. 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  I would say we’ve done a lot of arguing about this at the staff level since last 
September and I’ll carry you through the evolution.  The area covered by the dashed blue line, 
the largest area enclosed here, that was the original closed area the council put on the table last 
September.  That’s what we’ve been working from since that time, trying to understand what 
effect it has. 
 
The first change that we realized was that a lot of the red snapper are not encountered -- The data 
support this and so it’s an assumption we can make, that these inshore areas don’t show a lot of 
red snapper.  That’s consistent with the biology.  That was the first cut that we made.  That puts 
you in the realm of this red-shaded area and this yellow-shaded area which is covered by the red 
line.  If you look at your big map, you can keep this in perspective.  I tried to zoom in on the area 
where these closures are happening, to make the scale a little bit bigger. 
 
What that does, by taking out the inshore, is that it takes out this box and it takes out this box and 
it takes out this box.  Consider this the first and the most straightforward depth adjustment.  It’s 
strictly based on the grid.  It would be the easiest to write a regulation by, because you just write 
a regulation by a grid, but it’s perhaps not the most surgical.  We’re still using pretty course tool. 
 
The second thing I realized in looking at these in much greater detail was that there’s really a 
small proportion of the total catch being taken, especially within the recreational fisheries, within 
this area covered by the red shading.  These three grids right here are really a small proportion of 
the red snapper encounters.  That led me to look at, on some plots that show just a bar graph of 
the landings by grid, these four grids right here popped right out in the headboat observations 
and as well in the commercial logbook observations.  
 
These are the grids where the real action is going on in terms of red snapper.  These are the grids 
that you get the biggest bang for your buck from closing a grid.  Closing this 80’s area, by our 
preliminary analyses and based on the projections that we had as of December, which there will 
be some modifications to those, of course, but it was apparent that just closing that area provides 
enough savings to achieve what we need to do for red snapper. 
 
Within that area, if we know that there’s a depth relationship as well, we could provide the depth 
adjustment to these four blocks right in here and this is approximately where the smallest area 
closure we could come up with, I think, will occur.  I think the best way to approach it, the 
easiest way, probably, and the most straightforward in terms of analyzing it, is to first focus on a 
grid and then allow it to adjust for depth within that grid. 
 
By focusing on a grid, it greatly reduces the area that we have to then go and make the depth 
adjustment and make the further refinement.  It allows us to treat everything outside of all this 
area rather straightforward, because all the discards that occur will -- We’re presuming that 
there’s no changes in effort in anything and those continue to occur and all the fish that were 
encountered suffer the discard mortality.  This gives us a starting point. 
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We also know that the other refinement we intend to do is to account for the other actions the 
council has taken for other species and, through the team process, attempt to come up with some 
estimate of trips that won’t occur or trips that will occur in a different manner than they occurred 
in the past.  That will give us additional savings off the top, which makes me think that even if 
there’s some changes in the assessment that perhaps the total removals aren’t quite as high as 
what they were when I looked at these areas, that will be more than offset by behavioral changes 
and things that we expect to happen. 
 
I think what we’ve called the 80’s zone provides a real viable area to look at in terms of what we 
need to actually close.  The one thing that’s worth noting though is that the commercial fishery 
has a little bit different distribution.  They tend to encounter more red snapper over a wider area, 
but on the other hand, they’re going to be more affected by trips that won’t occur because of no 
possession of red snapper. 
 
My first expectation is that that’s going to be offset and this area is going to withhold the further 
scrutiny that’s going to go on over the next couple of months, but we can surgically refine this 
area pretty easily. 
 
Mr. Currin:  You made the comment that that gives us the needed savings from closures and 
reductions in those grids and you did hit on the fact, John, that there’s going to be some trip loss, 
effort reduction.  There are actually changes in the fleet due to economic times.  We don’t know 
what that is, but we need to try to get a handle on that.  For example, I know Tom Swatzel, 
sitting at the table, has sold a headboat and so there’s at least one boat and I don’t know how 
many more have been lost. 
 
There definitely has been and will be some effort reduction and we need to account for that in 
some way and I’m not sure exactly how to go about it, but I feel that it’s going to have an 
impact.  Then you mentioned the other regulations as well, which we all need to be aware of and 
take a look at and see what kind of savings they might give us as well. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  If we’re going to be closing these grids between certain depth areas, whatever we 
decide to go in this part, thirty to fifty, are we going to allow for some transit with possession of 
any fish that’s caught outside of these grids?  Right now, we’ve got no possession. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Certainly we would consider it.  You know how law enforcement reacts to that, but 
I think we’ve done it before and have had stowed gear and minimized the possibility of 
somebody trying to beat the regulation, by placing fairly stringent requirements on people who 
are transiting.  Yes, I’m sure we’ll have to address that. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  On the transit, we can look at that, but it’s not clear to me that there’s much that 
could be caught outside of these depths that is closed in these areas that you would transit.  
We’re already talking prohibiting snowy grouper and other things outside these depths.  If we 
make an exception for golden tile, I’m not sure what other snapper grouper species that we’re 
prohibiting would be caught outside of these depths.  I guess that’s something we would work 
out. 
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I think, John, what you’re doing -- I think you’re going at it the right way.  What we’re going to 
focus on, it sounds to me like, is that yellow zone now and outside of thirty meters, essentially.  
Then we’re going to try and factor in the cumulative impacts of Amendment 16 and the other 
things we’ve done and then focus in on refining, which means shrinking that area down a little 
bit, and coming up with a series of alternatives.  That makes sense to me. 
 
Then I think once we have that refined a little more that we can talk about the transit issues.  
We’re not prohibiting people from going out and fishing for king mackerel and those kinds of 
things now, but it’s just not clear to me what you would catch outside of fifty meters that you 
would need to transit through here with, but I would suggest we cross that bridge after we’ve got 
this refined a little more. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I agree and that’s good advice. 
 
Mr. Cupka:  Based on what John just told us, it seems like we need another alternative similar to 
Alternative 5, but limit it to the 80s.  Is that correct?  I would like to make that motion, if I 
may, Mr. Chairman. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by David to establish another alternative looking at closing those areas 
within the 80s, for lack of a better description.  Are we considering also in that, David, the 
inshore line, some sort of inshore line, at a depth contour?  It’s been suggested like thirty feet. 
 
Mr. Cupka:  Yes, that’s what I was getting at.  It would be similar to the current Alternative 5, 
which has a depth contour, but just limit it to the 80s.   
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by David to establish another alternative, similar to Alternative 5, that 
concentrates on the grids in the 80s.  Is there a second? 
 
Mr. Robson:  Second. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Second by Mark.  Discussion?   
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Have we determined yet that the deepest depth really needs to be fifty meters?  I 
think most of the directed fishery occurs between thirty and forty meters, doesn’t it, for 
headboats?  I’m just not sure.  I guess if there’s any clarification -- John, do you have any of that 
from commercial logbooks, that they’re also getting the red snapper out as far as fifty meters? 
 
Mr. Carmichael:  They’re getting red snapper out that far, yes.  It drops off pretty sharply in the 
commercial beyond 120 feet, which is forty, but there’s still a reasonable percentage that they 
were encountering between 120 and 150 feet.  It would be forty to fifty meters.  It’s probably 
getting to be pretty fine scale -- When I think of looking at the chart before us, that that might 
really be cutting things pretty close, forty versus fifty.  It would be very hard, probably, to 
quantify, realistically, two options that one was forty and one was fifty. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Right.  I just wanted to make sure that we were clear that we wanted that deepest 
depth to be fifty, as opposed to something else. 
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Mr. Currin:  As we get into the analysis, I’m sure these guys will take note of things like that, 
Brian, but my impression is that the commercial fishery typically takes place a little bit deeper 
than the headboat fishery and so there are encounters out there that we need to be aware of. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Fifty meters, 150 feet, I’ve caught red snapper that deep and in the Gulf, when the 
longline gear boundary was put in place at fifty fathoms east of Cape San Blas, Florida, a big 
part of the rationale for that was to keep them from catching red snapper and they used fifty 
fathoms as the boundary there.  I think if anything in here that fifty meters is not deep enough, 
but I think that’s something we keep working on.  I know in the Gulf for sure you catch red 
snapper well outside of fifty meters and I suspect you do in the South Atlantic, too. 
 
Mr. Swatzel:  I would just suggest that you try to convert your meters to either fathoms or feet.  
There’s nobody going to be going on meters as far as a commercial boat or a headboat. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That’s a very good point.  
 
Ms. Shipman:  I agree with Tom.  I’m sitting here and multiplying by six and three and trying to 
get squared away.  When we were looking at MPAs, in my recollection, those snapper were 
pretty much going to the shelf edge for the commercial fleet and then you were getting into the 
mud bottom for tiles.  They were almost going right to the edge, I think.  I agree with Roy that I 
think it’s going to be deeper. 
 
Mr. Harris:  This is to the motion.  I’m wondering, for the ease of analysis, if we would be better 
off changing Alternative 5 to delete those grids that are not in the 80s and leaving the rest of the 
language there and just simply the motion would be to modify Alternative 5, rather than having a 
separate alternative in there.  I would defer to staff as to whether that makes it easier for them or 
not. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  Yes, I think so, because it would also eliminate the current Alternative 5 from 
consideration. 
 
Mr. Currin:  We can handle that probably easily.  We’ve got this motion on the board that will do 
what we want to do and after -- Assuming this passes, maybe we can have another motion just to 
remove Alternative 5, if that’s the desire of the committee. 
 
Mr. Harris: The reason I said that, Mac, is because it’s got other language in there that I think we 
want to retain in Alternative 5.  I just would rather see us modify Alternative 5 and I think that’s 
okay with the maker of the motion. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I’m fine with whatever way you all want to do it. 
 
Mr. Cupka:  That was really my intent.  It was a poor choice of words to say add, but what I 
really wanted to do was modify everything that was in Alternative 5, but just include those 
grids that had the 80s in them. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Those areas in the thirty to fifty-meter band.   
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Dr. Crabtree:  Rick, yesterday, didn’t we -- I can’t remember if we selected a preferred, but when 
we were dealing with the deepwater fishery, we looked at something where you couldn’t retain 
snapper grouper outside of forty fathoms.  My concern is if -- I don’t want to get in a situation 
where we come in and say you can’t fish between thirty and fifty meters, but then we’ve got a 
zone between fifty meters and forty fathoms where you can fish and then outside of forty 
fathoms, again, you can’t fish.  We don’t want to end up with these really thin little bands of 
fishing and no fishing. 
 
I think we need to give you guys some leeway here to adjust these depths so that it makes sense 
and it could be that we modify the forty fathoms in the area of this closed area or maybe we just 
extend this closure on out, which means it basically goes all the way out.  Do you follow me?  I 
don’t want a little thin band of fishing is allowed in between.  You guys need to just work out 
something on that, I think. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That’s a good point and I think we can look at the reported landings from within 
those grids, if we can.  I don’t know and that may be too fine a scale to get at, but at least so we 
have some measure of the impact that that might have. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I would like to offer a clarification to this motion.  We say close the 80s, but 
what we really mean are the four grid squares of 2880, 2980, 3080, and 3180.  There are other 
grid squares in the 80s that I think that we do not intend to close. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That’s kind of staff lingo and I think that the intent was very clear, but that would 
provide some good clarification. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Longitude 28 to 31. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  I don’t want to keep beating a dead horse, but where Roy was talking about people 
bringing anything outside of that, but they will do a diagonal across those lines to get outside of 
that 3180 box and go up to 3279 and fish.  It will be okay inside 3271, but then they will 
probably --  
 
Mr. Currin:  We’re not going to forget that, John.  We’re going to have to deal with it.  Let’s get 
the area defined and then we’ll look at the transit problems that it creates, potential problems, 
and we’ll deal with the transit, because we realize we’re probably going to have some issues 
there. 
 
Dr. Ponwith:  Again, I would like to reiterate the point that I brought up yesterday and that is that 
there are some uncertainties in the area reported in these landings and that I would be eager to 
have Science Center staff collaborate with council staff in refining these areas once we’ve got a 
starting point. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:   Can we modify the motion just to make it clear that we’re not locked into the fifty 
meters and that staff -- Because of the forty fathom business and all that, that staff can vary from 
that depth zone? 
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Mr. Currin:  The easiest way to handle that at this point, perhaps, would just be to say between 
thirty meters and some deeper depth. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  To be decided.  Is that okay with whoever made the motion? 
 
Mr. Currin:  Are you guys okay? 
 
Mr. Cupka:  Yes, that’s fine.  I understood that staff was going to have some latitude to look 
at that. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  It’s clear from the discussion that we’re talking fifty meters, but likely, I think 
we’re going to be looking at something deeper than that.  I just don’t want us to have confusion 
when we get back home. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Is that okay with everybody?  All right.  Is there further discussion on this motion?  
Is everybody happy?  The motion is to modify Alternative 5 in order to close the logbook 
grid squares 2880, 2980, 3080, and 3180 between thirty meters and a greater depth to be 
determined at a later date and staff to provide analysis.  Is there any objection to the 
motion?  I see none and that motion is approved.  We removed a handful of these alternatives 
from red snapper management measures and added one, at least.  Is everybody okay with the 
suite of alternatives that we have here? 
 
Mr. Harris:  When we come back at our next meeting to look at this again, I would like us to put 
this map on a larger scale and also locate artificial reefs and other known fishing areas, to the 
extent that we can, on the map, so it’s clear to everybody what’s going to be open and what’s 
likely to be closed once we do the surgical approach to this. 
 
Mr. Swatzel:  I don’t know if this is the appropriate time to talk about this, but one concern I 
have is that when we have closed areas that it also affects other fisheries, and vermilion snapper 
is a good example, in terms of it’s going to be an additional savings that result from those closed 
areas and doing that analysis in terms of we had reductions that are coming up in Amendment 
16, for example.  I think there’s a 47 percent reduction concerning the recreational catch. 
 
If we end up with an analysis that shows that the vermilion snapper catch, for example, would be 
even further reduced, by say 25 percent, concerning these closed areas, that’s really not the intent 
of the council, I don’t think, to reduce vermilion snapper catches down to virtually nothing.  I 
want us to take a hard look at the effect of these closed areas on Amendment 16 and what we 
need to do to increase bag limits and increase quotas or whatever as a result of what these closed 
areas do.  I think that’s the only fair thing to do. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That’s a very good point, Tom. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  That is a good point, but my question would be we already have the ability of the 
Regional Administrator to make an adjustment, I believe.  If it shows, through the analysis, that 
we can increase that, can you work off of that previous discretionary actions that were -- 
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Dr. Crabtree:  Tell me again exactly -- 
 
Mr. Geiger:  I think when we went into Amendment 16 that we had a length-based stock 
assessment and we were going to an age-based assessment and based on the outcome of the age-
based assessment, we had given you discretion to amend the reductions that were required based 
on the outcome of the assessment and you did that and there was a table that was set up with 
cutoffs.  What Tom is alluding to is we are right on the margin of that cutoff in terms of having a 
five fish to a nine fish bag limit and a season adjustment.  If we find out through the analysis, can 
we use that discretion that you were granted under Amendment 16 to make that adjustment 
without having to address it otherwise? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  No, I don’t think so.  By the time you know what you’re going to do here, 
Amendment 16 is going to already be done and I think at that point -- I think you probably will 
need to do that, if we’re looking at this.  I think you’re going to need to take a look at given what 
we are now doing here in Amendment 17, do we need to go in and back off on vermilion 
snapper?  I think if you decide you do, then you would need to do a framework action.  I couldn’t 
go in now and make a change because you might do something in the future.  That would be 
going beyond what I can do. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I think, if I recall -- Rick reminded me that ability or that discretion that you were 
allotted was based, I believe, specifically on the results of the assessment. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  It was specific to the assessment and nothing else and so I don’t think so.  If 
you’re talking something simple like adjust the bag limit and that’s it, you could do that pretty 
quickly and simply with a regulatory amendment. 
 
Mr. Currin:  It’s a good point that Tom made and I hope we’ll get that consideration from you 
guys.  I know you will when you go through. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  If I understand what Tom is suggesting, it’s that within Amendment 17 we look at 
modifying -- He cited vermilion, but it seems to me that if indeed we go forward with a closure 
that we need to look at what level of reduction that has to other species and there may be several 
other species regulations that could be modified and need to be modified.  I think what Tom is 
pointing out is that for vermilion snapper the impacts of the regulations that would be 
implemented through 16 are so high that time is critical and he wants us to address the changes, 
particularly for vermilion, in Amendment 17.  It seems if you all give us direction to analyze any 
of those impacts, for not just vermilion, but other species as well, we could bring that back to 
you in June. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I like what I’m hearing from Gregg, because as I think I understood Roy to say, if 
we were to try to do something as a framework, we wouldn’t be able to address the season, the 
closed season, for vermilion.  Is that correct, that we can only do bag limit?  You could?  Okay.  
I still like the idea of looking at this as quickly as possible in Amendment 17. 
 
Mr. Currin:  What I’m hearing is direction to staff to analyze the impacts of these proposed 
closures for red snapper on the Amendment 16 species and provide those in June.   
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Dr. Cheuvront:  That was exactly the motion that I wanted to make.  I would like to make a 
motion to direct staff to analyze the impacts of a closure for red snapper on other species 
from -- I don’t want to make it too difficult for the staff to analyze, but certainly 
Amendment 16, but it would be nice if we could go back to Amendment 13C as well.  We’re 
talking black sea bass and other things as well. 
 
Mr. Currin:  There’s a motion by Brian and is there a second?  Second by David.  Is there 
discussion? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Here’s the problem we’ve got.  We’ve asked John and staff to take into account 
the cumulative impacts of Amendment 16 and the trips that may be canceled in calculating the 
closed areas.  Where I think we’re going is we’re going to say, look, we’ve got these closures 
and things in Amendment 16 and that’s going to result in a lot of trips canceled and so the area 
we close doesn’t need to be as big.  You can’t then turn around and say we’re closing this area 
and so that means we can back off on Amendment 16, because if you do that, then the area is 
going to have to get bigger. 
 
I really think what we need to do is figure out what we’re going to do for red snapper in this 
thing and how we’re going to handle those cumulative impacts and once we’ve done that, then 
we revisit, okay, does that give us some leeway on these others and if it does, then do a 
framework and change it.  I think we’re making circular arguments right here that create 
problems. 
 
Mr. Currin:  We may be and we may not.  We have to be careful that we are not making circular 
arguments, but my intent in bringing up the issues of the impacts of the red snapper closure on 
effort reductions and trips and that sort of thing, I wasn’t thinking about accounting for the 
impacts of 16, although we did ask you guys to include those as well in this.  We do have to be 
very careful that we’re not -- 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I think there are going to be significant impacts from Amendment 16 that are 
going to have a big impact on what we need to do in terms of a closed area.  Then if you go back 
and undo part of 16 because of the closed area -- I’m fine with staff trying to look at all this, but 
we just need to be real careful how we do it. 
 
I have one other comment which I would like Rick to -- I’m a little bit concerned.  We’ve taken a 
lot of things out of this action in terms of alternatives and I’m not sure that some of the things we 
took out weren’t within the range of what could be considered reasonable and what I would like 
to ask is that Rick and Monica and folks talk some between now and full council.   
 
Let’s make sure that we haven’t taken some out of here that might in fact be reasonable 
alternatives that we would be better off -- This is going to be the heart of what’s scrutinized in 
this document and let’s make sure that we’re rock solid on NEPA.  I would rather err on the side 
of leave it in, rather than take too much out and create a vulnerability.  If you guys could get 
together and take a look at that and advise us at full council. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I’ve lost track of where I was raising my hand now, but back to the motion, I’m 
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trying to get back to the vermilion issue and the fact that we currently have -- Where are we at 
with the actual rule for Amendment 16?  Is it a proposed rule that’s advertised now? 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  I believe the comment period for the amendment is over.  The comment 
period for the proposed rule will end fairly soon and then I believe the decision day for the 
Secretary is on something like March 24, right around there.  It’s not implemented yet and it’s 
not been decided whether to implement it.  We’re still within the comment period. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I guess my question is we’ve got -- If Amendment 16 goes forward, would we be 
implementing the five-month closed season for vermilion starting in November of 2009?  Then 
it’s almost as if we’re talking now about two completely different closed periods that would 
apply to -- They’re not completely different, but two different scenarios for closing vermilion 
fishing that need to be sorted out as to what each impact is separately and then what the 
cumulative impact would be if you implemented them.  I’m struggling with how we could best 
do that, unless staff can do that as part of the analysis. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I think that’s what they’re going to have to look at.  If you look at the information, 
vermilion and red snapper are two species that are commonly taken on the same trips.  If you 
believe by closing vermilion for five months that there are going to be a number of trips that are 
canceled, that’s less red snapper bycatch that’s going to occur during that period of time and so 
that gets factored into how much of a closed area do we need to have in order to reduce the 
discards. 
 
On top of that and during that five-month vermilion closure, if Amendment 16 is implemented, 
you’ve got a four-month closure of all snapper grouper.  There are likely going to be trips 
canceled now because you’ve got all of that closed and then assuming we close red snapper, at 
least in a lot of this area the only commonly caught snapper grouper species that at least is a 
major fishery left open is black sea bass. 
 
Now you potentially have a lot of trips that are canceled and so those red snapper discards now 
don’t occur and so you can pull that out of how much area do you need to close in order to bring 
the discards down.  I think that’s what staff is going to try to look at, in order to see the 
cumulative impacts of this. 
 
Then if you go back in and say let’s back off the closure on vermilion snapper and shorten it 
some, now fewer trips are canceled and more red snapper discards are going to occur and so now 
you’ve got to go back in and look at the closed area and it probably has to become larger.  It’s 
like a balloon.  You squeeze it here and it pops out over there.  I think it probably gets 
complicated, but I think staff is going to try to pull all that together. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Very well put.  George, I had you and it wasn’t too awful long ago. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  I think it was in regard to Roy’s comments and I agree with what he said about 
losing sight of what we’re doing and working within a framework.  I don’t think we work within 
our framework actions enough on the council and this would be an opportunity to tackle these 
issues directly under the framework and I would speak in support of that. 



Snapper Grouper Committee 
                                                                                                                  Jekyll Island, GA 

                                                                                                                          March 4-5, 2009 
 

 102

Mr. Currin:  Further discussion on this motion, with all the caveats that have been discussed over 
the last ten minutes?  The motion is to direct staff to analyze the impacts of a closure for red 
snapper on other species from previous regulations.  Any objection to the motion?  I see 
none and that motion is approved. 
 
Staff and Monica are going to get together afterwards to make sure that we haven’t eliminated 
some alternatives that might be considered reasonable, at least within the red snapper.  It seems 
to me that those entire grids blocks are not particularly reasonable, in light of the impacts on 
other fisheries and the like, but we’ll get them to do that, address those, at full council.  Anything 
else, Rick, on red snapper management measures? 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  I think we have a range and just pertaining to what you just said, we’re going to 
have to look at do we have all the reasonable alternatives and certainly a big part of that is going 
to be looking at what percent reduction we need in total removals to achieve it.  That’s 
something that the team is still working out, just to let you know, is what reduction these area 
closures are getting us.  That’s still to be worked on, but we’ll come back at full council with the 
range. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Mac, I would like to talk about some ideas I have on potential ways to monitor this 
fishery if we end up closing it down.  When would be the appropriate time to do that? 
 
Mr. Currin:  We are going to talk about that, Roy, and it may be the next item on our agenda.  
We’ll get you page numbers as quickly as we can.  It’s page 244.  This is a monitoring program 
that’s going to be necessary in light of closing down a large area where a large part of the fishery 
for this species and others occur.   
 
Without that fishery dependent data, it’s going to be critical to have some fisheries independent 
data or think about some innovative ways to maintain some of the indices, like the headboat 
index, which is probably one of the longest running continuous indices we have and it figures 
into virtually every assessment that this council deals with.  It’s critical that we have an adequate 
monitoring program in place so that we can determine when these fisheries recover. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  The discussion we have in the document right now is mostly focused on fishery 
independent monitoring and I think that’s great and I hope we’re going to be able to do that, but I 
would like to talk some about the idea of establishing an experimental fishery.  This is predicated 
on assuming we close red snapper. 
 
We could set up an experimental fishery and the intent of it, at least the way I’m thinking now, 
would be to try and keep the headboat index alive, because that’s one of the main indices we’ve 
used in tracking and assessing red snapper.  The idea I have is we would set aside some portion 
of the ABC and then we would do an exempted fishing permit and we would solicit applications 
from headboats who would like to participate in the experimental fishery. 
 
We could have a number of criteria they would have to meet.  For example, we could say you 
have to be able to show through your logbooks that you’ve been a headboat that’s been operating 
for so many years and that you’ve been diligent in complying with your logbook requirements 
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and all that. 
 
Then what we could do is tell these headboats that you’re going to be allowed to take this many 
trips next year and you will be allowed to retain red snapper and you will be allowed to fish 
inside the closed areas.  We’re going to put observers on your boat and we’re going to sample 
them for otoliths and biological things like that and in that way, we could potentially keep the 
headboat index going and it would give us some way to measure what’s going on in the fishery 
and what we’re seeing. 
 
I think it would be far less expensive than fishery independent monitoring, because we really -- 
The headboats are going to take paying customers out there and so we’re not going to pay them 
anything.  We just have to find a way to cover the cost of the observers onboard their vessels and 
I don’t know how many headboats we would want to let in.  I don’t know how many trips we 
would want to let them make. 
 
I would suggest that we ask the Science Center to come up with a plan of how to do this and then 
we get the SSC to look at it, but I’m afraid otherwise that we’re going to lose a lot of headboats 
and even if we don’t lose them, they’re not going to be fishing the way they have in the past and 
it seems to me we don’t want that to happen, because it’s going to really hurt our ability to assess 
these stocks and track red snapper recovery. 
 
I think that’s something I would like to have developed in the document and then if the council is 
in agreement with that, we could move forward on something like that, either once this 
amendment is implemented or, if you decide to request an interim rule to close the fishery down, 
we could potentially go ahead and try to do something like that during the period the interim rule 
is in place. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  That’s a very innovative, excellent suggestion, Roy.  I think that’s really good, but I 
want to understand something and make sure that we all understand.  You’re talking about not 
allowing headboats to fish unlimited in the open areas, but they would, theoretically, under the 
scenario which you just described, would only be allowed to fish a set number of trips that would 
be determined by science, based on the need.  Is that correct? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Yes.  It wouldn’t just be unlimited in the way I’m thinking about it.  I don’t know 
how many trips that would be.  We need the scientists to advise us on that.  We’ve done this in 
other fisheries.  The shark fishery, they’ve reduced the quotas to the point on a lot of them where 
there’s really not much fishery, because of sandbar sharks.   
 
HMS is accepting applicants for an experimental shark fishery, where guys are allowed to go out 
and longline and they’re allowed to retain a certain number of sandbar sharks and I’m thinking 
something along those kind of lines, but I’m only thinking about it in the broadest sense right 
now and the details would all have to be plugged into it. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  I would encourage the Science Center to get with the headboat operators, to ensure 
that we don’t design a program that’s not economically feasible for them to operate.  We need to 
find out what they need and I think the index is so critically important to not just red snapper, but 
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to all our snapper grouper species.  We ought to make the allowances necessary to keep that 
index moving. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  We’ve got a number of headboat operators here now and we’ve got one on the 
council and so I think there would be an opportunity for Bonnie to talk to some of them over 
lunch or something like that and maybe give us some thoughts when we come back to this 
tomorrow or later. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Bonnie, did you have some input directly to this?  Then I’ve got a couple other 
people on the list here. 
 
Dr. Ponwith:  The Science Center, from the science perspective, would really look favorably on 
this alternative and believes that having some continuity of a data stream to be able to 
appropriately monitor the recovery of these species, based on the management measures that 
you’re contemplating now, would be very good. 
 
I would be eager to have the Science Center take a long, methodical look to make sure that we 
design this in a way that meets the science requirements, that we’ve got the statistical precision 
that we need to make strong inferences based on this study, to be able to give you good advice on 
where we are in the rebuilding process.  We also recognize that it has to be done in a way that 
meets the needs of the charter vessel, to be able to perpetuate that activity. 
 
What I would envision is there’s going to be some give and take and bringing in a number of 
vessels that’s large enough to have the statistical precision we need, but small enough that we 
can have them operating at a level that’s sufficient to meet the needs, businesswise, to stay 
operating, to address the issue that George brought up.  The Science Center would be very eager 
to look at those numbers and come up with a proposal. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Bonnie.  I think it’s a good idea as well. 
 
Mr. Iarocci:  I want to speak in support of this.  Yesterday, Zach Bowen, owner/captain of one of 
Steve Amick’s headboats in Georgia, spoke about this and we’ve talked amongst ourselves and I 
think it’s a great idea and I think the timing would be perfect to move this as soon as we can, but 
also, to take this one step further and consider maybe some commercial boats and charter boats 
too, to see how we could do this and gather it all the way around. 
 
Mr. Cupka:  I was just going to say it reminds me of the approach that HMS is taking on some of 
that and I think it’s a very innovative and cost-effective approach.  My only concern would be it 
seems like some of these questions and numbers would have to be worked out fairly quickly, so 
that staff could account for those numbers when they start developing some of these alternatives.  
While I think it’s something we ought to do, I don’t think we have a lot of time if we’re going to 
really analyze its impact on some of these alternatives. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, David, and I think the Science Center is aware of that. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  If you look at the total headboat catch of red snapper, it’s somewhere in the 
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neighborhood of 40,000 to 50,000 pounds a year.  It’s not an unmanageable quantity of fish and 
so I think it’s something we can work out. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  I like the concept myself, but I guess my question is, we have a baseline to start 
with now, because we have landings and biological data right now.  I would think it would 
probably be four or five years before we would need any updated scientific data to get the stock 
assessment or whatever we need at that point, maybe three.  Are the headboats going to be able 
to survive that long until we need that?  Starting it as soon as the closure is there, I don’t see that 
as being scientifically valid. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That’s a good question and we’re going to have to assess that with our discussions 
with the headboat operators, as we try to move down this path.  It’s, at least initially, very 
appealing.  The details, we’ll have to figure that out. 
 
Mr. Harris:  A lot of us have been talking about an approach to continue some kind of data 
stream, assuming that there will be some kind of interim rule adopted for red snapper and then 
with 17, some kind of closed areas.  This seems to be the best approach, to me.  The landings 
from the headboat catches have been low enough, on average, to where they’re going to meet, I 
think, the reduction in catch that we need to see to restore this fishery. 
 
I think this is the best approach that I’ve heard to date.  I would just simply encourage us to 
move it forward as quickly as possible so there’s not a long closed time and a possible dramatic 
adverse impact on the headboats that we’re going to have to rely on in the future. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Again, I would hasten to add and emphasize the need to be creative in how we do 
this, to make sure that they can get enough trips to make it a useful and business-worthy 
enterprise.  Perhaps, in addition to the observers, we could institute some type of catch record for 
the anglers onboard and allow some trips to occur without observer coverage, but have a tag type 
recovery program, where the mates could punch it -- I’ll send this around.  It’s kind of an 
experimental two-part program.  I talked about it at the last council meeting and it was not well 
understood, I think, and so I’ve come up with a little -- Use a good punch and there’s no hanging 
chads. 
 
This might be an opportunity to even expand the number of trips to include unobserved trips, but 
allow the anglers to participate and get your CPUE data and allow direct contact with the people 
who participate in that fishery. 
 
Mr. Robson:  Getting back to John’s concern, and I guess I would ask John Carmichael about 
this, but it seems to me that to continue to have that catch data would be very important for the 
next assessment.  It’s not that we necessarily need to wait and not have anything until three or 
four years down the road, but to continue to collect that data so that when we get to the next 
assessment we have something to look at. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  If we don’t have something like this, I don’t know how we’re going to do a next 
assessment the way we’ve done them in the past, because you won’t have any additional catch 
data or ages to go into it.  If you switch to just a fishery independent program, you’re going to 
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have a problem, because that doesn’t really have a baseline that goes back and it’s something 
different than what we’ve relied on.  That’s what I like about this idea, is that it would allow 
some continuity in the datasets and we might be able to update the current assessment. 
 
George has good ideas and there may be all sorts of ways to do this.  I leave that up to the 
scientists, to figure out the details and come back to us on it.  I think this is a concept we need to 
move on.  I move that we evaluate a red snapper monitoring program, based on a research 
set-aside, to include an experimental headboat fishery with observers.  The intent is for 
scientists to develop recommendations on numbers of trips, areas to fish, et cetera. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by Roy.  Is there a second?  Second by David.  Any further discussion? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  In regards to this motion, do we want to say specifically just the headboat 
fishery at this point or do we want to say for-hire and commercial or how do we -- Do we want 
to set aside to say who those participants are going to be at this point or do we want to allow staff 
to figure out what might be the best mix, as opposed to leaving it just a headboat? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I would like to leave it headboat now, because that’s the index we’ve relied on.  
Now, if the scientists come back to us and say that we could build a much more robust set of data 
if we included a couple of commercial vessels or something like that, then that’s fine and we can 
revisit that, but I’m really focusing on keeping that headboat index alive, at least for right now, 
and so I think I would like to keep this contained, if we can, but we could certainly expand this if 
the scientists feel it’s warranted. 
 
Mr. Harris:  I did remember a point I was going to make and that’s that this gives us the 
opportunity, through port sampling and observers, to collect a lot of additional data that we may 
not be getting now on other reef fish species.  It’s not only red snapper that we’re going to be 
able to collect data on.  I think it’s going to give us some data that we’re not currently getting at a 
level that we certainly haven’t been getting it in the past.  I strongly support the motion. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  As do I and certainly I can only speak for our state, but we will gladly participate 
and possibly can even provide the observers, because we’re trying to do that anyway through the 
MRFSS and now MRIP and so on and so forth.  We would be glad to participate in that. 
 
I like the idea of asking the Science Center to take a look at the design and see what other data 
may be needed to augment the headboat data.  We have so few headboats off of Georgia and 
there may be a real data gap for us that you’re going to need to augment with other sectors.  I 
would certainly encourage, when you all work on the design, Bonnie and John and others, that 
you all look at that. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I agree with Susan.  I’m just wondering if we should modify the motion to provide 
direction to staff to do exactly that, to really look at any other sources of data or fisheries to 
include. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I think the request would have to be made to the Science Center, really.  That’s who 
we’re asking to do the work and the analysis.  It’s up to you guys.  I think Roy has got a good 



Snapper Grouper Committee 
                                                                                                                  Jekyll Island, GA 

                                                                                                                          March 4-5, 2009 
 

 107

point, at least at this point, that the headboat is probably the most critical, but I think in going 
through this analysis, the Science Center is likely to identify gaps that might be addressed by 
other fisheries or other sampling programs to meet our needs, but it’s up to you guys. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Bonnie has heard the discussion and so she understands.  We just need to 
understand that we’ve got to keep this -- Everybody is going to want to get in and the next thing 
you know, we’re not going to rebuild the stock.  We’ve got to keep this carefully contained and 
we’ve got to keep it where it’s clearly driven by science.  We just need to be careful.  I think for 
right now let’s keep it focused on the headboats and then we’ll see what the Center comes up 
with and talk about it at the next meeting. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I’m content to deal with it that way and allow them to identify gaps in the 
information, at this point at least. 
 
Mr. Iarocci:  I just would like to speak in favor of this motion, but just to get it on the record, 
when you look at the amount of headboats to get this information from and we do need to keep it 
down and North Carolina and that area, there’s one boat and South Carolina, two and in Georgia, 
two and in Florida, north Florida and that area, there’s at this time eight headboats to consider. 
 
Mr. Currin:  There’s a handful in North Carolina, but I don’t know how many at this point, in the 
southern part.  No further discussion on the motion?  Is there any objection to the motion?  I 
see none and so the motion is approved.  Thank you.  That was a good discussion and a great 
idea and I hope it will bear some fruit for us.  Let’s take a ten-minute break and be back here at 
five after ten. 
 
Mr. Currin:  In your document, if everybody can move to page 195, we’ve got to deal with ACLs 
and AMs for a number of other species: black sea bass, gag, black grouper, red grouper, and 
vermilion.  Rick, I’ll turn it over to you. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  We dealt with the deepwater species in red snapper and so, as Mac said, these are 
for the rest of the species undergoing overfishing.  Table 4-1, which is on the next page, is 
showing the current ACLs that are in place.  It shows a commercial ACL and a recreational ACL 
for black sea bass and just to clarify it, and we’ll definitely clarify it in this table, those values for 
gag and vermilion snapper are what’s proposed in Amendment 16, just to clarify that.  Currently, 
what’s on the books for gag is not a commercial quota at this time and no recreational ACL.  The 
ACL currently for vermilion snapper is 1.1 million pounds gutted weight, but the values in the 
table are what would be implemented if Amendment 16 is approved.  
 
Then we have a series of alternatives and I’ll first just go through the ACL part.  We split it up 
into ACLs, a series of alternatives, and then ACTs and then AMs.  The first part is implementing 
ACLs for species that don’t have them and so that would be black grouper and red grouper.  You 
can see that we did have the question where in the final rule the definition of a catch limit is that 
it triggers an AM.  The question that the team has is could the quota for gag be considered an 
ACL for red grouper and black grouper, since it is -- Since you have the gag quota and when 16 
is put into place, that would trigger a closure for red grouper and black grouper. 
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Then there’s also the question that there’s a stock assessment upcoming for red grouper and 
black grouper.  The review workshop is scheduled for January of 2010 and so there’s that 
question, too.  I’ll just quickly go through the alternatives for the ACLs for black grouper and red 
grouper. 
 
Alternative 2A is where you would set the ACL for black grouper and red grouper from the 
expected catch resulting from Amendment 16 and that’s below.  You can see that under 
Alternative 2B, what those values would be.  That’s the expected landings or catch that would 
occur through those management regulations in Amendment 16. 
 
Alternative 2B tries the approach of one ACL for gag, black grouper, and red grouper.  That 
would include the quota for gag and then the expected catch for black grouper and red grouper.  
What I mentioned yesterday, Alternative 2C, actually goes under the AMs.  Ignore that for now.  
There’s two alternatives for black and red grouper ACLs. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Discussion?  I guess Duane’s first question is, are two alternatives enough? 
 
Mr. Robson:  I guess a question.  I’m not sure where to go with this, but one of the concerns with 
black grouper is that it’s such a geographically isolated fishery.  Most of it is Florida.  Most of it 
is south Florida.  I’m concerned about tying ACLs for black grouper to red and/or gag.  It’s just a 
comment at this point. 
 
Mr. Harris:  It’s just an alternative and with respect to the other comment I made, wouldn’t one 
alternative be status quo and so we would have three alternatives?  Then my concern about 
NEPA is satisfied, as long as one of the alternatives is status quo. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  Yes and we’ve bundled this series of alternatives with the ACT and AMs.  
There’s also a large number of alternatives involved in this action. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  If you wanted to go status quo, we could just clarify that the ACL for black 
grouper would be the expected catch on the action for Amendment 16, which is 86,000 pounds 
commercial and 31,000 and then red grouper is 221,000 commercial and 276,000.  We have 
those numbers that would be the expected catch levels.   
 
I think if we just indicated that’s our intent under -- Maybe we could do that status quo.  I would 
leave it to staff if that needed to be a  -- The other thing I would point out, Mark, is we’re going 
to have the black grouper/red grouper assessment review is I think in January of 2010.  This will 
go into effect sometime in 2010 and so the reality is before any of these would be triggered and 
acted upon, we’ll have the new assessment and we’re almost certainly going to come in then and 
respecify the values of the red grouper/black grouper ACLs based on that.  The reality is these 
numbers aren’t likely to ever trigger anything. 
 
We have set up, in the Gulf of Mexico, kind of a shallow-water grouper ACL that has multiple 
triggers, red grouper and gag and then an aggregate quota that can trigger closures and things.  I 
can certainly understand an argument that using gag to trigger black grouper is problematic, 
because they’re in such different areas.  It might be to go ahead and go with these expected 
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values from Amendment 16 might be the cleanest way to avoid that. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That seems to be covered in Alternative 2A.  Is there any desire to select a preferred 
for red and black at this point? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I would move 2B as the preferred ACL for black and red grouper. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by Roy to select Alternative 2B as the preferred for black and red grouper 
and seconded by David Cupka.  Is there discussion? 
 
Mr. Harris:  I’m not sure I’m on the same thing.  2B also has gag in it and so what are we 
saying?  Do we take gag out of 2B or is that simply understood that that’s still part of 2B?  Am I 
in the right place? 
 
Mr. Currin:  I think you are. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I’m confused now too, Roy, because that’s -- 2B is the one that would concern me, 
I think, if you’re talking about one ACL that’s -- 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Let me withdraw my motion.  I think I misunderstood 2B.  Rick, which one of 
these would set the ACLs equivalent to what we did in Amendment 16 and then we could do this 
so that -- The way it’s set up in Amendment 16 now, if the gag quota is reached, the commercial 
shallow-water fishery closes.  I think the issue here is more what are we doing on the recreational 
side, because right now, there isn’t anything there.  Am I right about that? 
 
You could come in, I guess, and say on the commercial side we’re going to close shallow-water 
grouper when the gag quota is caught or the red grouper quota is caught and I don’t know how 
you want to factor in the black grouper, but if you want it on the recreational side to somehow 
pull black grouper out separately, you could just have an ACL for black grouper and if it’s hit, 
you deal with that. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  It reduces the number of alternatives, but why couldn’t we combine 2A and 2C? 
 
Mr. Currin:  2C is an AM and Rick said we’re going to consider that under the AMs.  It’s kind of 
out of place right here as far as a recreational measure, but we will get to those when we talk 
about AMs. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  Roy, you may be referring to 2A, where the commercial and recreational ACL 
for black grouper and red grouper is equivalent to the expected catch.  That’s listed underneath 
2B, the expected catch of Amendment 16.  Then when the gag quota is met, that would close the 
shallow-water grouper.  That’s what’s proposed in Amendment 16. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I’m a little loath for us to set ACLs on red and black grouper without any 
direction from the SSC.  If you’re saying that it’s implied, it’s the action that’s going to occur 
based on what we currently have in place from Amendment 16, but I don’t think the SSC has 
implied this at all.  I really feel very uncomfortable setting ACLs for red and black grouper at 



Snapper Grouper Committee 
                                                                                                                  Jekyll Island, GA 

                                                                                                                          March 4-5, 2009 
 

 110

this time. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I would just comment that they approved 16. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  That’s not the same as establishing an ACL. 
 
Mr. Currin:  No, it didn’t establish ACLs.  There’s no question about that, but the data that’s in 
16 and until we get the new assessment is the data that we have to address ACLs.  I don’t know 
where we go from there. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  They endorsed Amendment 16 and so they presumably endorsed the expected 
catch levels that would result from Amendment 16.  It’s your job to set the ACLs and what 
you’re doing now, if you go with Alternative 2A, is you’re setting the ACLs equivalent to the 
catch levels that are in Amendment 16, which were endorsed by the SSC.  I think it is consistent 
with the guidelines as you can do it.  What I don’t think you could do would be to set the ACLs 
any higher than those catch levels, but I think you can set the ACLs at these catch levels or 
below them. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  I didn’t sit through most of the SSC meeting, but we may get values in June for 
red and black grouper and we could reconsider it then, if we do get ABC values then. 
 
Mr. Currin:  At this point at least, Alternative 2A would seem to be the path that we would likely 
go down. 
 
Mr. Swatzel:  How is the allocation between commercial and recreational catch on black and red 
grouper determined?  That wasn’t determined in Amendment 16 and how are we determining it 
now? 
 
Mr. Currin:  I don’t know the answer to that question, other than the recent landings history.  We 
haven’t done it.  I don’t believe we’ve set an allocation for black and red grouper. 
 
Dr. McGovern:  There’s no allocation for red and black grouper.  This is just the expected catch 
from management measures from Amendment 16 associated with the seasonal closure. 
 
Mr. Harris:   I would move Alternative 2A be our preferred alternative and that would, of 
course, encompass the language that’s down at the bottom of 2B, where it talks about the 
expected catch from the actions proposed in Amendment 16.  I would move that be our 
preferred alternative. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by Duane to capture some of the language from 2B and insert that into 2A 
and select that as our preferred.  It’s seconded by Susan.  Is there discussion? 
 
Mr. Robson:  This is to the motion.  I’m still trying to get comfortable with the idea that in 
Alternative 2A you’re going to close the commercial black grouper fishery whenever the gag 
quota is met.  I’m still not entirely comfortable with that notion. 
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Dr. Crabtree:  Just to point out, that’s the way you’ve set up Amendment 16.  That is status quo, 
assuming Amendment 16 is approved and goes in place.  You’ve already done that.  I don’t think 
you voted for it, but that’s the status quo.  The one thing I would point out about 2A is the AM 
doesn’t do anything if the ACL for black grouper or red grouper is exceeded and that’s probably 
a bit of a problem.  I guess you could have an aggregate quota of some sort that’s also tracked. 
 
Mr. Currin:  We kind of played with aggregate quotas, it seems to me, in one of our prior 
amendments.  I don’t know whether it was dealing with these particular species or not.  It seems 
to me it may have been, as a way to address them in a shallow-water grouper complex.  Didn’t 
we develop, at some point, some alternatives to develop some aggregate quotas? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  That’s what 2B would do.  It would close it if the gag quota is caught or if the 
combined commercial ACLs are caught.  I guess I’m coming back to it seems to me that 2B 
might be a better choice, when I look at them. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Roy makes the point that I hadn’t thought of before and so I would withdraw my 
original motion.  Then I would move Alternative 2B be our preferred option, if that covers 
everything we need to cover it.  If we need to modify it, I’m willing to modify it. 
 
Mr. Currin:  The previous motion has been withdrawn.  Let’s see if we can craft it and then get it 
up there the way we want it. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  The only thing I see missing in 2B is an AM for the recreational sector, but, Rick, 
isn’t that addressed in another spot in here?  We’ll come back to that. 
 
Mr. Currin:  The other thing, I think, Roy, that might relieve some heartburn for Mark for is to 
try to adjust that when the gag quota is met.  If we remove that, that might read: Shallow-water 
grouper or the combined commercial ACL for gag, red, and black is met.  Does that trash it?  
What we’re moving toward is trying to deal with all three of them and Mark’s concern about -- 
Of course, as you pointed out, in 16, when the gag quota is met, it’s closed.  Maybe that’s okay 
then. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I support that approach.  I do not believe we want to have this fishery operating 
with one or two species closed and the others open, because you’re going to have a lot of 
discards.  Over most of the range of these, gag and particularly red grouper are often caught on 
the same trips.  Now, we do have an issue down in the Keys where we’ve heard testimony that 
they don’t catch gag, but we also heard testimony from some of these folks that they used to 
catch gag and they used to have a fishery for gag. 
 
It’s not clear to me what the issue with gag down here -- I’ve heard a lot of different things about 
gag, but I think the testimony is pretty clear that they used to have more gag down in the Keys 
and I know we’ve had gag aggregation sites down off of Miami and even, I think, down south of 
Miami, off Biscayne Bay and some of those areas.  It’s hard to say where they used to be, 
because so many of the aggregation spots aren’t there anymore. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Your motion would be then to select Alternative 2B as the preferred?  That was 
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Duane’s motion and Roy seconded it.  There’s no need to modify it?  Everybody comfortable 
with the language as it exists or as comfortable as can be?  Any further discussion of the motion? 
Mr. Cupka:  Just for clarification then, we’re going to move Alternative 2C down under the 
AMs?  It’s really an accountability measure, right? 
 
Mr. Currin:  Any further discussion?  Any objection to that motion?  The motion is approved 
with three objections.  Okay, Rick, move on. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  Then we have a series of alternatives that would establish ACTs for these species, 
for the recreational sector.  If you all recall from Jack’s presentation, the final rule retains the 
concept of an ACT, but it does not require that to be in a fishery management plan.  In fact, the 
final rule goes on to say for fisheries without in-season management controls to prevent the ACL 
from being exceeded that the council might want to consider an ACT to ensure that the ACL is 
not exceeded. 
 
The team has added -- I think you’ve all looked at these alternatives before, but we’ve added 
ACT alternatives and this would set the ACT a percentage below the ACL.  We have 85 percent, 
75 percent, and then we have the equation that we’ve looked at before, the one minus the PSE or 
0.5, whichever is greater. 
 
The question is, would you consider setting an ACT for these fisheries to ensure that the ACL is 
not exceeded?  Again, these ACTs would trigger the accountability measures, which you’ll look 
at in the next part of this action. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thoughts on this? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  I guess my question is to Roy.  When these are contained in an amendment, is this a 
framework action we could go back and change at some point? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I think, Rick, in the document we have a modification to the framework that 
allows us to change these through framework action. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  The reason I ask that is because if we’ve got Alternative 2C with the running 
average over a period of three years, it seems to me we could probably start off with the ACT 
equal to the recreational sector ACL and we could see how it goes.  If we can make that change 
quickly -- If we see that we have to back off and set an ACT that’s lower than the ACL, we could 
do that quickly at some point in the future, via framework. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Right now, the way these ACLs are set up, the ACL for gag and for vermilion is 
set at the OY level, I believe.  For black grouper and red grouper, it’s just set based on the 
expected reductions and we don’t have enough science right now to know what the FMSY catch 
level would be or the FOY catch level would be, but you should know what those are come early 
next year, when you get the new assessment.  It’s a virtual certainty that we’re going to respecify 
these things for red and black.  I think you could do what you’re talking about, George, and then 
regroup after the assessment comes in. 
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Mr. Currin:  Just keep in mind that this is for black grouper, black sea bass, gag, red grouper and 
vermilion snapper.  They’re all covered in this action here. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I wish you hadn’t reminded us of that, because I like the idea and particularly since 
we are going to be getting the assessment for red and black that we take the approach of setting it 
equal to the ACL and then having an AM that looks at multiple years. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Even though he did mention those other species, via framework we can make the 
changes very quickly.  I don’t think that precludes us from doing what we talked about.  
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I will say this though, that it’s not clear to me what the purpose of specifying an 
ACT is if you’re going to set it to the ACL.  I think the only point in having an ACT is if you’re 
going to set it below.  I probably would suggest to you if you’re going to set it equal to that you 
would be just as well off not to set it at all at this time. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Maybe the cleanest way to do that is add an alternative under this action here that 
says do not set -- 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I think if you just didn’t select a preferred, that’s what would happen. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Okay.   
 
Mr. Geiger:  Is that good enough for staff, that we just don’t select a preferred?  Or do you want 
a motion that says we don’t set an ACT? 
 
Mr. Currin:  I guess we could also, as Rick indicated, move it to the considered but rejected, into 
the appendix.  It’s still in the amendment. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  I think that’s a reasonable approach.  We’ll analyze it, but just not in detail.  If 
there’s a strong argument to not consider it in detail, we’ll just outline that in the amendment. 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  The only thing is if the council comes in in June and wants to set an ACT, 
you’re going to have to put it back in with additional analysis. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  That’s my worry.  If we really are going to get something from the SSC, we might 
want to wait until June before we take it out, because I wasn’t in any of the SSC meeting and I 
really have no feel for what they’re coming in with. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Gregg and Rick are suggesting perhaps, if that’s going to be our approach, that 
we remove 3A, which sets the ACT equal to the ACL. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  So moved. 
 
Mr. Currin:  There’s a motion by Robert to do so and second by George.  Is there discussion on 
that motion to remove Alternative 3A to the appendix, Considered but Rejected?  Any objection 
to that motion?  I see none and that motion is approved.  Are we done with ACTs at this 
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point, at least?  On to the accountability measures, the next page. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  These are accountability measures that would be kicked in once the ACL or ACT 
is exceeded.  Just to point out, when I was reading through this, it seems 4A and 4B are pretty 
much identical, or are identical.  Read through those and see if you agree.  I think we could 
remove 4B, as it’s the same as 4A. 
 
For 4A, if the ACL is exceeded, the RA shall publish a notice to reduce the length of the 
following fishing year by the amount required to ensure that landings do not exceed the sector 
ACT for the following fishing year.  That’s 4A.  4B treats the stock -- It puts in an AM if the 
species is overfished.  Right now, what would pertain to black sea bass.  This is in line with the 
final rule that states if there is a rebuilding plan for a stock and its ACL is exceeded, the AM 
should include adjustments to the amount that you’ve gone over to reduce the ACL by the full 
amount of the overage. 
 
If you’re in a rebuilding plan, you want to make sure that you continue on that rebuilding plan.  
We applied this just to species that are currently overfished.  If the ACL is exceeded for these 
species, the RA shall publish a notice to reduce the sector ACT in the following year by the 
amount of the overage, take the overage off the following year. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I guess the only thing that bothers me about that is at least in the previous action we 
didn’t establish any ACTs.  I would be comfortable with it if we said the ACT and/or the existing 
ACL.  I don’t know, but it’s a little concerning. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Would it work, Rick, if we don’t set ACTs, then just to do what we’re saying here 
we would do to the ACT to the ACL?  For an overfished stock, if you go over the ACL, then you 
would reduce the ACL by the amount of the overage next year and make the appropriate 
adjustment.  For a not overfished stock, you would just adjust the season to keep for going over.  
If that would work, Rick -- I know you probably need some time to think about that, but we 
could come back at full council, unless you’re pretty confident that would work. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  We would have to add to Alternative 4C if the species is not overfished to reduce 
the length of the following fishing year.  That’s currently not in Alternative 4C, but we would 
add that in there.  4C only deals with species that are overfished. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  I don’t want to lose sight of Alternative 2C that was up under the ACLs that we’re 
supposed to move down to the AMs for the recreational sector.  Could we satisfy the requirement 
by just adding that to 4C? 
 
Mr. Currin:  You could do that or let that be a commercial AM or for the commercial sector and 
then treat the recreational sector differently, I think.  Could you not do that, if you so desired? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Aren’t the 4A, B, and C -- They’re all recreational.  We covered the commercial 
AM in -- Your suggestion would be then just use Alternative C as the recreational AM?  I would 
certainly support that. 
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Mr. Currin:  To me, the most sensible recreational AM is the one that we were going to move 
down from the previous ACL action, the one that was out of place up there, which is the three-
year running average, because of the nature of the NMFS data, when it arrives and the variability 
associated with it.  To me, that makes the most sense as the way to deal with recreational 
overages and adjustments. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Let me go ahead and make a motion that we use Alternative 2C as our 
alternative for recreational AMs, where we compare the recreational ACL with 
recreational landings over a range of years.  For 2010, use only 2010 landings.  For 2011, 
use the average landings of 2010 and 2011.  For 2012 and beyond, use a three-year running 
average. 
 
Mr. Robson:  Second. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by George and second by Mark.  The numbering and all that, because all 
these alternatives under the AMs are 4 and so we’ll have to -- You guys just figure out what 
number or letter it needs to be, number and letter, but that’s the motion, to select that as the 
preferred, George? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Yes, make it our preferred alternative. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Mark is okay with that as well.  Discussion? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  As you said, Mr. Chairman, I think it makes the most sense.  We’ve discussed at 
length the problems with current MRFSS data and using it for in-season adjustments and even 
for immediate post-year adjustments.  Until we get the new MRIP program up, I think this is the 
most sensible way to attack accountability measures for the recreational sector. 
 
Mr. Currin:  It seems to me to be the most viable, useful alternative and way to approach it.  
Other discussion on the motion? 
 
Ms. Merritt:  I’ve got a question.  Approximately how much time is the lag in getting the 
recreational data? 
 
Mr. Currin:  Roy or Jack, the question is, what’s the lag in receiving the MRFSS? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  We got Wave 6 for last year in the last week or so.  It’s running a couple of 
months. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Then you’ve got to add some analytical time to that, I’m sure, before consideration 
of adjustments.  It’s about a three to four-month lag. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  If I could, I’m okay with this alternative to use the three-year running average, but 
then you’ll still have to come back to Alternative 4, because this doesn’t really specify what 
happens if you go over.  We’re going to still have to come back to that. 
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Mr. DeVictor:  Staff’s thought on this is that we would move Alternative 2C down and include 
this with the range and that would be your preferred.  We’ll move that down here, into the AMs.  
Then we do need clarification on Alternative 4B and taking that out of the document. 
 
Mr. Currin:  As Roy indicated, we have to decide what we’re going to do if the overage is there 
and how we’re going to deal with it.  My thoughts on that adjusting the fishing year is it 
potentially has some problems.  Any objection to this motion?  I see none. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I think you have a couple of fundamental decisions you need to make with the 
recreational fishery.  First is do you want to have in-season adjustments, meaning where we 
watch MRFSS and we project a closure date and then we say, okay, we’re going to shut you 
down because we project you’re going to hit your ACL?  If you don’t do that, then you just let 
them fish and they catch what they catch and then the next year, you have to come in and make 
an adjustment to keep them from going over again.  That’s one fundamental question. 
 
The other question is, do you want to have a payback, so that if you’re in a rebuilding plan and 
the recreational sector overruns its ACL, you deduct it off of their ACL the next year?  To me, 
those are the two fundamental kinds of things to think about and they’re interrelated. 
 
If you decide you’re going to have a payback, in my view, you need to have an in-season 
closure.  If you don’t, you could be sitting there in June and they could have already gone over 
their ACL, but because you don’t do an in-season adjustment, nothing is going to happen and 
you could wind up with catches two to three times higher than the ACL and then when you pay it 
back, they’re going to be shut down for potentially a couple of years. 
 
I don’t like in-season stuff for the recreational fisheries.  It’s hard to do, but if you’re going to 
have a payback, it seems to me you’re almost forced into it.  If you decide to not have a payback, 
then the problem is kind of what’s happening in the Gulf of Mexico with red snapper.  The 
recreational sector has overrun their quota by about 50 percent for the last couple of years and 
the commercial fishery has been just beneath their quota. 
 
Now we’re updating the stock assessment and it could show that we’re still overfishing.  Then 
what do you do?  Do you make everybody pay equally, even though it was only one sector 
running over?  These aren’t easy questions and they’re not very palatable solutions to any of 
them, because of the data that we have on the recreational fishery.  I kind of think that’s how you 
need to think about it and there are problems with almost any way you go on it. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Roy, it seems to me if we’re getting MRFSS data that’s only running two months 
behind now, I would rather see us close in-season, based on a projection, than have a shortened 
season the next year or a removal of the recreational quota the next year.  I would rather just do it 
that year, take care of it that year, if it’s going to be projected to be closed. 
 
The only thing that concerns me about that is the differences in the various areas, the differences 
in the Florida Keys with respect to red and black.  We would need to look at that, but I would 
rather us try to do it in-season rather than doing a projection or a three-year running average kind 
of deal. 
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Mr. Currin:  In-season bothers me because of the inherent variability of the estimates that we get 
from MRFSS.  There are a couple of problems with -- There are a number of problems with 
MRFSS, but one of them is the timing.  Two months, I can live with that as an approach to in-
season monitoring, but for some species -- These, in particular, may not be as big a problem as 
others.   
 
I don’t know what the average PSE is on red and black sea bass and gag and black grouper and 
vermilion snappers, but in the case where we do have very high PSEs, it gives me a lot of 
concern that we’re making decisions based on the estimates of catch within season.  That’s the 
reason to go a three-year running average, to try to smooth out some of that inherent variability 
that we know we have in the MRFSS estimates. 
 
With the new MRIP program, that may improve some in the future, but I don’t know.  I have no 
idea of gauging what kind of improvement we’re going to get to those estimates and values.  
That’s what bothers me, I guess, about in-season adjustments to the recreational fishery at this 
point. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  I tend to agree with you, Mac, about in-season closures or adjustments.  One thing 
I’ll say is there has to be payback.  We have to stay on the rebuilding plan.  I’m not willing to 
back off of that, but I also thought that if we went to this running average, of using the first year, 
second year, and third year and then averaging over three years, that’s how we were going to 
avoid the accordion effect of this potential in-season closure. 
 
Now, I’m very sensitive to the fact that if we get into a payback situation where we have to stay 
on the rebuilding plan that we may not have a fishing season the next year.  That’s problematic, 
but, again, I thought when we discussed this running average idea that that’s what was going to 
preclude that from happening. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  The running average, the intent is to smooth things out somewhat and it would do 
that, but you could still have a situation where you went over so badly one year that even when 
you average it you can have a problem.  It helps, but it may not make the whole problem go 
away and it does vary from species to species.  With things like snowy grouper and these 
basically rare events, the catches can fluctuate five or six times higher one year than the next 
year. 
 
Even if you average that out, you could still end up with problems and then if you get in a 
situation like we’re in in the Gulf of Mexico with red snapper, the federal season is short enough 
now that you don’t have any MRFSS data before it’s already closed.  The in-season adjustment 
is based entirely on the catch rates from the previous year.  You’re basically just coming in and 
projecting when you think you ought to close based on what happened the year before. 
 
It gets pretty squirrelly and you need to recognize while you can do in-season closures with 
MRFSS, it’s really not set up in a way that makes that a very palatable thing to do.  On the other 
hand, I tend to agree with George that if you’re going to have a payback that you don’t want to 
just sit there knowing you’re over. 
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Now, the alternative to that is to come back to the council and say hey, look, we’re over and we 
need to do something and I guess that would be an interim or an emergency rule, but then we’ve 
seen that those can take a long time, because people object and all of the rest of it.  I lay these 
problems out to you, but I’m afraid I don’t have much in the way of solutions for you, because 
none of it is really very attractive. 
 
Mr. Currin:  We’re going to have to -- It’s a problem and there’s no question.   
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Just to make it more complicated, we haven’t taken up the issue of how these 
closures might differentially impact the states, because the fisheries don’t all occur at the same 
time in each of these states.  If the overage occurs early and it’s on a fishery that occurs primarily 
in Florida and we shut it down, there’s now no fishery in North Carolina.  If we do this running 
average thing and we shorten the season, we could then potentially run into the same problem.  I 
think we need to deal with this temporal issue as well and, of course, my solution to this is state-
by-state quotas. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I favor the concept of a smoothing out of an accountability measure over a three-
year period.  I think it takes into account the uncertainty of getting the MRFSS data in a timely 
way.  We’ve had some experiences in trying to react to in-year changes in wave information that 
doesn’t get good buy-in from the public.  It tends to force decisions before, I think, people are 
really ready to look at them carefully. 
 
I think in terms of smoothing out over a three-year period that you also take into account some 
stability in -- Recreational fishing, at least in my state, also has a huge economic component to it, 
in terms of for-hire sector booking trips and planning and even recreational fishing and in terms 
of people going on vacations and planning their trips around that sort of thing.  I think an in-year 
closure becomes very problematic from an economic point of view and I think to the extent that 
we can mitigate for that -- I like the three-year smoothing process. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Rick has projected up here on the screen, just for your information, and it’s in your 
document on page 169, the PSEs for these species.  We can take a look at them.  They’re not 
terrible for black sea bass and gag and vermilion and maybe red grouper, but black grouper is 
certainly large. 
 
Mr. Swatzel:  From a for-hire perspective, it’s not a good thing to have your fate relying on the 
PSEs of the recreational catches.  It kind of cries out, again, for the issue of having a separate 
sector.   
 
I know we’re not going to do that right now, but we talked about the fact that the headboat catch 
data is much more accurate and much more reliable than the recreational data is and to have the 
for-hire sector closed as a result of some estimate based on recreational catch that may or may 
not be correct certainly is something that we’re fearful of.  I would just point out this is one of 
those things that cries out for having the for-hire sector as its own sector in terms of 
accountability.  Just keep that in mind. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Of course, these numbers do not take into account the potential closed areas that we 
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might have and the effect that those closed areas might have on those landings, which may 
further mitigate the -- 
 
Mr. Currin:  No, those are just the PSEs for the recreational catch, but you’re right.  The 
implications of the closures and the length of the closures and all of that are likely to be impacted 
by the closed areas. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  It will help the smoothing process somewhat. 
 
Mr. Currin:  They’re going to reduce harvest and probably have impacts on other fisheries than 
red snapper and so yes, it’s going to reduce harvest mortality.  I don’t know how it’s going to 
impact it, but it’s going to have some effect.  I guess when you get down to it, what it’s going to 
affect is the likelihood of needed adjustments, perhaps, but I don’t know that. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I just want to kind of echo Brian’s concern, too.  It’s not necessarily relevant right 
now to this particular issue we’re talking about, but the issue of dealing with in-season or 
following season closures in terms of accountability measures is something that we really are 
going to need to look at carefully. 
 
For most of these species, we’ve got significant seasonal differences between, say, Florida and 
particularly South and North Carolina.  I think we really need to look at that carefully so we 
don’t have a problem with either one end or the other of our council. 
 
Mr. Currin:  The bottom line here, folks, is we’ve got two kinds of choices to deal with this.  We 
can deal with it on the running average and face some long-term closures there or we can set 
conservative ACTs to ensure that we don’t go over and then we’re looking at very, very short 
seasons for the recreational industry.  I don’t know. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I think you kind of hit on it.  We’re talking about all these problems with in-season 
closures and paying back and all the rest of it.  Unfortunately, the only way I know of to get 
around that is to be very conservative.  That means putting in place regulations that have a very 
low likelihood of resulting in going over.  That’s not going to be attractive to the recreational 
folks either and I understand that, but this is the situation we’re in. 
 
You either put in place management measures that -- This is effectively setting a pretty big 
buffer between an ACT and an ACL.  You put in things that are conservative enough that you’re 
not likely to go over very often and so you don’t have to do in-season adjustments and all that, 
but that’s kind of taking the hit upfront.  What I’ve always heard from recreational fishermen, 
and we’ve talked about it a little bit here, is they want stability.  I’m afraid the only way you get 
stability is by being conservative. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  I certainly hear you loud and clear, Roy, and don’t disagree with what you’re 
saying.  However, I would counter suggest that intuitively, the closures, the reductions that we’re 
going to get from the closed areas that are going to be implemented, could be that buffer and 
could function as that buffer. 
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To put in a 25 percent reduction between the accountability measure and the ACT may be over 
burdensome and an over correction.  This is a tough period and as we were talking, via 
framework we can make these adjustments and we can do a -- I’ve been told and I’ve heard it, 
but I’ve never seen it happen, but I’ve been told it happens very quickly under framework, or it 
can. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Keep in mind that 16 is still sitting there ready to go and we’ve got a four-month 
closure for groupers there, for the recreational side, and currently a five-month closure for 
vermilion.  Those are some pretty severe restrictions on that industry that are going to have an 
impact on the recreational catch. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I agree with you, George, that that closed area may be that buffer, but that would 
argue to not going back and backing off of the regulations in 16 because of the buffer, because 
then you may be shrinking the buffer you have.  I basically agree with what you’re saying.  It’s a 
tough situation here, but it seems to me in the bottom line and in the end -- Maybe MRIP fixes a 
lot of this and a lot of the uncertainty about the recreational catches go away.  We’ll have to see 
about that, but where we are right now, either you’re going to be conservative to produce 
stability or you’re going to cut things close and you’re going to end up with relatively frequent 
in-season adjustments.  I don’t see much way around that. 
 
Mr. Currin:  We’ve got this motion up here to select 2C as our preferred and that’s the one that 
deals with the three-year running average to address recreational accountability measures.  
Unless there’s further discussion on that, we need to vote on this motion.  Is there objection to 
this motion as our preferred?  The motion is approved with one objection. 
 
That takes care of part of the problem that Roy identified and that’s whether to do in-season or 
not.  That locks us in, currently, to a three-year running average.  We’ve still got the issue of 
paybacks and how to deal with them.  That may kind of limit this alternative and it may limit our 
alternatives for paybacks as well, because they’re going to be at least one year and after several 
years, three years down the road before we know we need to make an adjustment. 
 
We’re running the risk that those adjustments are going to be potentially large.  I guess in our 
favor are the measures that went through in 16 to reduce that catch and potentially measures 
regarding red snapper that at least in some areas are going to affect the harvest of other species as 
well.  We’re taking a chance on this, but at this point, I don’t know what else to do.  We are 
going to have to consider paybacks and how to deal with those in the recreational fishery.  What 
are your thoughts about how we adjust those? 
 
Basically, you’ve got two choices, I guess.  You’ve got seasons or for those species we have 
allocations for, you can reduce the allocation or the total allowable harvest for the recreational 
industry in the following year, or years. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  It’s difficult to sit here and speak for everybody, because you’re probably only 
covering half the population.  50 percent will agree with you and 50 percent will disagree, but I 
think in-season stability is the most important aspect of the fishery and if we have to pay back, it 
should be in subsequent years.  I think it’s easiest to plan and it’s easiest for the public to 
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understand and easiest to control. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I tend to agree with you.  The hits are potentially harder, but if you start wheedling 
down the ability of people to fish within the year and you’re talking about a couple or three 
months out of the year and that’s the point Brian made.  A season for a particular species may be 
in one particular state and they end up being the beneficiaries of all of that, unless we go to state-
by-state quotas.  I would almost favor, if we need to, if we’ve got to shut the fishery down for 
two years, then boom, that’s it.  We’ll hear plenty about it from the public as to what they favor, 
but -- 
 
Mr. Robson:  Can we consider some kind of an option that provides for if the harvest is just off 
the charts in a given year that it triggers some -- Instead of waiting for the three-year smoothing 
period, you have some trigger of an in-year harvest that exceeds some level that it requires more 
immediate action that would start a payback sooner than waiting for the three-year period? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Correct me if I’m wrong, Roy, but I think we talked about this earlier, Mark, where 
we do get that type of information and we can see it and we can make these adjustments via 
framework. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  If you decide you’re not going to build into your AM in-season adjustments, you 
still have other avenues, either interim rule or whatever, to come in and do an in-season 
adjustment, if you see that things are going way, way, way higher.  You do have those avenues to 
go.  They take a little more time than some of these others, but probably if you were just talking 
closed down or cut the bag limit or something like that, they could have them pretty quickly. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  That would be my preference, because if you see something -- If you see those 
data coming in that are just out the roof, I would want a really close data review of those data 
and I think you’re going to have an opportunity for that more through the framework than if 
you’ve already got a trigger mechanism to do some sort of in-season adjustment automatically.  I 
would really want to look at those, look at the PSEs, and see what the source of that -- Is it an 
anomaly or what it is? 
 
Mr. Robson:  I don’t think that’s -- I think I’m saying the same thing, but I’m not saying it very 
well.  I guess what I’m wondering is if we need some trigger level to take a look at the data.  I’m 
not saying it automatically kicks in the payback, but something that triggers us to have to take a 
look at the information and make a decision about whether to do something under the 
framework. 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  You could structure your framework like that.  I know Rick has a section 
later dealing with the framework, but I think that’s just kind of an outline of some measures that 
could be in it, but we could go in further and structure it such that if something along the lines of 
what you said was happening in the fishery, that would trigger you looking at a framework 
action. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  It’s not unlike some of those other review panels we have set up for shrimp 
closures and all of that.  You look at the data.  That’s the very first thing you do, is convene that 
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panel to take a look at it. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Rick just pointed out that we do have a current alternative, 4C, that if it’s -- It’s got 
to be adjusted, of course, but if the sector ACL is met or exceeded, I guess, prohibit harvest and 
retention -- No, that’s not going to be appropriate.  If the ACL is exceeded, the AA shall publish 
a notice to reduce the sector ACL in the following year by the amount of the overage.  Then I 
guess another alternative would be to reduce the season to account for that overage as well.  
That’s what we’ve got left to do to decide how we want to approach that, a season adjustment or 
a poundage adjustment.  Both are fraught with problems, but thoughts or ideas? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Given that decision, in pounds or season, I would be inclined to go with season the 
following year, because it would be certainly easier to monitor and keep track of so you didn’t -- 
I think it would be more accurate to close the season based on projected catch than it would be to 
close it based on assuming there’s going to be a projected catch is the way I’m saying it, or 
thinking about it. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Again, I mean we don’t have to select a preferred for those.  We’ve got that as an 
alternative within the range here and so if we’re uncomfortable at this point selecting a preferred, 
that’s not a critical one, I don’t think, to the staff for moving forward with analysis, is it?  Okay. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Just for Dr. Crabtree’s comfort, I did make a written note here that Dr. Crabtree told 
us, in case we ever have to go back to it. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Okay.  Is everybody okay with the range of alternatives that we have in here for 
addressing paybacks in Alternative 4?  I think we’ve suggested -- Did we ever get a motion to 
remove some -- You guys were suggesting that we might consider removing 4B. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I know I’m sounding like a broken record here, but I would feel a lot better if we 
could somehow come up with some kind of spatial/temporal alternative here so that we’re not 
building in the potential for disadvantaging one state over another based on these accountability 
measures. 
 
I know there’s a lot of opposition from NMFS towards this.  I’m not sure how all the states 
actually feel about it, but this will actually reduce some of the problems that we have, I think, is 
if we’re able to determine how much each of the states was allowed to have.  They could manage 
it themselves.  It’s simple and they make their own payback and nobody else gets cut out of it if 
one state doesn’t have to pay for the potential sins of another. 
 
Some of these issues could be dealt with through framework, if it’s determined, for example, that 
if North Carolina caught a bigger percentage of the share of the fish than what they would do is 
they would have to shorten the next season and they shorten it on the end of the season as 
opposed to the beginning of the season, but are we really going to be able to be prepared to do 
that? 
 
I would like to try to build something into this where we can at least take in some of those 
concerns.  The methods are already available to do this kind of monitoring, but we’ve chosen not 
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to do it. 
 
Dr. Ponwith:  One of the concerns in handling it this way is the sampling precision that would be 
required to be able to break those quotas down into state-by-state subcomponents.  Right now, 
those estimates are produced regionally and then kind of post-hoc assigned to the states.  That’s 
been one of the biggest barriers to state-by-state quota management.  I don’t have numbers on 
the top of my head, but I know that the sample size requirements to parse out the quotas on a 
state-by-state basis would be pretty high.  The costs would be very high. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Keep in mind that there are some items in Amendment 18 to consider, for gag at 
least, for some species, and perhaps snowy grouper as well, if that’s relevant, in a state-by-state 
or regional way.  I think we made the decision early on that we weren’t going to deal with that in 
17 and I understand and share, to a large degree, your concern about that, Brian, but I’m not sure 
this is a -- I don’t know how we deal with it here.  We may be able to look at it as a potential 
framework action, when we get to that. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  That was going to be my point.  I think you could look at it through framework 
and when you say reduce the length, it doesn’t mean automatically off the frontend of the season 
or the backend.  You can set it up where it’s a variable season closure that rolls through the 
coast, to accomplish the payback that you need, so that everybody contributes.  
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  If we’re going to have the problem with accuracy in the measurements that 
Bonnie is talking about, how do we know who has to pay back? 
 
Mr. Currin:  We’ve got the same accuracy problems with each state, really.  Some of the PSEs 
may be better because the individual state is doing a better job of sampling through MRFSS and 
that kind of thing. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  It’s further complicated, Brian, if you’ve got a state like ours, a fairly short 
coastline.  You’ve got Jacksonville people fishing the Brunswick snapper banks and Hilton Head 
people fishing the Savannah snapper banks and landing back in their states, but the fish are 
coming, geographically, off of Georgia.  It gets complicated.  That quota is showing up as being 
off of your states and I’m just not even sure how you deal with that.  It goes to that issue Bonnie 
just raised. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Duane, last word and then I would like to consider a motion to remove 
Alternative 4B. 
 
Mr. Harris:  I would so move.  I would also just remind us that we were a half a day ahead a day 
ago and now we’re almost to the point of getting behind.  We’re supposed to conclude the 
Snapper Grouper Committee at noon today and so let’s move this forward, to the extent that we 
can, folks.  I’ll move that motion. 
 
Mr. Currin:  There’s a motion by Duane to remove Alternative 4B from the accountability 
measures section to the appendix.  Second by Robert.  Is there further discussion?  Any 
objection to that motion?  I see none and that motion is approved.  Okay, Rick, let’s see if 
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we can move on. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  This is the final action in Amendment 17.  This is to update the framework 
procedure and we already talked about that.  This is PDF page 247 or 225 in the document.  The 
council recognized the need to update the current framework procedures to incorporate changes 
made to ACLs and ACTs. 
 
What I included here is the current framework procedures as they pertain to snapper grouper.  
The first part is the council appoint an assessment group that will assess the condition of snapper 
grouper species and so we currently have a snapper grouper assessment group, but they haven’t 
met for some time.  Then the second part of it is they’ll consider the report from this assessment 
group and then the council would hold public hearings on the assessment group’s 
recommendations. 
 
Number 3 is if changes are required to the MSY, TAC, quotas or what have you, they’ll forward 
something to the Regional Director in writing of the council’s recommendations with the group’s 
report.  This is a stepwise process of what would occur if changes were required.  Then the RA 
would review the council’s recommendations and the reports and the public comments and if he 
or she concurs with that, then they publish something in the Federal Register of the changes. 
 
Under Number 6, you can see all that can be changed by framework.  You have MSY and TAC 
and then if you go down to (d), you can modify TAC, quotas, trip limits, bag limits, minimum 
size, gear restrictions, and season or area closures, including spawning closures.  Under (e), it’s 
fishing year. 
 
This is currently what is in place right now.  The team has added an alternative.  Status quo is to 
keep this as is and do not factor in ACLs to the framework procedures.  Alternative 2 is to update 
the framework procedure for specification of ACLs. 
 
Going through this, we’ve got information that the Gulf is currently working on this right now 
and they have alternatives in an amendment that’s very similar to what we’re looking at.  They 
have these two alternatives also and then they specify the actual changes to their current 
framework that could occur and they do this through strikeout. 
 
Just to quickly summarize what they’re talking about -- I think we can adopt their language, 
possibly, and put it in ours.  It seems like a reasonable approach.  I think some changes we want 
to make is not hinge this so much on the snapper grouper assessment group, since they haven’t 
met for some time and if the council sees some changes, that they can go ahead. 
 
Just quickly, I’ll go through what the Gulf is working on and see if you want the team to 
incorporate this.  SEDAR provides the current biomass, MFMT, OFL, BMSY, and MSST.  The 
SSC reviews the SEDAR’s reports of OFL and the ABC.  The council conducts public hearings 
on the assessment and their ABC.  The council talks about the ACL and you could subdivide the 
ACL into the two or three sectors and also can set ACTs. 
 
Then the council would provide SEDAR specification of OFL.  They would provide this all in a 
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report and forward it on to the RA within thirty days of the date that the council takes final 
action.  The council gets the assessment and sees that changes are to be made and then they 
forward this on to the RA. 
 
The RA would review this material, including the council’s recommendations, and then there’s 
some time limits here, within ninety days of receiving the recommendations, and provides thirty 
days for public comment.  He takes into consideration the public comments, the RA does, and 
then it lists the appropriate changes.  Changes can be made to ACLs, sector ACLs, ACTs, sector 
ACTs, for a period of five years or less.  Bag limits, size limits, vessel limits are currently what 
we have in there that could be changed.  Then this goes on one more step about publishing a 
notice. 
 
I think one thing that you want to talk about is this hinges on a SEDAR is the first step and it 
seems that the council wants to make changes to bag limits or size limits based upon 
information, for example, that you could do that without having a SEDAR assessment trigger 
this.  Again, this is what’s currently in the Gulf and I went over what we currently have and so if 
you could provide some direction to staff as to how you would like this. 
 
Mr. Currin:  It seems, to Brian’s point and Susan’s points earlier, it is noted, at least in the 
Gulf’s, that you can make adjustments to the seasons or areas.  That would allow, if I read it 
correctly, differential actions to be taken in different areas.  It doesn’t specify what those areas 
are and it doesn’t mention particular states, but if the council so chose, then they could address 
those in an area off of a particular state or whatever we could come to some reasonable 
agreement over. 
 
What’s lacking from that, since, as Rick pointed out, it’s based totally on results from SEDAR, is 
some mention of catch records or I don’t know what would be appropriate to add there, but that 
would seem to allow us to look at the recreational catches and overages and indications within a 
season that something had gone haywire and to make those changes. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  I agree and I think maybe the first part of our SEDAR the data workshop group -- 
To me, that would be the first trigger you would have, particularly if you get to an issue where 
you do have a catch that’s out the roof, that you need to bring in a panel to look at it.  Your very 
first thing, I think, that you’ve got to do is convene a data panel to look at the data, something 
short of a SEDAR.   
 
I agree with Rick that I’m not sure you want to go through that whole elaborate process.  That’s 
not timely and it’s costly.  You’ve got to have something abbreviated from that and it seems like 
a data review group is going to be absolutely the first thing you would do, which is not unlike, as 
I mentioned earlier, what we do with some of our other fisheries.  When we see something going 
awry, we convene this technical group and they look at the data and do a report, et cetera. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Other comments?  To me, it seems like a reasonable approach.  I guess my question 
would be, would not the Science Center and those people who were receiving those data first not 
serve as that first cut or do we need a formal data group and if so, who would they be? 
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Ms. Shipman:  I would certainly want the states involved in that, because we are the first 
QA/QC, since we’re collecting some of those data.  Certainly we could work with the Science 
Center, but I would want it to be -- I would certainly want it to involve the states, just because 
we’re so familiar with the fisheries. 
 
Dr. Laney:  Mr. Chairman, I’m not on the committee, but, Susan, are you thinking of something 
akin to the plan review teams that ASMFC has set up, which sort of perform that function, I 
guess? 
 
Ms. Shipman:  Sort of.  In a sense, it’s a technical review team that may have as its core the 
Science Center, but it’s augmented by the knowledgeable data people from the states, similar to 
what we do with the data workshop for the SEDAR, I think. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Other thoughts about Susan’s suggestion?  Does it seem like a reasonable way to go 
as an initial review panel for consideration of these -- I guess we’re primarily talking about the 
recreational catch data. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  In our mackerel framework that we’re also going to be considering modifying, we 
do talk about the council taking action based on -- At that time, it was written for the assessment 
panel report.  There’s also another opportunity for the council to take action based on 
information separate from the assessment panel reports.  It seems if you all give guidance to the 
staff and the team to bring back an option that doesn’t just tie it to SEDAR, but also allows for 
the council to take action based on information separate from the SEDAR, then the staff and 
team can bring something back for you all to look at in June. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Anybody like to make that as a motion or as direction to staff, so we make sure we 
capture that? 
 
Mr. Harris:  I would move that we not only include SEDAR as the mechanism for making 
in-season adjustments as specified above, but other mechanisms that staff might bring back 
to us, as appropriate. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Second. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by Duane and seconded by George.  The states can weigh in on this, 
I’m sure, with the staff.  The staff will contact the states as to how that might be 
particularly structured, but that makes sense.  Any further discussion of that motion?  Any 
objection to that motion? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Rick, do we have a copy of the text that you’re quoting from here? 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  No, but I can send that around. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I would appreciate that. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I guess there’s consensus that the way the Gulf is approaching that seems like a 
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reasonable way to structure our framework as well on that.  Do you guys need a motion for that 
as well, to base that on the Gulf’s approach to their framework?  As you outlined it, that seemed 
like a very reasonable approach and mackerel is pretty similar.  Is it not, Gregg?  Everybody is 
okay with that approach?  All right.  No discussion on this motion, no further discussion?  The 
motion is to not only include SEDAR for adjustments, but also to include other avenues for 
adjustments, staff to develop alternatives for adjustments to the framework procedure.  
Any objection to that motion?  I see none and that motion is approved.  That’s all of 17 and 
thank you, guys. 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  I have a question.  There’s been many different alternatives discussed and 
changes made to the document and all sorts of things and so will the Snapper Grouper 
Committee report be able to reflect all the alternatives that have been discussed today or at least 
looked at or how are we going to deal with the report?  I just think everybody might want to take 
a look at this again at full council. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I think what we’ll get in the report, and you guys correct me if I’m wrong, but it’s 
going to be certainly all the motions that we did and I believe all the actions to remove 
alternatives or add alternatives should be captured in the motions.  If your question is will we see 
the document as it will currently look, I don’t know that we will. 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  No, my question is not will we see the document, because I know that that’s 
not going to happen, but just so we get an idea from a NEPA perspective too to look at all the 
alternatives and to make sure that there’s a reasonable range.  We can discuss that at the council 
meeting as well. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  We might be able to, depending on timing, show the alternatives with red-line 
strikeout of the ones that have been removed and put a note in there of the new ones and refer to 
the motion or something like that.  We’ll see. 
 
Mr. Currin:  They will try to do the best they can to address that.  All right, what’s next, Rick?  I 
think it’s the interim rule, is it not? 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  Jack, were you going to go over the interim rule, the regulations in that interim 
rule?  SERO staff has put this together, along with an environmental assessment, of a possible 
rule. 
 
Dr. McGovern:  Sure.  We’ve put together a draft of the interim rule for the council to look at 
and the alternatives, Rick, are on page 8. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Which attachment?  I’m looking for it and trying to scan it quickly, but I can’t -- 
 
Dr. McGovern:  I’m not sure which attachment it is. 
 
Mr. Currin:  It’s Attachment 6, Red Snapper IR. 
 
Dr. McGovern:  It’s page 8 in the document.  I don’t know what the PDF page is.  Rick can 
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probably tell you that.  
 
Mr. DeVictor:  Page 15. 
 
Dr. McGovern:  On page 15 are three alternatives.  There’s the no action alternative and 
Alternative 2 has interim regulations that would establish a closure for red snapper for 180 days 
and then Alternative 3 is a four-month closure.  That’s what we have now and there’s some 
biological effects and economic effects and social effect analysis in the document right now.  As 
I mentioned, this is a draft. 
 
Mr. Currin:  This is the third meeting, I think, we’ve considered this interim rule on red snapper.  
As indicated earlier, we received a letter last June from the Regional Office notifying us of 
overfishing and we had twelve months to act. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I was just going to ask Jack if he could kind of go over if you requested an interim 
rule at this meeting, what would the timeline likely be to put something in place, just so we know 
what we’re looking at? 
 
Dr. McGovern:  I think probably sometime in June or the beginning of July that it could be 
implemented, if the council requested it. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  There’s always a chance that it could move more quickly than that, depending on 
how much time folks take to review it and that sort of thing. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Are you ready for a motion? 
 
Mr. Currin:  That would stimulate discussion, I’m sure. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  I would make a motion for Alternative 2, no harvest of red snapper in the EEZ 
off of Florida, Georgia, North Carolina, and South Carolina. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by George to select Alternative 2, which is no harvest of red snapper in the 
EEZ off of North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida, to request an interim rule to 
implement no harvest off of those four aforementioned states.  Is there a second to the motion?  
Second by Susan. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  We need a little bit of guidance on the intent here.  It says the EEZ.  Would the 
intent be that we also request the states to close state waters and then I think we need to be clear -
- When we make the first interim rule request, we can only do it for six months.  I think it would 
be helpful to know that yes, we are working on a permanent solution and is it the council’s intent 
to then request an extension of this interim rule, so that it would be in place for a year, to try and 
track when we would have permanent regulations come online? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Certainly my intent here is that it would be for the period leading up to the time we 
implement the measures in Amendment 17, which would carry it over.  Always the intent and 
hope would be for the states to enact complementary regulations.  Regardless of whether they do 
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or not, I think we should move forward or if they’ve stated an intent to do it or not, we should 
move forward. 
 
We’ve got a fishery that’s at 3 percent SPR with a target of 30.  If we don’t do it for this fishery, 
when do you implement an interim rule or an emergency rule?  There are other fisheries on the 
east coast of the United States that are in close or similar conditions for which interim rules have 
been just recently implemented, closing a large chunk of the northeast winters to specifically 
winter flounder.  If they did it up there for a fishery in a similar condition, it’s difficult for me to 
conceive that we could continue to allow any directed harvest of this resource at 3 percent SPR 
and being fished at anywhere from ten to eighteen times the allowable fishing. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Other comments or discussion? 
 
Ms. Shipman:  In seconding the motion, I would hope, depending on the outcome of this motion, 
we would have a discussion about is there the ability to do some experimental fishing to collect 
data.  We talked about that in the context of 17 and is there the ability to do that.  I think it can be 
a separate motion from this one. 
 
One of the questions I have is can we get an update for us on the timing of 17?  The reason I ask 
that is because we’ve delayed action on this for some time, wanting to have a continuous type 
action, presuming that there would be a continuation or renewal, if you will, of the six-month 
interim closure.  I’m wondering where we are on that.  I’m not saying necessarily delay taking 
action again, but is there a way to delay the implementation, depending on our best estimate of 
17?  We don’t want to have these measures in and then they sunset and then we’re left with it 
wide open again. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Given the timing of this, it’s not likely this interim rule would publish prior to the 
June council meeting.  We have a lot of procedural things we have to do.  For example, if this 
motion is approved by the full council, we have the CZMA letters and everything ready to go 
forward on this.  We could get to the June meeting and if you wanted to then say we don’t want 
the rule to become effective until such and such a date, because of the timing of Amendment 17, 
we would be able to do that.  Those are all things that we can talk about if you want to do it that 
way. 
 
Back to the issue of the states, we, as a matter of routine, almost always request compatible 
regulations from the states and then there was the issue with the experimental fishery that we 
talked about earlier.  It would certainly be my intent, if this passes and if we get the information 
we need from the Center and all, I believe we could go forward with an EFP and start trying to 
make that happen during the period in which the interim rule is in place. 
 
Then the last thing I would leave with you is these interim rules are for 180 days and then can be 
renewed for 186 days, but they can also be terminated at any time if there’s a rationale for it.  
You’re not locked in, because you put a rule in place for 180 days, to necessarily stay with that if 
something should come up along the way.  If you asked us to get all the legwork done for this, 
but not to publish a final rule until after the June council meeting, I can make sure that that 
doesn’t happen and give you the opportunity in June to think about the timing of it all with 
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respect to Amendment 17. 
 
Mr. Harris:  I just want to make sure we’re all understanding what Roy is saying.  We can move 
forward with an experimental fishing permit outside of Amendment 17.  We’re not having to 
wait on Amendment 17 to establish this experimental fishing permit.  We can do that at the same 
time the interim rule is being prepared and be ready to go at the same time, perhaps, the interim 
rule is effective.  Is that right? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Yes, because there’s a lot of legwork that would have to be done for an 
experimental fishery.  You’ve got exempted fishing permits and you’ve got public comment 
periods and we would have to have some sort of application, where we find out what vessels are 
interested in participating and then we would have to check their history, to make sure they meet 
the criteria.  There’s lots of things that would need to be done.  We could go ahead and start 
doing some of those things and maybe even get the program up and running. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Tom, before I get you, just regarding the timing issue, Susan, Gregg may be able to 
shed some light, at least at this point.  Of course, as Roy said, we’ll have a better idea in June, 
but we can kind of see where we are now. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  We’ve received guidance from NMFS and NOAA GC that the final rule -- In order 
to meet the deadline specified by Congress, we would have to have Amendment 17 implemented 
during the 2010 fishing year.  For the most part, the species start the calendar year.  Black sea 
bass is the one that starts, I believe, in June. 
 
In order to do that, if we approve a document for public hearing in June, that gives us time to try 
to schedule the public hearings and try to finish it in September.  That may be tight to get the 
DEIS done and published and the comment period closed.  It gives us until the December 
meeting to finish it and then that gives NMFS, if we finish it in September, six months before 
June, if you assume a June start date for the closure.  We should try and finish it by September.  
If it slides to December, then it would be much more difficult for NMFS to implement that by 
June.  It’s still possible, but more difficult. 
 
Mr. Swatzel:  Is red snapper being overfished?  Clearly it is.  There’s no doubt about that, but 
we’ve also heard that we have a relatively stable stock level right now, certainly not anything 
that, at least in my view, requires an emergency action.  The council is making steps, through 
Amendment 17, to deal with the overfishing issue. 
 
Now, the interim rule, if it passes, would not really have any effect on the for-hire sector in the 
Carolinas.  Red snapper is not a big component of our fishery, but certainly it is in Georgia and 
northern Florida.  It’s a huge issue and the problem that you’re going to run into is that lots of 
these charterboats and headboats are booked well in advance, by customers who have an 
expectation that they’re going to catch red snapper. 
 
If you put this interim rule into effect, lots of these boats are going to be having to give back lots 
of money, based on the expectation of customers being able to land fish.  I just ask that you 
please keep this in mind as we consider this interim rule.  It’s extreme financial impacts in 
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Georgia and Florida, on top of what’s already occurred in the for-hire sector, based on just the 
economy alone.  I just ask that you consider that. 
 
Mr. Robson:  I agree with all the comments that Tom just made.  I’ve previously opposed interim 
action on red snapper and I’m going to continue to speak against this particular motion as the 
preferred action, for all of the reasons that Tom just laid out.  Additionally, particularly the 
economic impact in Florida in the short term, given that if you’re looking at a closure for the red 
snapper fishery this summer and then that will be immediately followed by the closure for 
vermilion and then the four-month closure for snapper grouper species. 
 
It doesn’t give anybody very much time at all to at least try to start adjusting to these very 
significant actions that we’re getting ready to take under Amendment 17.  We all know that’s 
coming.  We know it’s coming with red snapper.  We acknowledge that we’ve got an overfished 
population and we’re getting ready to do some very significant things to reduce the harvest of red 
snapper and I think it’s at this point not necessary to go ahead and put fuel on the fire by 
implementing an interim rule.  I’m going to speak against it and I’ll leave it at that. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Of course, we are mandated by law to end overfishing and we’ve got a one-year 
period in which to do that.  To me, it seems like a vote to not implement the interim rule is a vote 
to allow overfishing to continue, known, severe overfishing to continue.  I just don’t know how 
you do that. 
 
I took a sworn oath, as every other council member has on this council, and the law is that we are 
to take some significant action within one year.  I was chairman when we received the letter and 
I signed the letter on my birthday requesting the interim rule.  If we didn’t have an intent to do 
this, we shouldn’t have sent a letter requesting that the work be done to do it.  From my 
perspective, if we don’t vote for this interim rule, it’s a vote to allow overfishing to continue on a 
stock that’s at 3 percent SPR, which is, in my mind, outrageous. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  George covered a lot of what I was going to say.  We have the letter.  It’s 
Attachment 9 in your briefing book and it’s dated July 8 from Regional Administrator Crabtree 
to us.  Basically, it says we have to prepare a plan amendment or proposed regulations to end 
overfishing within one year of notification that the stock is overfished.  We sat in this room last 
year and we knew the letter was coming. 
 
It’s a difficult decision and I don’t disagree with anything Tom or Mark has said.  It’s going to 
have a huge impact off of Georgia and that’s the source of my question to Roy of is there a kill 
switch or is there a delay button or how long can we prolong this, recognizing what Tom said.  
There are people who already have trips booked and so can you vote knowing when you want to 
request the rule to be published, as far out as you can, to bump it up against Amendment 17 for 
the continuity, to the degree you can, but we can’t ignore the letter.  I would urge you to take a 
look at that letter and by law, we’re required to do something. 
 
Mr. Harris:  I agree with George and Susan.  I think the dye has been cast, if you will.  We 
received the letter almost a year ago now and we’re required by law to end overfishing within a 
year of receiving the letter.  Amendment 17 is not going to be in place in time and so I don’t 
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know what you do other than an interim rule.  We’ve delayed it two previous meetings and it’s 
time to really fish or cut bait with respect to this issue and I’m going to support the motion.  I 
don’t like it.  I don’t like having to do it, but the law is very clear, in my mind. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Other comments? 
 
Ms. Merritt:  I guess I agree with much of what has been said by George, having taken the same 
oath.  However, sometimes the law is wrong and sometimes the law is contradictory to the true 
intent of the lawmakers and I do believe that’s the case, because they’re also asking us to take 
into consideration social and economic impacts.  Combined with everything else even outside of 
fishing, it is just so severe that I think it’s unreasonable to ask people to make up in one year for 
the sins of many. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Other comments? 
 
Mr. Robson:  I look at this too and I understand the letter and I understand our requirements to 
end overfishing.  I also know that there’s some additional intent that seems implied by the 
changes to Magnuson-Stevens that will now allow for a two-year period to end overfishing.  
Unfortunately, it didn’t kick in for this particular fishery and so it’s maybe not relevant, but when 
you look at the change to Magnuson-Stevens, I think there’s some acknowledgement that these 
are very difficult things to get done. 
 
We are in the process and we’ve been struggling as a council with a huge set of regulatory 
changes that are going to take some time to work out.  I think that as council members that’s part 
of what I look at and a responsibility to do that as carefully as we can and take the time that it 
does take to make sure that we’ve done everything we can to mitigate for any socioeconomic 
impacts that we are going to have, particularly when we’re looking at these huge species 
groupings that we’re starting to clamp down on. 
 
I look at it, again, looking at the intent.  There’s some recognition that these processes are 
becoming more and more complicated.  The additional timeframes for implementing ACLs and 
AMs for all these species makes it even more onerous to the councils to try to wrestle with this in 
a way that doesn’t create social or economic havoc, if you will, particularly in certain areas of 
our council region. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Other comments or other discussion on the motion?  Are you ready to vote?  All in 
favor of the motion please raise your hand; all against raise your hand, please.  It’s six 
against and the motion carries.  
 
I know this is tough, folks.  It’s tough on everybody.  Susan made some very good points about 
the ability for us to consider this again in June and certainly before it would be implemented.  
We’ll have a better idea of the timing on 17 at that point.  I know that’s not much consolation to 
some of you folks that are in the business, because of the bookings and the inability to know 
whether these people are going to be able to fish on a particular date, and I’m sure it’s going to 
cause you some problems. 
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As you’ve heard, if you were here on Monday night with Roy’s discussion, nobody is happy 
about the responsibilities that we have as a member of this council and we’re certainly aware of 
the potential problems and the problems that we know, in many cases, that are going to be 
caused by some of the actions that we take.  It’s a good point that George made.  We all took an 
oath to manage these fisheries for the benefit of the country and we do have obligations as well. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Just to clarify the intent for us when we put this request together, is the request to 
have it implemented as soon as possible or to bring that request back to the council for further 
review in June? 
 
Mr. Currin:  There was no intent in that motion.  We can clarify that if need be.  What I 
understood Roy to say is that it’s highly unlikely that it would be in place before June or July and 
I think the expectation is that at our June meeting we would have an opportunity to adjust any 
sort of request or at that time request a delay before implementation.  I don’t know, Roy, but that 
was my read.  I don’t want to put words in anybody’s mouth and if we need to clarify that to 
either Roy or to Susan, then now is the time to do it. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Certainly, Mac, if you -- I agree with what you said.  I have no problem with 
looking at it in June and I have no problem with delaying it if that appears to be the correct thing 
to do.  The preponderance of the landings in the recreational sector occur during that June to 
August time period and July being the peak month, or even in the commercial fishery. 
 
It would have been nice to have that in place, but it doesn’t matter whether you get it on the 
frontend or you get it on the backend.  It’s kind of immaterial.  It’s something that just needs to 
be done based on the condition of the stock and the requirements under the law to end 
overfishing.  If it appears the best thing to do to delay it, to get continuity so we move into 
Amendment 17, I think that’s fine, but I think this sends a clear message that the intent is to end 
overfishing in this stock and I think it satisfies the requirements under the law, doesn’t it? 
 
Mr. Currin:  I guess to make it explicit then that we probably ought to give some direction at 
least to the NMFS folks that we would like to be able to look at this again in June before the 
interim rule is implemented, whether that’s an appropriate request or not, if that’s what people 
want to do. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I think you could ask that the final rule not be published until after the June 
meeting.  We would probably then go forward with completing the EA and doing the procedural 
things we do and then I would guess we will publish a proposed interim rule and have a 
comment period on it.  Then we would come back before you and if you wanted to say this is the 
timing we’re on with Amendment 17 and so this is the timing we would like on the interim rule, 
we can look at it then, but I wouldn’t look at, when we come back in June, that we’re going to re 
debate this whole thing.  The issue is strictly going to be timing there. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That’s my intent, for sure.  Do you want to offer a motion to ask the Regional 
Administrator to not implement it before our June council meeting? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Yes, Mr. Chairman, I would offer that as a motion. 
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Mr. Currin:  That makes it clear then and the direction is clear.  There’s a second by David.  Any 
discussion of that motion?  Any further discussion of that motion?  Any objection to that 
motion?  The motion is to request the RA not to publish the final rule prior to the June 
2009 council meeting.  Any objection?  I see none and that motion is approved.  
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  I have a host of -- Well, I should say I have a page of other applicable law 
that will apply to an interim rule which the Fisheries Service will have to deal with all those 
timeframes for the other laws.  For example, the Coastal Zone Management Act requires a 
process where the states are notified and there’s up to ninety days by which they’re first notified.  
A final rule could not be published until ninety days after that time period, unless the states agree 
to a shorter time period, which I don’t know that would happen here. 
 
I think there’s a -- There’s NEPA potential comment periods that have to be complied with, 
depending on the significance of the action.  There’s just a lot of other laws and hoops to go 
through that will take up a good bit of time between now and the June meeting. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Jack said June would be the earliest.  I assume that the NEPA comment period is 
less than ninety days and the CZMA comment period -- That’s the longest potential peg in the 
tent? 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  Yes. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  I think it’s important to note, and correct me if I’m wrong, but I believe some of 
the states objected to shortening that for Amendment 16.  I think those same states are going to 
object to it.  I think you’re looking at ninety days on the CZMA review.  I had another question 
and it’s, do we need a motion -- I think Roy has certainly expressed his intent in cooperation and 
collaboration with the Science Center, but do we need a motion that the council would request 
the RA to explore the feasibility of implementing experimental fishing permits in the red snapper 
fishery upon -- I’m just going to say as expeditiously as possible. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I was going to say not explore, but forthwith would be the request. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  We’ve asked the Center to develop something and so I guess the question is, do 
you want the Center to come up with something and then look at that in June and then have your 
SSC look at and then make this request, after you’ve seen the specifics of it, or do you want to 
just ask us to go back and do something forthwith or do you want to have a chance to talk about 
it before we go forward with something? 
 
I don’t think we would go forward with anything officially until we actually had made the 
decision on the interim rule and gotten that done.  It’s really up to you, but I don’t think there’s 
going to be any difference whether you pass this motion at this meeting or in June, but you’ll 
have a lot more information on what the Center is thinking about at the June meeting. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  Typically, don’t you bring those to the council to comment on anyway?  I would 
hope, if there looks like there is something feasible, you would be bringing that to us in 
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June to comment on it and I would certainly like the SSC to have that opportunity to weigh 
in.  Maybe rather than implement, that you draft, that the Region draft a red snapper 
monitoring program for review at the June 2009 meeting, National Marine Fisheries 
Service. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I think the intent, Roy, is to let’s get this thing -- Let’s make as much progress as we 
can as quickly as we can. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I understand and I agree with that. 
 
Mr. Currin:  The motion is before you.  The motion is to recommend the council request 
National Marine Fisheries Service to draft a red snapper monitoring program for review at the 
June 2009 meeting.  Is there a second? 
 
Mr. Harris:  Second. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Second by Duane.  Is there discussion?   
 
Mr. Wallace:  I guess I’m -- I agree with doing this in Amendment 17.  As far as this emergency 
rule, my point on this is if this stock is in the dire shape that it’s in now, what’s 180 days of 
letting someone else fish on it?  Even if it’s for scientific purposes, what scientific purpose can 
you get that’s going to change what you know now from science compared to what you can 
know in 180 days?  This is just a mechanism that’s going to allow people to go fishing while 
other people does not and I can’t agree with it. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  It’s not, John, because the index and what we use in the assessment is an annual 
index that gives us information every year and that’s what we’re trying to keep going.  If we just 
let that lapse and then come in four years later and do it, that’s better than nothing, but what we 
would like to have for these assessments is an annual estimate and we would like to have some 
ages from each year.  I think if you let big gaps develop in the data time series, it’s going to 
significantly reduce our ability to do an assessment. 
 
Dr. Ponwith:  The continuity allows us to properly baseline the current status of that stock, which 
provides a stronger point of departure in tracking the changes in that stock status through time. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Keep in mind, John, the implications go far beyond red snapper with respect to the 
usefulness of that headboat index.  It feeds into every assessment that we do.   
 
Mr. Wallace:  To that, we’re only closing down for red snapper.  Everybody can go out there 
now, but they just cannot possess the red snapper.  The commercial guys are going to be able to 
go catch vermilion throughout this period and they’re going to be discarding red snapper as they 
catch them.  The recreational guys are going to be doing the same thing and the headboats are 
going to be doing the same thing.  It’s not like we’re closing the area like we did in 17.  All of 
these fish are still going to be caught.  They’re just going to be discarded. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Further discussion on this motion?  Is there any objection to the motion?  The 
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motion is approved with one objection.  It’s about lunchtime, folks.  We’re at the end of our 
allotted time, but we still have a few more things to do.  Can we get back in an hour and fifteen 
minutes and reconvene? 
 
(Whereupon, the committee convened as a committee of the whole.) 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Duane.  Our next agenda item is Amendment 18.  It went out for 
scoping here in the last few months and Kate is going to walk us through the scoping comments 
that we received on Amendment 18 and then we’re going to review the actions and the 
alternatives that are currently in that document as it moves along. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  You’ll see in your briefing book that Attachment 15 is the scoping report for 
Amendment 18 and so I’ve got up on the screen there the Amendment 18 summary of scoping 
comments.  The first action, limiting participation and effort in the golden tilefish fishery, 
possibly endorsements or limited access program, received a number of comments.  Three 
people were in favor of an endorsement.  One person saw the endorsement as a bridge to LAPs.  
Two of those people -- All three were commercial fishermen.   
 
Comment Number 2 was LAPs.  Three people, two of them commercial fishermen, were in favor 
of LAPs for the golden tilefish fishery.  They commented that new people were gearing up to 
fish and they needed something to stop new entry.  One person was in favor of it if an 
appropriate TAC was implemented.  There were eight people against LAPs and one person was 
against LAPs if you used years from the early 1990s. 
 
Comment Number 3, one person wanted a lower trip limit, because currently the trip limit is 
4,000 pounds, until 75 percent of the quota is met and then it goes down to 300 pounds.  Instead 
of 4,000 pounds, they wanted it to be a 3,000, 2,500, or a 2,000-pound trip limit.  The fourth 
comment was to allow only bandit gear during the 300-pound trip limit, assuming no change in 
the start date, which is another action below.  Comment Number 5 was seven people wanted to 
ban longlines. 
 
The second action, limiting participation and effort in the black sea bass pot fishery, possibly 
endorsements or a limited access program, the first comment regarded pots left in the water.  
Two people said do not allow for pots to be left in the water during trips and one person wanted 
to allow traps in the water no more than seventy-two hours.  The second type of comment we 
received regarded LAPs.  Two people were in favor and six people were against LAPs for the 
black sea bass pot fishery. 
 
Regarding limits on the number of traps held per vessel, one person wanted 100 traps per vessel 
and they wanted that to be transferable.  Another person wanted fifty traps per vessel and another 
person forty traps per vessel.  Regarding opposing the use of pots, three people opposed the use 
of pots in general. 
 
The third action was extending the range of the Snapper Grouper Fishery Management Plan 
north through the Mid-Atlantic and New England Council areas.  Three people were in favor of 
that action and two people against.   
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Separating the snowy grouper quota into regions or states, nine people supported the 
regionalization of the snowy grouper quota.  One person suggested delaying regionalization until 
fishing for snowy grouper is economically viable again.  That would be indicated by fishermen 
targeting snowy grouper again, as shown in the logbooks.  One person wanted the snowy grouper 
fishery shut down until it is rebuilt.  Five people wanted to expand regionalization to other 
species. 
 
The next action was separating the gag recreational annual catch limit into region or state annual 
catch targets.  Five people supported regionalization of gag recreational ACL and five people 
wanted to expand regionalization to other species.  There were no people against that action. 
 
Regarding changing the golden tilefish fishing year so that fishermen in South Carolina and hook 
and line fishermen in Florida could more easily fish, there were several comments regarding a 
new start date.  Five people were in favor.  One person remarked that fish spawn in April and 
May and they would not be opposed to closing the fishery during that time.  Another person 
remarked that the Gulf of Mexico opens their fishery January 1 and the market is flooded and 
therefore, it’s a good thing for it to be closed during January and February, early in the year. 
 
Specifically, one person in particular was in favor of a September 1 start date.  They said that 
that would benefit historical bandit fishermen and the changes in the start date eliminates the 
need for the 300-pound trip limit. 
 
The next action is improving data reporting.  Regarding recreational data, five people 
commented that the recreational data is flawed and you need better data that is fair and unbiased.  
One person remarked that data is not surveyed well and surveyors have no experience with 
fisheries.  The survey, therefore, won’t give any good data.  Data is poor, sketchy, and one 
person stated that they didn’t think that MRIP would solve the problems. 
 
Electronic real-time reporting, one person was in favor.  One person remarked that they need 
faster turnaround on data.  Another person remarked that you can speed up and improve data 
reporting if fishermen are given electronic forms, via Excel, so that they can fill them out and 
print them out and mail or email.  Currently, they stated that they don’t have access to these 
forms in an electronic format. 
 
Regarding video monitoring, one person spoke in favor and is participating in a proposed pilot 
study.  Electronic logbook reporting, one person is against, because he has no computer on his 
boat.  Another person remarked that sampling is outdated.  Another comment was that fishermen 
are not included in data collection and not involved in the process.  Another comment was we 
need the logbook to ask for data on depth and current information.  Eleven people commented 
the data is inaccurate.  One person commented that recreational logbooks are needed and two 
people spoke in favor of onboard observers.   
 
Regarding changing the wreckfish fishery ITQ program, four people spoke in favor of continuing 
the program.  They specifically stated to not abolish the program.  Three people said that they 
have a major investment in wreckfish shares.  Another person remarked that although they 
haven’t used their shares in the past, they may use their shares in the future, due to expected 
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closures in the future.  One person suggested abolishing the program. 
 
Regarding recreational allocation of wreckfish, one person wanted to provide for a wreckfish 
allocation and one person was against that.  Regarding redistribution of shares to current 
participants only, one person suggested that if the TAC is cut or the ACL is lower than the 
current TAC that they will not be able to maintain historical landings without economic 
difficulties.  Another person suggested to do nothing until there’s a new stock assessment.  
Another person suggested that federal buyout of shareholders is needed and another person 
suggested to get additional public comment on this action.   
 
Then, I believe, this is the last action, designating essential fish habitat in new areas in the Mid-
Atlantic and New England as part of a possible extension of the Snapper Grouper Fishery 
Management Plan north.  The comment we received was no new EFH designations wanted.  
That completes the scoping report for Amendment 18. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Kate.  Any questions for Kate on the scoping comments?  Okay.  I don’t 
see any.  Are you going to walk through the Amendment 18 document? 
 
Ms. Quigley:  If you take a look at Attachment 13, that is the Amendment 18 draft document and 
if you go to PDF page 40, which is also page 2-1 in the document, page 40 is the beginning of 
Section 2 and Description of Alternatives.  It’s Section 2.1 and the first action stated there is 
Extend Snapper Grouper Fishery Management Unit North. 
 
The first alternative is the no action, do not change current management boundaries of the 
Snapper Grouper FMU.  Alternative 2 is to extend the management boundaries for all species in 
the Snapper Grouper FMU northward to include the Mid-Atlantic Council’s jurisdiction, except 
for black sea bass, golden tilefish, and scup.  Alternative 3 is to extend the management 
boundaries for all species in the Snapper Grouper FMU northward to include the Mid-Atlantic 
and New England Councils’ jurisdiction, except black sea bass, golden tilefish, and scup.  The 
committee has the option to change those alternatives if they would like to. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Comments on those alternatives?  Rick, I know you want to address those, as you 
are representing the Mid-Atlantic Council.  You can start us off, if you would like. 
 
Mr. Robbins:  Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.  It’s good to be here this afternoon, but it 
was really great to be here last night and I will say if that’s indicative of how you all eat as a 
council, that I would hope to have the opportunity to come back very soon.  Again, I appreciate 
the opportunity to be here.  I appreciate your chairman’s invitation to attend and really 
perseverance in encouraging me to be here for this discussion. 
 
It’s been an eye-opening discussion for me.  I was already well familiar with the vulnerability of 
this stock complex.  That was the basis on which Virginia Marine Resources took action some 
years ago, as this fishery evolved, but I have to say that that awareness has really been increased 
as I hear the stories around the table about particularly grouper populations and other species that 
have been largely eliminated and as I watch you all at the council wrestle with the very difficult 
decisions of having to close or come very close to closing fisheries. 
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That’s certainly not a situation that we want to see played out in the Mid-Atlantic region, but at 
the last council meeting we had, Red Munden gave us a quick briefing on Amendment 18.  In 
response to that, we did express some concern about the prospect of taking a fishery that was 
essentially an evolving fishery in our jurisdiction and bringing that into a rebuilding plan, when it 
was already under a relatively strict management regime at the state level by one of our member 
states, namely Virginia. 
 
I do have a copy of Virginia’s regulations, courtesy of Jack Travelstead, that I’ll just pass around 
real quickly while I’m speaking.  The VMRC action that was taken several years ago by Virginia 
-- I will say that I’ve served on the commission for about five years, by way of background, but 
it may be the most precautionary action that the commission has ever taken at the state level. 
 
It was based largely on your experience and advice.  Joe Grist from our staff, I believe, came 
down and consulted with your staff and council and got input about the vulnerability of these 
stocks.  The action was based not on any sort of population estimate or assessment that we had of 
the stock, but, again, really on the vulnerability of the stock based on life history and based on 
management experience down in your jurisdiction. 
 
The regulations, in a nutshell, precluded and preempted the development of any directed 
commercial fishery for these species in Virginia, namely the tilefish and -- The relevant species 
here are the blueline tilefish and also the grouper complex.  It precluded the development of 
those fisheries and only allowed a very small bycatch retention of 175 pounds of grouper and 
300 pounds of tilefish. 
 
On the recreational side of the fishery, the limits that were put in place were for one grouper per 
person per day.  That does include wreckfish in that complex, but one grouper per person per day 
and seven tilefish per person per day.  That was a substantially lower recommendation than was 
made by the commission staff and so, again, it was quite precautionary at the time. 
 
We are in a situation in the Mid-Atlantic and obviously at the state level where we’re in a very 
data-poor environment.  The population off the coast of Virginia, north of the Virginia/Carolina 
line, is not an assessed population.  Furthermore, in terms of recreational catch data, MRFSS 
indicates that the fishery is non-existent.  That is, there is no landing information in MRFSS at a 
fine enough scale level to indicate any harvest of the relevant species that are not already under 
the Mid-Atlantic Council FMPs. 
 
Those that are under our management include black sea bass, golden tilefish, and scup.  That’s 
where the majority of the landings are, at least commercially and also recreationally.  Those do 
show up in the MRFSS data, but the relevant species that are falling through the cracks here in 
terms of federal management are blueline tilefish and the groupers. 
 
The MRFSS data, if you query those data, indicate no landings, essentially, of those species at 
the recreational level.  Nevertheless, we know that we have a significant fishery at the state level 
in Virginia, because we issued 164 blueline tilefish citations in 2007.  Part of the problem is the 
fishery is prosecuted, to a degree, in the first wave of the year.  In January and February, when 
people aren’t fishing for many other species, they’re prosecuting this deepwater fishery and 
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MRFSS, of course, is dormant during that wave and so there are no data. 
 
As I heard Red brief us at the council level, I was concerned about this being extended into the 
Mid-Atlantic region.  As I read Document 18 and hear the discussion around the table, my 
concerns certainly increased.  The motion that was passed by the committee to have a prohibition 
on fishing deeper than thirty-five fathoms would essentially eliminate the entire fishery in 
Virginia, because we don’t encounter the fish shallower than that. 
 
Our blueline tilefish fishery is prosecuted mainly in fifty fathoms of water.  The grouper fishery 
is prosecuted on the edge, in a hundred or ninety to 110 fathoms.  The entire fishery would be 
eliminated.  What we have is essentially a trophy-class fishery.  We’ve been producing world 
records one after another on the grouper complexes and so the fishery at that level would be lost. 
 
Also in the Mid-Atlantic, on the habitat side of the equation, I did notice that there was a 
proposal to possibly identify EFH areas in the Mid-Atlantic if the plan is extended.  I would 
point out that in Tilefish Amendment 1 to our Golden Tilefish FMP that we’ve recently 
recommended the adoption of four gear-restricted areas for four different canyons.  One of those 
is the Norfolk Canyon, which is where most of this fishery is prosecuted.  That would encompass 
water depths in excess of 125 fathoms and that would be gear-restricted area.  That would 
already cover some of the relevant habitat for this complex. 
 
What I would like to see us have an opportunity to do at the Mid-Atlantic Council level would be 
to have a briefing from your staff regarding Amendment 18 and exactly what measures might be 
entailed in it, now that you’ve developed a range of options, and then that we be afforded an 
opportunity to have some dialogue and consider if we might develop complementary 
management strategies for the Mid-Atlantic region. 
 
I don’t want to get ahead of our council in terms of what remedies we might propose, but, for 
example, we might be able to develop measures that would go into our Golden Tilefish FMP that 
would be complementary to your plan that would allow, perhaps, a more appropriate regional 
management strategy for the snapper grouper complex in deep water within our jurisdiction. 
 
Again, that’s just one idea and I think if we’re afforded that opportunity and we could have a 
presentation at our April meeting, that would allow us to consider the impacts of this and 
develop some strategies and responses.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Rick.  You mentioned that possibility of having someone from our staff 
come up and brief your council and I certainly think that’s a good idea and if our Chairman and 
Executive Director think so, then we’ll certainly try to make those arrangements.  Anybody else 
that might be able to help with that would be considered as well.  Thank you for coming. 
 
Mr. Munden:  Just to follow up on a couple of things that Chairman Robbins pointed out, again, 
we’re concerned about the landings data for snapper grouper species north of the current North 
Carolina/Virginia border for the northern range of the management unit, northern border of the 
management unit.   
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The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council already has management measures in place for 
black sea bass and scup north of Cape Hatteras, through our existing fishery management plans.  
These species are managed jointly with the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission.  We 
have a golden tilefish fisheries management plan for tilefish throughout the jurisdiction of the 
Mid-Atlantic area.  All three of these species are managed through a limited access permit. 
 
One concern that I have is that, being from North Carolina, I get a lot of comments from 
fishermen who would like to get into the snapper grouper fishery and about their concern about 
the requirement for procuring two snapper grouper permits in order to have one issued by the 
National Marine Fisheries Service. 
 
Very, very few fishermen north of the North Carolina/Virginia border have any snapper grouper 
permits and so this will be a tremendous burden on the people who have fished for snapper 
grouper species north of the North Carolina/Virginia border who would have to procure these 
permits. 
 
The last comment is that in my conversations with members of the otter trawl fishery, they have 
indicated that they have always picked up a few blueline tilefish, occasionally.  It’s not a fishery 
you could direct on, because the fish are not that abundant, but, as we all know, trawl gear is not 
allowed for the harvest of snapper grouper species and so these people who have traditionally 
caught a few snapper grouper species north of the current management unit would be 
disenfranchised and not allowed to keep those fish.  Thank you for the opportunity to comment, 
Mr. Chairman. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Other comments or reaction to the comments from the Mid-Atlantic folks? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  A reaction to their comments is thank you very much for being here.  We enjoyed 
having you and thanks for the comments.  It was very, very informative and good information for 
us to act on.  My question is, do we have landings on this complex from New England? 
 
Mr. Currin:  Staff is looking for that now.  You heard Rick’s comment that there’s almost -- 
They’re rarely encountered, if ever, in the MRFSS survey in Virginia, where we know there’s a 
fairly substantial fishery. 
 
Mr. Mahood:  While they’re looking for that, I’ve been communicating with Dan Furlong up 
there and we will arrange for some of our staff to come up to your April meeting, at least a staff 
member.  We then can start working with your folks up there relative to some of your concerns 
and how those can be mitigated in the amendment. 
 
Mr. Harris:  It seems to me that these three alternatives are all appropriate at this point in time, 
unless we learn that there are no landings of any of these species up in the New England 
Council’s area of jurisdiction, in which case we would only have two alternatives.  I just 
recommend we leave them all in place right now, unless Gregg has something else to add to that. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  We do have some data and Kate can project those.  To the extent as we do and have 
done each of the -- It’s page 83 in Amendment 18.  To the extent that we have any data for these 
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species, they have been incorporated into the SEDAR stock assessment.  Of course, that varies 
by species.  We are seeing a shift and an increase in landings north of North Carolina. 
 
The reason that these alternatives exclude black sea bass, scup, and golden tilefish is because the 
break for those, there’s a stock differentiation north and south of Hatteras.  We recognize that the 
Mid-Atlantic manages those three species north of Hatteras.  Our Snapper Grouper Fishery 
Management Unit for those three species is south of Hatteras.  Extending the management unit 
north would not impact scup, black sea bass, and golden tilefish. 
 
As we read the new requirements in the final ACL rule, we have to account for all sources of 
mortality and as you remember from our discussions this morning, the likely ACLs for these 
species is extremely low, so low, in fact, that we’re not allowing any directed fishery there.  If 
we were to not extend the management unit and the regulations into the Mid-Atlantic, we would 
still have to count that mortality towards our ACL and we would be exceeding our ACL and 
continuing to allow overfishing. 
 
I think we’ve got the landings and you have the page number to see what that level of landings 
are and Table 3-7 is for Maryland and Virginia and we may have some other tables in there.  
We’ll continue to look. 
 
Mr. Currin:  You can see from those tables that the landings are relatively low.  These are 
recorded landings and, again, Rick, you said you don’t have any reported landings.  They haven’t 
been encountered in the MRFSS survey, which gives us our estimate of recreational effort and 
catch, yet your citation program, and it doesn’t surprise me a bit, has issued a large number of 
citations, for blueline in particular, and I suspect if you offer them for snowy grouper that you 
would have some for snowy as well.  That’s kind of the box we’re in right now at least. 
 
Mr. Robbins:  Just on the point that’s been raised about the assessment and ACLs and the final 
rule, this, to some degree, is reminiscent, to me, of the northern Gulf of Maine scallop situation, 
where you have a stock that’s not actually assessed, but it is subject to fishing.  The challenge to 
the New England Council and committee has been how to account for that mortality. 
 
They are working up different strategies for how to account for that and one is to take it off the 
top.  In other words, they do have ideas of what the mortality is there and so they’re taking that 
off the top before they develop the ACLs for the rest of the federal fisheries.  It’s a little bit 
reminiscent of that, because right here, for recreational landings, the number is zero.  I don’t 
think we can say that the Norfolk Canyon population is assessed and in the assessment.  It’s a 
little bit reminiscent of that, but, again, this is something we can discuss down the road. 
 
Mr. Currin:  It’s new ground and we will -- It does present some problems, but I think we can 
work through them.  We’ll certainly attempt to do so.  Thank you very much.  Everybody, just to 
end this first action in 18, everybody is okay with where we are as far as alternatives for right 
now?  Okay.  It is almost quarter to.  We will open our public comment session now. 
 
What I would ask from the audience is that you restrict your comments to the interim rule for red 
snapper and three minutes, please.  Try to hold your comments to three minutes and if you 
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would, come up and have a seat in this chair or stand, if you like.  Make sure that microphone is 
on, the light is on, and state your name when you come up, please, and anybody that you might 
represent, if you do represent a group. 
 
We don’t have a light and a gong and a bell, but we’re going to give you an idea.  We do have a 
light.  I think when the yellow warning light comes on, that gives you another minute.  We 
would like for you to restrict it to three minutes and if you’re almost at the end and on a roll as 
the red light comes on, I might give you another few seconds, but I’m going to ask you to wrap it 
up pretty quickly.  Again, thank you for being here.  Our first speaker is Dennis O’Hern and our 
next one will be Chris Rooney.  If you would be kind of ready and on deck to go, that will help 
us get through this more quickly. 
 
Mr. O’Hern:  Good afternoon, council.  My name is Dennis O’Hern and I’m the Executive 
Director of the Fishing Rights Alliance.  My members are largely recreational, but also 
commercial fishermen, mostly in the Gulf and South Atlantic.  We have some grave concerns 
over the interim rule, the fact that you’re about to inflict -- I know all of you know this, that 
you’re about to inflict some economic destruction from which our industry and my people -- I’m 
a recreational angler.  I don’t have a charterboat and I don’t make a living off of this at all.  
That’s why I live in Florida.  That’s why I’ve been underpaid for years and stay here.  It’s 
because I love to fish and so does almost everybody else here. 
 
We’re the fishing capital of the world in Florida and I know that’s just part of the South Atlantic, 
but fishing is a big part of our heritage.  We’re really concerned with some of the information 
that you all are having to base your decisions on.  The disagreement over the stock assessment of 
the red snapper is huge. 
 
I also would like to briefly comment on you’re talking about in-season quota monitoring.  I know 
more than a lot of people, because I’ve been deeply involved.  MRFSS is -- It was called fatally 
flawed, but it was just stated by the NRC, the National Research Council, that MRFSS needs a 
lot of work.  It’s not reliable and it’s not to be used as an in-season quota monitoring tool. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Dennis, if I could just remind you that this is on the interim rule.  That’s an action in 
17 and so if we can, let’s try to focus on that interim rule here. 
 
Mr. O’Hern:  I’m sorry.  I thought that went to the interim rule.  We’re just concerned that the 
interim rule is going to shut down fishing altogether and it’s not going to recover and we’re also 
concerned that the effort estimates and the landings estimates are so overstated right now that 
you’re feeling compelled to act, when in fact we’re not landing the number of fish that MRFSS is 
saying we are. 
 
There’s so many inherent flaws with it right now that you can sit down and look at that I’m just 
scared to death that you’re going to be forced to make this decision and you’re going to kill the 
industry, absolutely kill the industry as we know it.  If you’re okay with that, that’s fine, but in 
this time when we’re trying to do $750 billion in economic stimulus and you guys are about to 
pull the trigger on about a $1 billion economic damage to the South Atlantic Council, I hope you 
really weigh your decision heavily.  Thank you. 
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Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Dennis.  Captain Rooney and next is Joe Penovich. 
 
Mr. Rooney:  I represent the Jacksonville Offshore Sportfishing Club.  We’re a club that’s been 
established since 1959 in northeast Florida.  We are the primary driver of reef building and 
actually taking care of our fishing species in north Florida and have been for the last fifty years.  
We’re concerned with the interim closure of the snapper fishery, because a question we have is 
that we’ve heard that you’re not going to allow us to bottom fish or is it just the snapper fishery 
that’s going to close during the interim period? 
 
Mr. Currin:  The interim rule that we considered and the committee voted on today was just to 
prohibit harvest and possession of red snapper. 
 
Mr. Rooney:  Just red snapper?  We’ll still be allowed to fish in the ocean? 
 
Mr. Currin:  Yes, sir.  Depending on what happens with Amendment 17, that could change. 
 
Mr. Rooney:  I would like you to consider some of the economic impact that this will have.  
Florida is the number one ranked state in the country in boat sales.  Florida makes up more than 
$16 billion of the total economic impact of recreational fishing in the United States.  If you look 
at that and compare it with agriculture in the United States, which is only $5.9 billion, that’s 
more than triple what we do for the entire central states and we’re going to greatly impact that 
industry at an economic time when we can’t afford it. 
 
Our members have been fishing for red snapper since the 1950s and we’ve noticed a steady 
increase and not a decrease.  We believe that your information is flawed and some of the data 
collection that’s been done is just not working and as a captain in north Florida, it’s very hard for 
me now to not catch thirty or forty red snapper when I go with four people.  It’s extremely 
difficult.  I can’t not catch the snapper. 
 
Now, we do a complete release on my boat.  I’ve had venting tools on my boat and I use circle 
hooks and I take every precaution that I can possibly take to maintain the fishery and a lot of the 
people in the club do the same thing and we very strongly influence our people to do that, but we 
have not seen a decrease in the fishery. 
 
Just recently, we ran an inshore tournament where very few boats fished the local areas very 
close to the beach, within five miles.  Even today, in the wintertime, when the red snapper should 
be in deeper water, we’re consistently catching juvenile red snapper between fourteen and 
eighteen to twenty inches and also in both times that I’ve fished for that tournament, we’ve 
caught twenty-four-inch red snapper, within five miles of the beach in fifty-eight-degree water.  
That’s not supposed to happen.  It’s happening because the species is strong here in north Florida 
and southern Georgia.  All the way from Brunswick to Daytona it’s very strong and I think we 
know that.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you very much.  Next is Joe Penovich and next up will be Dave Heil.  
 
Mr. Penovich:  I have a couple of petitions to enter and some pictures to pass around, whether or 
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not that’s a good idea, I’m not sure, but -- Thank you for the opportunity to speak and my name 
is Joe Penovich.  I came from central Florida today.  I’m the owner of Obsession Fishing 
Charters, which is a party fishing boat, a restaurant, and a marina, also.  These three businesses 
employ about 150 people. 
 
I’m here just to plead with the council to really consider this interim rule and the closure of red 
snapper fishing.  I know there’s some scientists and some people that care about the fishery and 
feel that it’s on the brink of collapse, but I know that all of you have heard over and over and 
over again from fishermen like myself to tell you that there are more red snapper out there than 
we have ever seen. 
 
Now, I’ve heard that that’s just a three-year uncertain stock that’s been doing good and after 
that’s gone the fishery is going to collapse, but I’ve also heard from the same people telling me 
that that they know their data is flawed.  You’re going to make decisions that are going to -- We 
in business are on the edge financially and you’re going to make decisions that are going to 
further the situation that this country is in.  You will put people out of work by closing the red 
snapper fishery.  It’s that close for a lot of businesses out there. 
 
That’s real frustrating when I am hearing from the scientists and certain members of this council 
telling me that they know the data is flawed, but they’re mandated to react to the information 
they have, even though that’s flawed information.  Again, I’m here to plead with you to consider 
what you’re about to do, based on information that is not accurate. 
 
The council, from what I can understand, and I feel that I should have been more involved early 
on, but the council is required to take action to end overfishing if that overfishing has been 
identified.  Again, statistically speaking, or data assessment speaking, I don’t think you can make 
that determination. 
 
Maybe, again, by the strict letter of the law, you’re required by the information you’ve been 
given, but when you know that information is flawed, personally and individually, I don’t know 
how you can make that determination that there is overfishing in red snapper presently, when I 
will tell you and you can see the pictures that we are catching more fish than we’ve ever caught. 
 
There is other action that can be taken that does not include an interim closure, especially given 
the fact that this data is flawed.  Again, you’re taking action and you’re living up to what the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act says and you can make that rule.  You can try a slot limit and you can 
tighten up the measures that are in place, because I believe as a fisherman, as a diver, as 
somebody who has been in these waters since I was fifteen years old, that this fishery is -- It’s 
amazing what’s going on out there. 
 
The measures that exist right now, a twenty-inch size limit and a two fish bag limit, they are 
working.  If you feel, again, to comply with the Magnuson-Stevens Act that you must do 
something, then tighten up a little bit.  Give us a chance.  Give our businesses a chance to 
survive. 
 
Just one other thing and I don’t know if this makes any sense or has any meaning or not, but I 
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know there’s some scientists here and some people that really care about the fishery and they 
talked about some of the fisheries that were collapsed and crashed and just done, one of which I 
read about was the striped bass fishery.  Let’s say that I’m wrong and let’s say that all of these 
fishermen are wrong and that this red snapper fishery is truly in severe close to being collapsed 
mode. 
 
Let’s say you guys listen to me and you do not pass this rule and the scientists were right.  The 
worst case scenario is that you’re going to come back and close this thing and like what’s 
happened with striped bass, like we’re seeing if you’re a diver with the goliath grouper, these 
fisheries will rebound and it will happen. 
 
I’ll stand up here and say I’m sorry, because your scientists were right, but give us a chance, give 
our businesses a chance, and realize that at the worst situation that would exist, you can come 
back and do this and we’ll all just sign on the dotted line if in fact this information is correct, but 
you do not have to do that now and be that drastic now with the flawed data that you have. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, sir.  Mr. Heil, if you will come up and next is Holly Binns.   
 
Mr. Heil:  My name is David Heil and I am here on behalf of the Central Florida Offshore 
Anglers and also on behalf of the Florida Sport Fishing Association.  These are two recreational 
fishing clubs.  One is based in Orlando and one is based in Merritt Island, Florida.  Both of these 
clubs have approximately 200 or 300 members each. 
 
Both of the clubs have asked me to come here to express their objection to this, based upon the 
fact that the data is definitely flawed in regards to this.  The data that you’re basing this on has 
not passed peer review.  MRFSS, every time it has gone up for peer review, has failed.  You’re 
dealing with failed data and it’s shown.  It’s proven.  This is not something somebody else has 
done.  This is what their own peer reviews have shown you.  Therefore, you have nothing to base 
it on. 
 
One of the other things that we’re talking about is mortality rates.  Mortality rates are greatly 
overstated.  From what the recreational people are doing and which also, you have no data on 
recreational off the east coast of Florida, zero.  You use the basis that we’re running off of 
headboats.  Headboats and recreational fishermen don’t fish in the same area. 
 
These rules and this interim rule you’re looking to do is going to put a lot of people out of 
business.  You’re playing with the lives of thousands of people across Florida and you’re looking 
to put them out of business on data you know is not correct.  You know that this data is flawed.  
You know that you cannot rely upon this data, but yet you’re going to sit here as a council and 
put thousands of people out of work.  Not in these economic times where there’s not the ability 
to rebound. 
 
People like Joe -- Joe’s marina is right there in the Cape where we fish out of.  You close this 
fishery and the fuel that I bought from Joe earlier this year, I don’t buy, because there’s nothing 
to go out and fish.  The bait I bought from Joe earlier this year, I’m not buying, because I can’t 
go out and fish.  You’re closing everything down and you’re going to put a lot of people out of 
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work. 
 
On a personal level -- Let me change from talking about it from the situation with the clubs to a 
personal level.  I also want you to consider other factors.  One of the things is a statement from 
Ted Forsgren from the Coastal Conservation Association of Florida.  He earlier said this year 
that, in a letter to the group, that you should first shut down the commercial fishery before you 
go after the recreational. 
 
This is what he said earlier in the year.  He also said that the fairness -- That any allocation must 
be fair and equitable.  It’s not.  This council has never been fair to the recreational fishermen and 
this rule is not fair to the recreational fishermen.  You’re obligated also -- You’re talking about 
we have to follow the law and we have to follow the rules.  The rules also say in the National 
Standards that you have to be fair and equitable. 
 
This council every time has continually disregarded the National Standards in setting these 
obligations.  It must stop.  This council must recognize its duties and its requirement in regards 
to allowing the recreational anglers a fair and equitable use of this resource.  
 
A couple of other points is I’m hearing today a lot about we’re going to go to headboats and 
we’re going to do this and we’re going to get data.  I’ve not heard anything about recreational.  
When you’re doing this data to pass these interim rules, you must include the recreational anglers 
in this data collection.  This council has not done that before.  I know they’re not getting 
anything from MRFSS on it and it must stop. 
 
Also, we’re hearing that there are 3 percent.  I keep hearing that the stock is at 3 percent.  That is 
the most ridiculous number I’ve ever heard in my life.  You’ve heard from people already today 
and you’re going to hear it once again.  I’ve spoken to hundreds of anglers in the beginning of 
this year, from the clubs in other areas.  The fish we are catching now are more plentiful and 
bigger than ever before.  This is a stock that has rebounded and it’s there already.  Your data is 
behind.  Your data doesn’t show what’s actually out there in the Atlantic Ocean.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thanks, Mr. Heil.  Holly Binns and next is Rob Darner. 
 
Ms. Binns:  Good morning, Chairman Harris and South Atlantic Council members.  My name is 
Holly Binns and I’m the manager of the Pew Environment Group’s Campaign to End 
Overfishing in the Southeast.  The Pew Environment Group is the conservation arm of the Pew 
Charitable Trust and our aim is to strengthen environmental policies and practices in ways that 
produce significant and measureable protection for the natural environment and the rich array of 
life it supports. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide input regarding the proposed red snapper interim rule.  
We recognize the important role that you play in managing for sustainable fisheries here in the 
South Atlantic region and offer our support for the interim rule.  This is an important step 
towards ending overfishing and restoring healthy and robust fisheries in the South Atlantic. 
 
We also strongly urge you to continue moving forward with measures to end overfishing for both 
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red snapper and the other nine species undergoing overfishing by the congressionally-mandated 
2010 deadline.  What I would like to do, if I can, is take you back in time about fifty-five years to 
1954, which is the year of Hurricane Hazel. 
 
That’s when red snapper landings were at their zenith, at more than a half-million pounds, and 
there were more than five-million red snapper off of our coast.  Of these, almost a million were 
more than twenty years old.  These fish would have been more than three feet in length and more 
than twenty pounds.  The most common size was thirty-four inches. 
 
If we come back to today, the most recent stock assessment found that the common size today is 
seventeen inches and two-and-a-half pounds and that the large fish are exceedingly rare.  Of the 
approximately half-million snapper off of our coast, there are virtually no fish left that are more 
than ten years old.  Landings have reached an all-time low of less than 80,000 pounds and red 
snapper are estimated to be at 3 percent of the population at maximum sustainable yield.  That’s 
where the financial benefits from the fishery are at their greatest. 
 
To rebuild a more sustainable fishery, many more of these large red snapper need to survive 
through time.  Fortunately, red snapper have had some really strong recent year classes.  You’ve 
heard today, I think a number of times, that fishermen are reporting seeing increased numbers of 
fish in the water and that is an observation that’s supported by the science.  These are strong year 
classes that can help to more quickly recover the red snapper fishery to a high level only if 
they’re afforded some protection from future fishing pressure.   
 
There are two reasons that we urge the council to take action today and the first is practical.  By 
the end of June, about 63 percent of charter, 46 percent of private, and 58 percent of commercial 
landings will have already crossed the docks in north Florida, where most of the red snapper are 
landed.  A delay of a few months might not mean a lot here in this room, but on the water, that’s 
effectively the loss of another potentially recuperative year class.   
 
I think the second reason that we would urge you to act today is the message that it sends.  I 
think everyone here is relying on you to manage a healthy fishery that provides jobs and food 
and recreation and income for years to come.  
 
Finally, I just urge you to ask all of yourselves a question.  If red snapper doesn’t deserve 
emergency protection, what does?  For years, this council has declared its commitment to ending 
overfishing and right now, you’re faced with an opportunity to make good on that commitment.  
You could kick the can down the road and hope for the best or we can make what is admittedly a 
very hard decision to conserve this important species so it’s around for future generations. 
 
I urge you to demonstrate the wisdom and the courage to take what is an admittedly painful, but I 
think a necessary, action to put this species on the road to recovery today.  I think too much 
hangs in the balance right now to delay or to fail to follow the science.  Thanks. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Holly.  Next is Rob Darner.  The next is Ron Surrency. 
 
Mr. Darner:  Thank you, guys.  Thank you for having me here and letting me speak in front of 
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you.  My name is Rob Darner.  I live in St. Augustine, Florida, where I’ve been fishing out of 
that community since 1984.  I’m here to tell you guys that we are a victim of our own success.  I 
think one of the more brilliant points brought up during the Q&A session on Monday night was 
the number of regulations that we have had in place to help this stock rebound. 
 
One of the more brilliant points brought up by Captain Dennis Young is the change in 
regulations from when it was twelve inches now to a twenty-inch snapper limit and a harvest of 
two for the recreational anglers.  Now, we have seen a rebound of our snapper population, most 
of us agree.  Even the council, at the Q&A session on Monday night, the scoping meetings in 
Jacksonville and other places, agree that the data is flawed. 
 
Even the data from the 1950s is not totally reliable, to say that that is the magic number in which 
we have to return.  I believe what we are seeing is an increasing number of fish.  We might have 
had a peak zenith spawn of 1998 or 1999, but it does not mean that the following classes of 
spawning fish have quit or those might be just 10 percent less.  We’re having more spawning fish 
out there and we’re having greater success. 
 
Now, as many more organizations become increased and concerned about the catch of red 
snapper, there are other alternative ways.  I have suggested slot sizes and I know other people 
have said an increase in the total length of fish, but one of the things I do believe is that we’re 
also looking at this butt-backwards, folks.  Here in Georgia right now, they’re going to create a 
new artificial reef right off their boat ramp and here, they promise more oysters, a bigger oyster 
bar, bringing in more fish. 
 
You guys are looking at shutting down a fishing industry and you will start with the interim rule.  
I’m sure it will progress further and I’ll be back here stating my opinions, but with the red 
snapper that I do not believe is in danger of being overfishing, you folks are looking to cause 
economic harm to the class of the fishing industry. 
 
I will remind and I will paraphrase your website.  Under the Socioeconomic tab, it says you must 
consider, by the Magnuson-Stevens Act and also by executive order and statute, the economic 
harm you will cause to this industry and you will cause it.  We know boat manufacturers are 
going out.  We have twenty-eight potential charterboat captains or headboat captains that will be 
displaced and out of business, with their mates. 
 
If you don’t believe in trickle-down economics, you will see it.  If you don’t believe in trickle-
down economics, ask Detroit when GM goes under here in a little bit, if their bailout starts.  This 
is what you will cause when you go ahead and start to eliminate the snapper fishery.  You can 
join with us.  I hope that environmental groups would join with us in creating more habitat, so 
that we can spread out the fishing pressure and give them a lot more places to go and spawn.  
Thank you, guys. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you.  Ron Surrency and next is Joshua Giordano-Silliman.   
 
Mr. Surrency:  Good afternoon.  My name is Ron Surrency and I run a charter business and a 
commercial fishing boat out of Jacksonville, Florida.  I’m just here to beg on anybody that’s 
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concerned about fishing that this interim rule will be devastating to our industry.  Our economy 
right now has got the recreational sector and as far as the charter men -- It’s got people where it’s 
having a hard enough to come out here and fish as it is. 
 
On that side of it, shutting us down snapper fishing is like one of the main arteries to our fishery 
on the east coast of northeast Florida and Georgia and South Carolina.  This fishery right here, a 
lot of the people, a lot of the tourists come here, and they want to eat good, fresh fish.  They live 
out in the Midwest and this is has built a big reputation in the State of Florida. 
 
As a commercial sector, I strongly believe that, like you’ve heard over and over and over before, 
from every sector, from a recreational fisherman, a recreational diver, a commercial fisherman, a 
commercial diver, everybody is telling you all that they’re seeing more fish, more red snapper, 
than they have in years.  The old-timers that’s been fishing for fifty years, they’re saying that it’s 
the best that they’ve seen since they’ve been doing it. 
 
I know as a diver that it’s like I see little juveniles all the way up to these big bites of snapper, 
where you’re hearing these commercial boats coming in and catching 7,000 pounds on a trip.  
They’re backing up with a 5,000-pound trip and these are not -- These are three and four guys 
that are catching these fish that are over the -- The first 4,000 or 5,000 pounds are fish that are 
over eighteen pounds, from eighteen to twenty-five pounds. 
 
Then they dwindle down or the fish catch on and then they move on or the spawn goes off, 
moves on.  I’m just begging for our livelihood that this is going to be critical, as you’ve heard 
over and over.  This is going to be a critical decision that’s going to hurt the industry.  As a 
commercial industry, it’s stable, in an economy that’s really unstable, that we say it’s in a 
recession and going into a depression. 
 
This is going to take a stable industry and basically head it towards going out of business.  As a 
recreational business, it’s on the brink.  Recreational is a fun money business and people -- A lot 
of my customers don’t have fun money falling out of their pockets, unless they’re some CEO of 
AIG or GM or Fannie Mae or Freddie Mac or something like that. 
 
They’re already having a hard time making ends-meet and so they want to come and they’ve got 
their customers coming in from the center of the country and they want to be able to catch the 
fish and be able to keep the fish that they catch and then eat it at the restaurant right there where 
we unload at and this right there -- It’s just going to take away all that.  I’m just asking you all to 
really think about how it’s going to be an effect on our industry and go with the data. 
 
You all haven’t done -- I looked up on the internet and in 8/31/83, you all went from twelve 
inches to twenty inches.  That’s when we’re supposedly saying that the fish was getting depleted.  
From January 1 of 1992 to the present day, you all went from twenty inches on the commercial, 
with no kind of limits, and twenty inches on the recreational, with a two fish per person, and you 
all haven’t done a thing for seventeen years to this fishery.  There’s never been another issue 
about it. 
 
Now, all of a sudden, over the last year, the fishery -- Oh my God, the fishery is in this horrible 
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state and so why has it taken this long?  Why couldn’t we have done measures earlier to prevent 
us from making such a drastic decision to putting us out of business, because this is what this is 
going to do.  I appreciate the time that you all have let me speak and that’s my opinion.  I ask 
you all not to implement this interim rule.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you and thanks for staying on time.  Joshua Giordano-Silliman is next and 
then Becky Hogan. 
 
Mr. Giordano-Silliman:  Hello.  My name is Joshua Giordano-Silliman and I’m from Mount 
Pleasant, South Carolina and my home port is Shem Creek.  I’m here today to comment on the 
interim rule request.  I’m opposed to the interim rule request, because any decision to do so 
would not be based on the best available science.  The best available science would actually 
account for every participating angler, regardless of experience level or sector. 
 
The current methodology of assessment also does not account for the years of data that haven’t 
been recorded by the recreational sector and leads to a skewed view and understanding of the 
fishery.  Since red snapper sex is determined at birth and there is no transition with maturity, I 
cannot foresee a collapse of the stock or that the fishery is endangered at any time in the future. 
 
I believe previous and current regulations have improved the fishery.  Yet, it will take years to 
see those benefits.  Dehooking and venting device regulations will further improve the fishery in 
the future as well.  It is my belief that the current stock levels are sustaining to our fishery and 
nation.  It is also my belief that the interim rule will have little positive biological effect on the 
fishery, due to its short-term nature. 
 
The second reason why I’m opposed to the interim rule is because it would defeat the purpose of 
a sustainable fishery in the South Atlantic.  There are no economical counterbalancing provisions 
for all sectors, commercial, recreational, and for-hire, to absorb.  Without continued work within 
the South Atlantic, many members of all sectors will see demise in the current state of our 
economy. 
 
This demise will have great effects not only today, but for many generations to come.  Only 
proper social, ecological, and economical balance provisions could procure a victory for the 
sustainability of the fishery in the South Atlantic and begin to make a way to a responsible 
closure. 
 
The third reason why I’m opposed to the interim rule is on the belief that it’s taking away from 
society’s ability to obtain healthy, fresh harvest from the sea.  An interim rule would strip away a 
food source that many families depend on throughout the year.  The interim rule would result in 
a nutritional loss within society, due to the lack of domestic fishing production, and an increasing 
cost that would occur for the individual consumer to procure inferior fish. 
 
The interim rule would disrupt the domestic food supply chain and would lead to greater, more 
destructive fishing practices outside the reach of our laws and more importantly, outside of the 
reach of our conservation principles.  The interim rule would only lead to further destructive 
exploitation outside of the United States and as a member of the South Atlantic, never would I 
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want to weaken my fishery or create burdens in other fisheries.  This is not within my 
conservation principles. 
 
The fourth reason why I’m opposed to the interim rule is because it would lower the supply of 
domestic fish caught within the nation.  Regardless of the size amount, it would force the South 
Atlantic to import more fish.  The increased demand of non-domestic fish would be a known 
avenue for detrimental harm to the nation, either from foreign or domestic entities. 
 
In conclusion and most importantly, I’m opposed to the interim rule request because of the 
destructive effects it will have on the families, either from not allowing them to practice the 
family tradition of fishing to receiving the health benefits and to the economy that it provides for 
so many individuals and their loved ones.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you.  Becky Hogan is next and then Holly Reynolds. 
 
Ms. Hogan:  I’m Becky Hogan.  This is about the interim rule.  I’ve been here all week listening 
to the discussions in regards to Amendment 17.  Personally, a lot of people are saying things 
about the flawed data.  I think if you’ve been going to the meetings for the past couple of years, 
like I have, the data that you have, you’re going to use and I think you’re doing what you can do 
with the data. 
 
The 3 percent spawning ratio that we need to bump up to 40 percent is going to take a lot of 
work.  You’ve obviously done a huge amount of work since the Wilmington as far as the 
development of Amendment 17 to address overfishing for red snapper.  When I was at the 
meeting back in Wilmington, and I saw the grids and I saw the map and saw the potential closed 
areas, I kind of started thinking that they’re going to close red snapper and I have accepted that. 
 
I think that since Wilmington, thanks to Duane and John Carmichael and some other people, 
they’ve been really trying to help us out as far as looking at maybe some smaller closed areas.  
Using those contours is going to be a lot more difficult for you guys than just closing a bunch of 
grids, because that’s a lot easier way to handle that. 
 
I’m trying to do a business plan for this year, meaning 2009 and 2010.  In 2009, we’re going to 
be faced with Amendment 16 most likely being approved by the Secretary of Commerce, which, 
of course, everybody knows will end the vermilion snapper fishing for us in November.  I 
thought, well, we’ll get through the summer with the snapper and we’ve got a year to end 
overfishing and now -- I know the issue came up today that -- Roy had actually written a letter to 
George, Mr. Geiger -- When you come to all the meetings, you get to be on a first-name basis 
and I’m not going to apologize for that. 
 
He said we have to address overfishing and it’s time.  This letter was written on July 8, 2008, 
which would give us until July of 2009 to end overfishing of red snapper.  Back on the 26th of 
September, this would have been in 2008, there was a letter written to Dr. Crabtree and this letter 
was from -- I think it was from Duane, if I’m not mistaken.  Yes, Duane actually had written a 
letter to Dr. Crabtree and it said, pursuant to Magnuson-Stevens, we’re going to request an 
interim rule for gag grouper, because we need to end overfishing.  It had been identified as being 
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overfished.   
 
The council actually received notification on June 12, 2007 that gag grouper was being 
overfished.  It took fifteen-and-a-half months -- This is not an insult to anybody on the council, 
but it took fifteen-and-a-half months to actually request that the interim rule be used for gag 
grouper, because there were just so many things -- I asked George about this and he thought 
maybe they were waiting on some more stock assessments and maybe that’s why.  You can 
comment on that if you want to.  Maybe that’s why it took fifteen-and-a-half months to get this 
letter written. 
 
My point about that is they didn’t do it in a year.  The letter says if we use the interim rule for the 
gag grouper and then we go through the Amendment 16 process after trying to implement the 
interim rule, by October of 2008 everything is going to be in place and ready to go.  Well, 
Amendment 16, we all know, is still in the Federal Register waiting on -- We’ve got until March 
9 to comment on the proposed rule. 
 
I think it’s a great amendment.  I’ve sent in my comments.  It took a little longer than what 
everybody anticipated and does that surprise anybody?  You’ve got ten species that are 
overfished and you’ve got until 2010 to resolve all of that and I think that -- Just based on 
everything that I had heard from Wilmington from when I was in Pooler, I thought we would 
maybe get the one more year to fish out for the red snapper.  That’s what I was hoping for. 
 
Of course, I’m opposed to the interim rule.  I did my quarterlies or my reports.  I turned in my 
taxes for this year and I’m not paying anything.  I lost 6.6 percent and I went into my reserves 
just because of fuel.  I didn’t miss one day because of any maintenance issues.  I just had my bad 
weather days and I thought one more year of being able to fish my charters for my snapper, I can 
dig out of the hole.  I’ve got a new plan based on some of the Amendment 17 recommendations 
that you guys are going to have and I’m not opposed to any of them. 
 
I’m so excited about everything that you presented this week as far as Amendment 17 goes, but 
wow, I didn’t think I would walk out of here today and not be able to make it through the 
summer.  I would rather take my efforts over the next couple of months and keep working on my 
business plan for next year, what I’m going to do when those areas are adjusted maybe, possibly, 
for Amendment 17. 
 
I feel like I’ve got to walk out of here and I’ve got to call and say guess what, they’re going to 
try to use the interim rule and I’m going to use all my efforts to try to fight that.  I just think 
that’s such a waste of time.  It’s not a waste of your time to use the interim rule and I understand 
why you’re going to use it and why you feel like you have to use it, but I don’t think that year 
time constraint -- 
 
I think if you had a conversation with the congress people -- Nathan said it was actually not a 
problem for you to ask advice.  You can’t lobby, but you can ask advice, if they can get around 
that, that we just continue on with 17, because you’re doing a lot of good work with that and 
maybe we could make it through the summer.  If not, we probably won’t. 
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Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Becky.  Holly Reynolds is next and then Libby Fetherston. 
 
Ms. Reynolds:  My name is Holly Reynolds and I have the Majesty out of Mayport, Florida, 
Jacksonville.  I’m not much of a speaker and I don’t have anything prepared, but I’m not going 
to sit here and say the data is flawed and everything.  We are seeing more snapper and everybody 
knows that and you get kind of blocked of hearing it.  I’ve heard everybody talk this afternoon 
and I’m kind of tired of hearing it myself a little bit. 
 
It gets old, but my biggest thing is I’m going to plead for us not to use the interim rule, simply to 
give us time to figure out what we’re going to do with our businesses.  I just bought a brand-new 
boat and basically, if this comes into play, I have no way of making August bills.  You have to 
forgive me.  I get very emotional with this.  This is just unbelievable, it really is. 
 
I’ve been in the business for ten years and it’s being taken away.  My husband has been in it for 
over twenty-five and it’s just -- You have to allow us that time to plan to be able to survive this 
for next year, for Amendment 17.  We can’t do that in two months, seriously.  My house, I might 
sell it and have to downgrade.  I know that’s not you all’s problem, but, unfortunately, it 
somewhat is. 
 
Being we could push this back a little bit and deal with more Amendment 17 next year, we may 
be able to not -- Some of us may be able to hang on and it would give us the opportunity to look 
for something else, to sell our boats if we have to.  The people with the restaurants and stuff and 
just everything, to look for something else and a little bit more time, to be able to plan in 
advance, because we can’t do that right now with two months. 
 
Given four or five or six months, just the rest of this year, as Becky was saying at the end, just to 
plan.  You’ve got to have time to plan.  Certainly everyone can understand that.  I would like to 
leave my rest of the time for silence, if you all would.  Just think about it. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Our next speaker is Libby Fetherston and then next will be Sid Preskitt. 
 
Ms. Fetherston:  Good afternoon, council.  My name is Libby Fetherston and I’m here on behalf 
of the Ocean Conservancy and I’m going to be as brief as possible.  I sit here, like many of you, 
humbled by the task before us and I have the unfortunate job of following two sort of very 
eloquent and powerful speakers, but I have a comment letter here that’s signed by a thousand of 
our members and friends in the South Atlantic that are asking you to move forward with the 
interim regulations and I support that, with a heavy heart, but my organization is looking towards 
the future of ocean health in the South Atlantic and I think this is the right thing to do. 
 
I think we’re following the science and the law and the discussions this morning were very 
heavy.  Amendment 17 has a lot of information and it has a lot of difficult choices and I applaud 
you for doing your best to work through that, but I support the committee’s decision and I would 
ask the support of the full council.  We need to end overfishing of these species in the South 
Atlantic and build a healthy fishery, based on sustainable harvest.  Thank you very much for 
your time. 
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Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Libby.  Sid Preskitt is next and then Clay Mobley. 
 
Mr. Preskitt:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman and council members.  My name is Sid Preskitt from 
Daytona Beach, Florida.  I was here for the Q&A a few nights ago and briefly, I just want to go 
back and cover again something that I brought up there and that’s the fact that over the past 
twenty or twenty-five years on the east coast, certainly in Florida, red snapper is one 
commercially viable species that by and large has been left alone. 
 
There has been, in general, no directed commercial fishery for the red snapper off the east coast 
of Florida and probably up in Georgia and the Carolinas as well.  There has been some small-
scale activity, but, as you guys may remember, it was the council, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, that came to the commercial industry, back in the 1980s, I believe, and urged us to 
diversify into underutilized species. 
 
We did that.  We developed the shark fishery, deepwater golden tile fishery, and the swordfish 
industry.  Everybody shifted to those industries and back ten or twenty years ago, fifteen years 
ago in my experience, red snapper was something that was a treat to catch.  There was not a large 
abundance of them ever, in my memory.  Today, everything has totally changed. 
 
When I heard recently that the council was proposing a closure on red snapper and a stock 
assessment that has classified them as overfished, it made my head spin.  I can’t believe it.  
Everybody in this room, I think, will agree that we have a problem with the data collection 
system that’s being used, not only on this council, but in general across the country. 
 
It doesn’t apply just to red snapper.  We’ve got problems with stock assessments in golden 
tilefish and other fisheries as well.  I would like to focus a little bit here on something positive.  I 
would like -- We have a Regional Director here in this council and I would like to ask you, at the 
conclusion of these council meetings, to leave here with a commitment to immediately convene a 
panel, use whatever mechanism that you people deem appropriate, to immediately start looking 
into the data collection system that we have that comes up with a stock assessment on red 
snapper that is frankly unacceptable.   
 
You have to use this as a tool to manage these fisheries.  We have something here right now in 
place that is totally unacceptable.  I think everybody may agree with that.  I’m just asking you to 
go forward from here and make some positive changes in the system.  I’m not pointing my finger 
at any of the scientists or anybody involved in this process.  I want to look at the methodology 
and the data collection systems that are in place and let’s make changes to come up with valid 
data that we all have confidence in, that we can conduct our businesses in, and continue to go 
about our lives and maintain healthy fisheries.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Mr. Preskitt.  Clay Mobley and then Margot Stiles. 
 
Mr. Mobley:  I’m Clay Mobley, Executive Director for Coastal Conservation Association, 
Georgia.  Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the interim rule closing the directed red 
snapper fishery.  According to the science presented by the National Marine Fisheries Service, 
the Atlantic red snapper population appears to be in a serious state, with all signs indicating 
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severe trouble. 
 
Under the tenets of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, closing the red snapper directed harvest to both 
the commercial and recreational fishery is a required first step in beginning the ultimate recovery 
of an important population, but in and of itself, it will not end overfishing.  We await the 
proposed management measures to be found in Amendment 17 to begin the full recovery of 
Atlantic red snapper to a healthy population level and their former geographic distribution. 
 
We are very concerned that this fishery, like many others in the snapper grouper complex, has 
been allowed to sink to such low levels before management action is taken.  If managers in the 
past had taken the necessary steps to recover this and other stocks, we would not be facing such 
difficult decisions now. 
 
As this population recovers, we expect that the council and the National Marine Fisheries 
Service will reexamine the red snapper fishery to establish a fair and equitable distribution 
between the commercial and recreational sectors.  We believe fisheries should be managed as a 
public resource for the greatest economic benefit to the nation.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Mr. Mobley.  Margot Stiles is next and then Ed Kalakauskis. 
 
Ms. Stiles:  Hello.  This is Margot Stiles from Oceana and I think I know very little about red 
snapper.  I’ll just say that right up front and I think most of the people in this room know more 
than I do and so I’ll be speaking more generally to your work on snapper grouper.  As you all 
know, red snapper is just the latest difficult piece of your bigger snapper grouper problem. 
 
On behalf of Oceana, I wanted to encourage you -- During the past it seems like a couple of 
days, but I think it’s just today, I did not envy the discussions that you’re having on several 
different amendments on snapper grouper, with the numbers going the same for a number of 
different species.  I really appreciate the range of options that have been discussed, both on how 
to equally share the burden and the pain between the different sectors on trying to make area 
closures more surgical and most recently proposing an experimental fishery that might allow 
some people that are shut out by these rules to participate in the data collection that will help 
bring these fish back. 
 
Unfortunately, I think your mission is clear from Magnuson-Stevens.  It’s you where the buck 
stops and it’s you that has to take the reins to end overfishing and unfortunately, I don’t think 
there’s a lot of flexibility there.  On red snapper, again, I don’t know the specifics of this fish, but 
as time passes, I can see that on snapper grouper in general you’re increasingly backed into a 
corner and the longer you wait, the fewer degrees of freedom you have and the less latitude you 
have to discuss the range of options that you’re discussing. 
 
I think as time passes that you just run out of options and you may be forced into more draconian 
things and I would hate to come to one of these meetings and see the entire fishery shut down or 
see other things that are really going to cause big problems in the local communities.  I would 
just encourage you to persist and to hang in there on each of these species as they come up, 
because if you take no action, then you really may be faced with a lot fewer options in the future 
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as to how to implement these changes.  Thanks. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Margot.  Next is Ed Kalakauskis.  
 
Mr. Kalakauskis:  I’m Ed Kalakauskis and I’m really here on behalf of artificial reef building.  
I’ve been doing it for over thirty-something years and I wanted to first of all say that the 
Amendment 17 interim, we need to look at that, because of the economic impact it will have on 
our community in north Florida. 
 
I would like to first of all thank everybody for the opportunity to speak before you.  I’m what 
you may classify as a gee-whiz diver.  I go down to the bottom and I look at things and I say, gee 
whiz, but I’ve been building reefs for our community.  For thirty years, I’ve been active in that 
program and in saying that, the fishermen that you’ve got here before you are people that put 
their money where their mouth is. 
 
They’ve been constructing these habitats with their own personal money and commitments for 
over fifty years in the northern Florida area.  These people do have a grasp on fishery 
management and conservation.  These people also understand the law.  They understand the gun 
that you guys are under and they also understand the law and the intent of the law and also the 
interpretation of the law.  These people do understand that, but I want to tell you a little small 
story that happened to me this week. 
 
I went to my dentist, who has been diving as long as I have, and the first thing he said to me, he 
said, man, them snapper are back.  Then I went to my butcher on the same day and was picking 
up some products there and was telling him about how they may close down the snapper season 
and said, well, I’m just not going to fish anymore.  He happened to use a headboat captain. 
 
This is definitely going to have an impact on our fishing community and I will close it with 
saying, speaking on behalf of the snapper, is we’re there and speaking on the gag grouper is, 
we’re back.  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you.  That’s all the sheets that I have from people who indicated that they 
wish to talk about the interim rule on red snapper.  There were a number of other people and 
thank you for filling out public comment forms, but you indicated you did not wish to speak.  
Thank you all for being here and thanks for your sincere comments and we will close our public 
comment session. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Before we go back into the committee of the whole and finish the Snapper Grouper 
Committee actions, we had scheduled a public comment period beginning at 2:30, or 
immediately following the Snapper Grouper Committee meeting, for public comment on the 
Fishery Ecosystem Plan.  Is there anybody that’s here to speak about the Fishery Ecosystem 
Plan?  Can you wait until after the Snapper Grouper Committee?  Okay.  Then we’ll finish the 
Snapper Grouper Committee meeting. 
 
Mr. Currin:  We’re back to Amendment 18 then.  Everybody seems to be okay with the three 
alternatives we have for the first action, which is consideration of extending the Snapper Grouper 
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FMU northward.  Kate, we’ll turn it back to you. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  I just have one comment.  I’ve got additional information on where to find some of 
those tables for New England.  PDF page 153 of Amendment 18 has commercial landings in 
New England.  This is Table 4-4 and so as Chapter 3 includes state-by-state landings data, 
Chapter 4, Table 4-4, includes commercial landings for all of New England and then the Mid-
Atlantic as well, split out commercial and recreational.  That’s where you can find those tables.  
PDF page 24 includes the regulations, Virginia regulations, just in case you’re looking for that. 
 
I’m going to go back now to the alternatives and we can move on to the second action.  Was 
there any other comment on that first action?  All right, I think we’re good.  The second action is 
Limit Participation in the Golden Tilefish Fishery.  We have the no action alternative. 
 
Mr. Currin:  It begins on page 42. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  Sorry, it’s PDF page 42, Limit Participation in the Golden Tilefish Fishery.  
There’s a no action alternative, do not limit participation and effort in the golden tilefish fishery.  
Alternative 2 is limit participation and effort in the golden tilefish fishery through the 
implementation of an LAP program.  Alternative 3 is distribute golden tilefish gear-specific 
endorsements for snapper grouper permit holders that qualify under the eligibility requirements 
stated below. 
 
There are some very detailed requirements.  These were taken from what the Golden Tilefish 
LAP Workgroup came up with.  Only snapper grouper permit holders with a golden tilefish 
longline endorsement or a golden tilefish hook and line endorsement associated with their 
snapper grouper permit will be allowed to target golden tilefish.  The commercial quota will be 
allocated as 10 percent to those holding golden tilefish hook and line and 90 percent to those 
holding golden tilefish longline endorsements.  This also includes the change in the start date, 
which is another action.  This is the endorsement action, but it includes the start date to August 1. 
 
There are a number of sub-alternatives.  Sub-Alternative 3A, to receive a golden tilefish hook 
and line endorsement, the individual must have an average harvest of 1,000 pounds when the 
individual’s best three of five years from 2001 to 2005 are estimated.  To receive a golden 
tilefish hook and line endorsement, the individual must have an average harvest of 500 pounds 
when the individual’s best three of five years from 2001 to 2005 are estimated and then there are 
eligibility requirements for the longline endorsement. 
 
To receive a longline endorsement, the individual must have a total of 2,000 pounds between 
January of 2005 and November of 2007.  There is a year difference for the longliners versus 
hook and line.  Those are the numbers, the options, that the golden tilefish workgroup came up 
with. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Between 3A and 3B, did the golden tilefish workgroup seem to have a 
preference? 
 
Ms. Quigley:  There was one representative, hook and line representative, and he came up with 
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both of these alternatives, because he didn’t have time to go back and check with the other 
people that were hook and line fishermen.  We received no further information on if they 
preferred one over the other.  They were just presenting two options.  They weren’t quite sure, 
until they saw the analysis.  Data has been requested to look at that, but that analysis hasn’t been 
done. 
Dr. Cheuvront:  Then I would just suggest let’s just leave all three alternatives in. 
 
Mr. Harris:  I think you all have done a great job laying out the alternatives.  I happen to prefer 
Alternative 2.  I don’t know that anybody else will, but I would like to see that be our preferred 
alternative here.  Analyze the other ones, but I would move that Alternative 2, establish a 
LAP program for golden tilefish, and if we happen to do one for the snapper grouper 
fishery as a whole, that would be folded into a snapper grouper LAP program. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by Duane to select Alternative 2 as our preferred in Amendment 18 at this 
point.  Second by Robert. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  Didn’t we, I guess in the Controlled Access Committee, talk about that we were 
going to move the LAP out of Amendment 18 and into -- Does this committee need to make that 
same decision or does that just go to the full council or what do we do? 
 
Mr. Currin:  I don’t know exactly the best way to handle it, but we certainly don’t need to do it 
twice and be working on two amendments under two different committees.  
 
Mr. Waugh:  What I’ve done is projected from your Snapper Grouper Overview the items that 
are included in Amendment 18.  If you remember our discussions, the LAP Committee works on 
some general items, but if we are working on a specific LAP program for a specific species, that 
committee is the one that will take the lead on it.  Even if we split these LAP programs out into a 
comprehensive LAP amendment, thus far they’re all snapper grouper species and so it would 
stay with the Snapper Grouper Committee. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I’m not out of a job yet then, huh? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Not yet, but at some point, either when we get finished looking at the specific 
alternatives here or now -- Roy has brought it up.  We need to talk about if we are indeed going 
to create a comprehensive LAP amendment that takes several items out of Amendment 18.  At 
some point, we need to discuss that. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I agree totally, but I don’t think right now is the appropriate time to do that.  At least 
for now, I think everybody acknowledges that the LAP Committee has made that 
recommendation.  It’s done appropriately here and so far in 18 to consider that LAP -- It’s been 
selected as our preferred, which would perhaps heighten interest in that, and at some point, if we 
start adding other species, I presume, we would carve that out into a separate LAP amendment.  
Is there discussion on the motion to select this as a preferred? 
 
Ms. Merritt:  I don’t believe that our workgroup, golden tile, specifically wanted a LAP put in 
place as much as they wanted endorsements now and a LAP only if they had the amount of quota 
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that would be -- I think we’ve all agreed that they’re not going to get that.  I would not be in 
favor of making that the preferred alternative at this point. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Keep in mind all the other alternatives, at least so far, will remain in this document 
and there are other larger decisions, perhaps, to be made in the context of LAPs. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  Rita said what I was going to say, but it was still -- The golden tilefish workgroup 
was not in favor of a LAP and I’m just questioning whether or not we were going to override 
their wishes. 
 
Mr. Currin:  So far, nobody is overriding anything, but we’re kind of staking out a preferred 
alternative at this point.  At least it’s been proposed.  We haven’t even voted on it yet and so 
we’ll see how that all shakes out. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  John just kind of spoke to my concern that we have received information back from 
that workgroup which indicated they were not in favor of a LAP and I would speak against this 
as being our preferred alternative. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Kate has some clarification. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  I’ve got the direct quote up from the LAP workgroup on the screen and I’ll just 
read that: The LAP workgroup does not endorse Option 2, LAP program, at this time, due to low 
quotas.  They prefer Option 1, endorsement, and an August 1 start date.  A low stock assessment 
does not leave an individual in an economically-viable position.  Some workgroup members felt 
that in the future if the commercial quota is equal to or greater than 480,000 pounds, the LAP 
workgroup is in favor of LAPs.  Others were in favor of a LAP if the commercial quota were 
equal to current levels or a little higher. 
 
The LAP workgroup put together this report and this was the most significant quote in the 
document.  They did prefer an endorsement.  Now, since that time, the Amendment 18 has gone 
out to scoping and members from that workgroup have spoken differently.  That’s just something 
to take into consideration.  Two of the fishermen that were on the workgroup have since said that 
they are in favor of LAPs for the golden tilefish fishery.  It can be a little bit confusing.  
 
I’ve just got some different information and I think over time that some people have changed 
their positions and then I’ve just -- If you need it, I’ve also got information on the informal 
survey that was done of the entire golden tilefish fishery, if we need that. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Kate.  Keep in mind everybody that the workgroup’s former preferred 
approach to this is in here as an alternative along with the LAP. 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  I guess I’ll ask a question.  The idea was to keep all these alternatives at this 
point and then move them all into a LAP or an effort limitation amendment or something of that 
nature or have we not got there yet? 
 
Mr. Currin:  We haven’t gotten that far yet, but that’s being discussed as a possibility, I think.  
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Right now, we’re just going to try to define the issues for 18 or wherever they might be 
important issues for the council to consider. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  I’m not opposed to leaving alternatives in there.  I’m more opposed to it being our 
preferred. 
 
Mr. Currin:  The motion is to select Alternative 2 as our preferred.  That alternative is to 
establish a LAP for the golden tilefish fishery.  All in favor of that motion raise your hand, 
five; all opposed, seven.  The motion is defeated then.   
 
Back to the range of alternatives that we have here.  Is everybody okay with those?  The only 
thing that I would point out is that under Alternative 3, main Alternative 3, there was a 
suggestion to split the allocation or the quota 10 percent to the hook and line fishermen and 90 
percent to the longline fishermen.  This is a workgroup that had one hook and line fisherman on 
it. 
 
We got some comments, I think, from some of the other hook and line fishermen that perhaps 
splitting that quota in that manner may not be particularly their benefit and they didn’t like it, 
particularly.  I don’t know whether we want to at this point leave that as an alternative, but to 
form another alternative that does not divide the quota or how we want to deal with that, but I 
would certainly feel more comfortable with having an alternative that did not define the 
percentage quotas among those two sectors. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I was just wondering, do we have an estimate of the percentage split between the 
actual fishing that is being done by these two sectors? 
 
Mr. Currin:  Kate said it’s probably pretty close to 90/10, at least over the last handful of years.  
Everybody is okay with where we are?  I’m sure we’ll get comments and that might be tweaked 
and suggested to move it somewhere else.  Any other discussion on these alternatives for golden 
tilefish participation limitation?  All right, let’s move. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  The next action is Limit Participation in the Black Sea Bass Pot Fishery.  There 
are a number of alternatives here.  It’s PDF page 44.  The first alternative is no action, do not 
annually limit the number of black sea bass pots deployed or pot tags issued to holders of federal 
snapper grouper vessel permits. 
 
Alternative 2 is to require that each black sea bass pot in the water or at sea on a vessel in the 
South Atlantic EEZ have an attached valid identification tag issued by NMFS.  Limit the black 
sea bass pot tags annually to 100 per holder of federal snapper grouper vessel permits.  NMFS 
will issue new identification tags each fishing year that will replace the tags from the previous 
fishing year.  
 
Alternative 3 brings that number down to fifty.  Alternative 2 is 100 pot tags per holder and 
Alternative 3 is fifty tags per holder and Alternative 4 is twenty-five per holder.  Alternative 5 
states to require that each black sea bass pot in water or at sea on a vessel in the South Atlantic 
EEZ have an attached valid identification tag issued by NMFS where that number is limited to 
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100 in year one, fifty in year two, and twenty-five in year three and onwards until modified.  
Require that new identification tags be issued each fishing year.  There’s a ramping down of the 
number of tags that are allowed to be held. 
 
Then Alternative 6 states that each person can have 100 pot tags per holder in year one and fifty 
in year two and onwards until modified.  Alternative 7 states to limit the number of black sea 
bass pots fished annually to fifty per holder for any fisherman that is currently using an average 
of less than fifty-five pots, based on average number of pots fished on trips between January 1, 
2005 and December 31, 2006 and fishermen entering the fishery after January 1, 2007.  Limit it 
for those two eligibility categories.   
 
For any fisherman currently using an average of fifty-five or more pots, limit the number of 
black sea bass pots annually to their average, less as reduced by 10 percent.  Limit the maximum 
number of pots allowed per holder of federal snapper grouper vessel permits to 125, limit the 
number of black sea bass pot tags issued annually each holder of federal snapper grouper vessel 
permits to the number of pots allowed plus 10 percent for damage and loss.  However, each 
permit holder may only fish the number of pots allowed and the number of pots fished will be 
determined from snapper grouper logbooks that have been submitted to NMFS on or before 
March 8, 2007. 
 
Alternative 8 is that black sea bass pots must be brought back to shore at the conclusion of each 
trip and then although there’s no alternative here for LAPs, that was something scoped for and 
that was something that I believe a motion was made to take a look at in December of 2008. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you, Kate.  There’s a lot of alternatives there.  I would just make one 
suggestion that we rename Alternative 7 “The Cheuvront Alternative”. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I just wanted to point out that I do think this is something we need to look at in a 
serious way.  Since December of this year, we have had five right whales observed entangled in 
fishing gear, four of them considered to be life threatening.  I am not implicating the black sea 
bass fishery here, because we don’t know.  We do know some of that gear came from Canada, 
but it does, I think, emphasize to us the dangers to right whales by having a lot of ropes in the 
water. 
 
I know that the Atlantic Whale Take Reduction Team has looked at the black sea bass fishery 
and they are looking at gear requirements and potential weak links and seeking ground lines and 
things like that in the fishery.  I know all of us are very familiar with the issues right whales are 
making and a lot of the material that we find on right whales, we can’t really determine, 
necessarily, what fishery it comes from, but anything we can do to reduce the amount of ropes in 
the water and still have the fishery function I think is a positive thing.  I just ask that you all keep 
that in your minds and I think in the document we probably need to talk a little bit about right 
whales and the potential impacts. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I think we’ve got a sufficient number of alternatives in there that do exactly that and 
step it down and it’s a real broad range. 
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Dr. Cheuvront:  To that point, Roy, I’m looking here at all the gear analysis from entangled large 
whales from the years 1997 through 2005.  There are a lot of them and not a single one identifies 
black sea bass pots as the gear involved in that entanglement.  Now, approximately one-third of 
the interactions show no gear, but out of two-thirds, if black sea bass pots were involved, you 
would think that out of two-thirds that there would be at least a black sea bass pot and frankly, if 
NMFS is really concerned about entanglement with vertical lines, get lobster traps out of the 
water and not black sea bass pots. 
 
Mr. Currin:  You know what the identified gears look like.  He’s right that some have been 
identified as lobster traps out of various places.  Back to our business at hand here, we have a 
nice broad range of alternatives to both consider pot limits, leave it alone, and step them down, if 
that’s what it takes to address the needs and concerns of the fishery.  Are there other alternatives?  
In addition, Kate has suggested that perhaps we might want to add the one to consider a LAP in 
the black sea bass pot fishery as an alternative in here. 
 
Mr. Cupka:  Not in terms of alternatives, but I’m on the Atlantic Large Whale Take Reduction 
Team and we’ve been working on a plan and one of the things that Kate needs to look at is the 
current regulations that are already in place, because there have been some regulations 
implemented already dealing with wet storage of traps and whatnot that do cover sea bass pots. 
 
It has been classified as a Category 2 fishery and there are some regulations already in place, not 
under Magnuson, but under the MMPA and the ESA, that apply to this and it’s marking of gear, 
as well as how long you can leave them out.  You might want to include some of that discussion 
in there as well. 
 
Mr. Harris:  David, one of the things I wanted to get Kate to add to whatever alternatives we 
include here is some kind of weak link rule, but is that already covered under the Large Whale 
Take Reduction requirements, the weak link rule for traps? 
 
Mr. Cupka:  That is, I think, already in place and Tom Burgess said that their fishermen up there 
were already using them, although the weak link is really to deal with breaking the line and all.  
The sea bass pot is not the problem.  They don’t fish them in long trawls like they do lobster 
traps and lobster traps are a lot heavier.  There’s something to pull against to break those weak 
links, but the danger, I think, on the sea bass pots is more relative to the line than it is the actual 
pot itself. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I think that there are weak link provisions.  I also think they’re requiring sinking 
ground lines have to be used by April 5, 2009.  We need to check on all that stuff and make sure 
that’s all discussed in the document. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Tom, if you’ve got anything else to add to that, please do, since you’re involved in 
that fishery and operate that gear. 
 
Mr. Burgess:  Yes, we are required to have weak links and they are being used.  We have gear 
markings for the South Atlantic, for identification.  Yes, sinking ground lines will be required 
and at the next meeting for the team, we will be discussing vertical lines and start to move ahead 
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in that area.  If I may make a few comments on the alternatives -- 
 
Mr. Currin:  I would rather you didn’t at this point, but thank you.  You’ll have plenty of 
opportunity and you can make those away from the table and they can be addressed again, but 
let’s -- Thank you for your insight into the requirements regarding right whales, Tom. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  I agree with the right whale interaction being just a non-issue in this fishery and the 
presentation earlier regarding the research that Tom was involved in I think also gave us some 
really good information in considering some of these alternatives.  However, I would like to say 
that I think Alternative 4 and 5 should be eliminated and Alternative 8 eliminated, specifically 
because we have already heard of the economic impact regarding bringing in these traps, due to 
people not having storage or the additional travel time and equipment involved with that, as well 
as no science at this point to back up the fact that that is a problem by having them not brought in 
after each trip. 
 
Mr. Currin:  As a response, Rita, I know that we have heard from some people that participate in 
the fishery that twenty-five pots is enough pots and several people have indicated that they think 
it’s important that those pots be brought back to the beach every night.  I would be a little 
hesitant to remove those two particular ones at this point, just because there is some interest in 
that and we’re just -- We’ll get the full gamut of comments, I’m sure. 
 
Mr. Cupka:  Here again, that’s what I was saying earlier.  We need some of that in there, because 
there’s already a requirement, I think under these other acts, that would not allow certain types of 
wet storage anyway.  That’s already -- Some of that, I think, is already in place, but we’re not 
aware of it because it’s been promulgated under another act, the Marine Mammal Protection Act. 
 
We need to get some clarification, because I know there are some restrictions, in terms of wet 
storage, that requires traps to be brought back or they can only be left out so long.  We need to 
get that clarified. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I would like to draw your attention to Alternative 7, the Cheuvront Alternative.  
I believe at the time, when I proposed this, about two years ago, it was at a time when we didn’t 
have very many alternatives on here.  Looking at the other alternatives and based on what’s 
there, I think we can capture the gist of what I’m looking for through a combination of perhaps 
some of these other alternatives. 
 
The idea was that -- At the time, I believe we were looking at getting people quickly down to 
twenty-five pots.  We have other alternatives now that allow us to look at other measures.  If it 
would be easier -- I know it would be easier for staff not to have to deal with Alternative 7 if 
they haven’t already done some analysis on it.  Kate, have you guys done analysis on Alternative 
7 yet? 
 
Ms. Quigley:  In a general manner we have.  No, not 7 specifically. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  That’s what I thought, because not long after this was made, I was contacted by 
Jim Waters at the Beaufort Lab and we talked about it and the difficulty that it would be to 
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analyze this alternative.  I would like to go ahead and make a motion that we put Alternative 
7 to the appendix, Considered but Rejected.  I think it’s too complicated right now, 
considering the number of other alternatives that we have. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by Brian to move Alternative 7 to the Considered but Rejected and 
seconded by Susan and Tony and me and everybody else.  Thank you, Brian.  Is there other 
discussion of this alternative? 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  Not this alternative, but, Kate, I’ll make sure I get you the information too 
that might pertain to these pots, traps, whatever, from the either MMPA or ESA regulations that 
are put into place. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I think you’re right, Brian.  I think they are captured.  The gist, certainly, of 
Alternative 7 is captured in and among a number of the other alternatives.  Any further 
discussion on this motion?  Any objection to this motion?  I see none and the motion is 
approved. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  I’m just rethinking through this returning of the pots alternative and to perhaps add 
in a sub-alternative regarding that the public input for bringing them back after seventy-two 
hours.  Here again, I’m only looking at it from the standpoint of giving the fishermen time and 
not leaving them out for an extended period of time, because of the potential ghost fishing, but to 
allow the fishermen time to get back in in a safe manner. 
 
Depending upon the size of their boat and the weather conditions or whatever, they can’t always 
bring them back after every trip.  They don’t always have a place to store them when they bring 
them back in or they may not have the sufficient space on the vessel.  I was just looking for some 
other alternative that might give us an additional allowance for them. 
 
Mr. Currin:  If you’ve got an idea, you can make a motion or if David or somebody else does.  
We did receive some input regarding seventy-two hours as a way to approach it.  I’ve talked to a 
number of fishermen that say forty-eight hours -- If they make an overnight trip or leave them, 
it’s usually no more than forty-eight hours that they’re out.  We could add a couple of 
alternatives along those lines or one alternative, whatever suits everybody. 
 
Mr. Cupka:  I was just going to tell Rita that I think that’s the way it currently reads in the 
Atlantic Large Whale Plan.  I think it is seventy-two hours and we did it specifically for that 
reason, realizing that there may be times when they couldn’t get out there to recover those traps 
and not wanting them to go into a situation that wasn’t safe.  I think when we look at those 
regulations, I think there is some wording in there about the seventy-two-hour allowance on that.  
It would be consistent with that, I believe. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Rita, would you like to offer a motion to add that as an alternative? 
 
Ms. Merritt:  Yes, thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I would like to make a motion that we add a 
sub-alternative under the Black Sea Bass Pot Alternative 8 to allow fishermen to leave the 
pots in the water for no more than seventy-two hours. 
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Mr. Currin:  Motion by Rita and second by David Cupka.  Discussion? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  How would we enforce something like this?  Otha, do you -- How could you 
possibly enforce this without -- Would you have to have some sort of call-in that I’m going to 
put trap-number-such-and-such in the water or how would we do that? 
 
Mr. Easley:  I’m not on the committee, but maybe if the trap had a telephone associated with it, 
to give me a call, but other than that, there’s no sure way.  There’s not a good way to tell.  Even 
the definition of out of the water, as John was saying.  They pull the trap out and empty the fish 
and drop it back in and so that’s another seventy-two hours?  It’s tough to enforce, just short of 
unenforceable. 
 
Mr. Currin:  There’s a precedent, apparently, according to David, in the right whale or the Large 
Whale Take Reduction regulations, or at least under consideration. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  As I recall, when we were taking testimony on this and having discussions about it, 
one of the reasons that we were going to try to go to twenty-five pots, or were encouraged to go 
to twenty-five pots, was that it was a manageable number of pots for the vessels to operate on a 
daily basis and bring back to port. 
 
During that discussion, the point was also made that it was the most effective way for 
enforcement, because the pots would be with the vessel and could be inspected when they were 
in port for the type of lines that needed to be on them, plus the marking.  Certainly if somebody 
was offshore, at least I know in Florida offshore, and weather came up and somebody decided to 
leave their pots in the water because it was unsafe to retrieve them, I can’t see anybody being 
cited for that.  That’s a safety at sea issue and the judgment of the officers on the scene would 
prevail. 
 
Mr. Currin:  There are alternatives in here currently that would do exactly what you said, if they 
were both selected, I think. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  It was actually to Otha’s point about the telephone call.  The earlier comment about 
a texting method, would that work, Otha, text your deployment and text message your retrieval? 
 
Mr. Easley:  That’s an option that we can visit.  Of course, that’s up to the captain and up to the 
crew and their honesty to get the right information to us in a timely manner. 
 
Mr. Currin:  A motion is on the board.   Let’s deal with this motion.  Any further discussion of 
the motion?  Is there objection to the motion?  I see two opposed.  The motion is approved 
to add this alternative for consideration. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  This just has to do with the fact that the comments that have been raised.  One 
thing about concerns about ghost pots is they already have biodegradable panels on those things 
and so while we could end up with yet more garbage on the bottom of the ocean if a pot gets lost, 
there is a biodegradable panel and so we’re not going to be wasting fish on there. 
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The other thing is there are two experimental programs going on right now in North Carolina that 
are looking at hailing in and hailing out, as well as sending text messages to report catches and 
landings and to look at that as a method for -- Both of those as methods for fishermen to report 
their activity and I just wanted to make sure you’re all aware of that, that there might be some 
data that will help us in the future to look at the validity of that kind of reporting. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That may offer some potential for law enforcement at some point, especially as self 
service increases.  I know we’re going to have this conversation again about all this stuff.  I’m 
just trying to get these alternatives fleshed out so that we can move on.  Is everybody good with 
the alternatives that we have now for sea bass pot limitations?  Okay. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  The next action is on page 46 of the PDF document, Separate Snowy Grouper 
Commercial Quota into Regions or States.  Alternative 1 is the no action alternative, do not 
separate snowy grouper commercial quota into regions or states.  Alternative 2 is to separate 
snowy grouper commercial quota into regions.  Alternative 3 is to separate snowy grouper 
commercial quota by state. 
 
Then we had a rejected alternative from 13C and it was Alternative 6, to institute two separate 
commercial quotas for snowy grouper, one for fish landed in North Carolina and one for fish 
landed in the remaining three South Atlantic states.  At the time, that alternative was rejected 
because the council deemed it unreasonable, due to administrative and legal concerns.  Their 
administrative concerns were the institution of a quota set at low landing levels.  The 
approximate North Carolina allocation of an 84,000 gutted pound commercial quota would be 
19,320 gutted pounds, as it takes at least two weeks to close a fishery. 
 
The council was concerned this alternative would violate National Standard 4 of the MSA by 
allocating 23 percent of the snowy grouper catch to only a few fish houses.  National Standard 4 
dictates that management measures must not discriminate between residents of different states. 
 
Mr. Currin:  This is one that may or may not end up in this amendment, but I think it’s important 
to North Carolina, at least, for consideration and perhaps to other states as well.  We’ve got three 
alternatives separated into regions.  They’re undefined regions, but they’re regions, states, and 
then Kate and the staff pulled up that rejected alternative from 13C. 
 
I guess the question is whether you want to reconsider that again.  I remember some of the 
discussions and Mike McLemore was here, in fact, when we had that discussion in 13C about the 
strictly a North Carolina quota.  It’s primarily where that fishery occurs.  I don’t think it’s totally 
just two fish houses, because there are fish houses down south that did handle or do handle 
snowy grouper as well, but he reacted pretty forcefully when he understood that there were only 
perhaps a couple of fish houses, primary fish houses, that were dealing in snowy on the northern 
Outer Banks.  That’s why that was considered but rejected.  Is there any desire by anyone to 
resurrect that and argue that again, to see if it moves on?  Are we okay with the three alternatives 
for snowy there now? 
 
Mr. Wallace:  George and I have been talking about this and trying to get an answer, but in 17, 
didn’t we put the ACL at zero, the ACL equal to zero?  If that’s the case, why are we doing this? 
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Mr. Currin:  No. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  That’s what we’re trying to get settled here. 
 
Mr. Currin:  So far it’s not and keep in mind that 17 is still just a work in progress.  We’ve got 
things going on parallel tracks and it may be that the first thing through the gate makes other 
things disappear or I don’t know how it’s going to work.  I hate having the staff work on two 
different things, but this is relatively clear cut here and at some point, we may be able to cut it off 
before we’re through the gate. 
 
Mr. Wallace:  That’s why I wanted clarification. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Staff, is that the best approach, Kate and Gregg, to try to deal or keep alive this issue 
of the snowy grouper or any other state-by-state quotas or quotas for other species? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  As you pointed out, right now in 17, you’ve got a preferred alternative to close the 
deepwater fishery deeper than forty fathoms, but there is some bycatch shallower in the mid-
shelf fishery and certainly down the road, once snowy are rebuilt, we’ll have to deal with this 
issue.  If your intent is to keep this in for now in case that doesn’t remain your alternative to 
close the fishery or you want to have that allocation in place for when snowy grouper rebuilds 
and we can have a directed fishery again, then we can keep it in. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Brian, would that be your pleasure? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I don’t want to remove this right now, but clearly whatever happens in 17 is 
going to affect this and it could become a moot point.  We all know what my preferred 
alternative would be, but I’m just saying I don’t want to see it go away at this point.  It may be 
very useful later on, I hope. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Is everybody okay with that then?  We’re not going to put in the one resurrected 
from 13C and so that will be three alternatives under snowy grouper commercial quota.  Okay, 
let’s move. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  The next action is separate gag recreational allocation into regions or states.  This 
is on page 47 of the PDF document.  Alternative 1 is no action, do not separate gag recreational 
allocation into regions or states.  Alternative 2 is to separate gag recreational allocation into 
regions.  Alternative 3 is separate gag recreational allocation into states. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Is everybody okay with this?  The three alternatives seems to kind of cover it.  All 
right, let’s move on. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  The next action is Adjust Golden Tilefish Fishing Year.  Alternative 1 is to retain 
the existing January 1 start date for the golden tilefish fishing year.  Alternative 2 is to change 
the start of the golden tilefish fishing year from January 1 to September 1.  Alternative 3 is to 
change the start to August 1.  Alternative 4 is to change the start date to May 1 and then 
Alternative 5 is to remove the 300-pound trip limit when 75 percent of the quota is taken. 
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Mr. Currin:  I guess the last one gives me a little pause and I do remember a comment by 
somebody that said that if the start date was moved or there was some caveat that the 300-pound 
trip limit would no longer be necessary.  Is staff confident that in fact if that occurs that the 300-
pound trip limit will not be taken or will not be needed? 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I believe September 1 was the comment that said they wouldn’t need the 300-
pound trip limit. 
 
Mr. Currin:  We got a lot of comments.  We got some that said we don’t need to change the start 
date, but if we change the start date and if you do this, then you don’t need to do that.  I want to 
make sure we capture not only those comments, but that we satisfy ourselves -- From my 
perspective, the bandit fishermen are still going to be able to fish, because they haven’t been the 
last few years.  We didn’t think the longliners would fish on 300 pounds, but apparently they 
have or somebody has and caught the quota up very, very quickly.  That concerns me and I 
would like to be able to -- 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I didn’t want you to think I’m necessarily supporting that, but I was just making 
a clarification, I think, from what you had asked. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I understand.  I just want to be assured that if we do step the quota down that the 
longline fishermen are not participating by fishing on 300 pounds with longlines. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  If that’s your concern -- Right now, that’s not prohibited.  You could prohibit the 
use of longline gear in the fishery when 75 percent of the quota is caught, I guess, and that would 
help that. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That would be very acceptable to me if someone would make that motion. 
 
Mr. Harris:  I’ll make it as a motion.  I would move that we add Alternative 6 that would 
close the longline fishery when 75 percent of the quota is taken, golden tilefish longline 
fishery. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by Duane to add an alternative that would close the longline fishery for 
golden tiles after 75 percent of the quota was taken.  Is there a second?  Second by Susan.  
Discussion of the alternative or the motion? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Just to clarify, it’s when it’s taken or projected to be taken, is that right? 
 
Mr. Harris:  I would say when it’s projected to be taken, unless Roy has a better idea. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I would just write it when the 300-pound trip limit goes into effect longline 
gear is prohibited. 
 
Mr. Harris:  I’ll accept that friendly amendment to my motion. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  That’s the cleanest way, I think, to write it.  That way, when we put out the notice 
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that the trip limit is going in place, we would say in the notice and effective that day use of 
longline gear in the fishery is prohibited. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Further discussion of the motion?  The motion is to add an Alternative 6 that 
would close the longline fishery when the 300-pound trip limit goes into effect.  Is there any 
objection to that motion?  I see none and that motion is approved.  Is everybody okay with 
those six alternatives? 
 
Ms. Quigley:  I think it would simplify it for staff if perhaps Alternative 5 could be changed 
to a sub-alternative to go under Alternative 2, Alternative 3, and perhaps Alternative 4.  
That would make more sense for the analysis. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I don’t think that’s a problem at all.  Do you need a motion to enable you guys to do 
that?   
 
Mr. Robson:  So moved. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by Mark. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Second. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Second by Duane to move Alternative 5 under each of Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 
as a sub-alternative.  Any discussion?  Any objection to that motion?  I see none. 
 
A question for the staff.  We’re talking about changing the opening date to September 1 and then 
to August 1.  How much is the analysis going to differ based on those two start dates?  They 
seem awful close to me and I’m just trying to get at whether we can pick one that might be the 
most acceptable. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  Alternative 4 was preferred by South Carolina fishermen, longliners.  September 1 
was most preferred by the Florida hook and line guys and so August 1 was seen as a 
compromise.  I think there should be something that’s a compromise between May 1 and 
September 1.  Now, that could be June 1, July 1, or August 1, but the LAP workgroup did say 
that they preferred August 1 as a group.  They agreed to that. 
 
Mr. Currin:  All right.  We’ll get comments about that as we go along.  I was just looking for 
ways to save space and trees, if we could.  Is everybody okay with these alternatives?  Okay. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  The next action is on page 50 of the PDF document, Improvements to Data 
Reporting.  Alternative 1 is no action, retain existing data reporting systems for the commercial 
sector.  There is a table in this document that shows the current data reporting programs.  We’ll 
find that in just a moment. 
 
Then Alternative 2 is to require federally permitted snapper grouper dealers, if selected, to report 
electronically, computer or fax, through the SAFIS system.  NMFS is authorized to require 
weekly or daily reporting as required.  Alternative 3 is to require all permitted snapper grouper 



Snapper Grouper Committee 
                                                                                                                  Jekyll Island, GA 

                                                                                                                          March 4-5, 2009 
 

 171

dealers to report electronically, computer or fax, through the SAFIS system.  NMFS is 
authorized to require weekly or daily reporting, as required. 
 
Alternative 4 is to require all vessels with a federal snapper grouper commercial permit to have 
an electronic logbook tied to the vessel’s GPS onboard the vessel.  Alternative 5 is to require 
vessels with a federal snapper grouper commercial permit, if selected, to have a NMFS-approved 
observer onboard while fishing for snapper grouper in the South Atlantic EEZ.  I just want to 
make the committee aware that there is an electronic logbook pilot program that may be funded 
for next year involving seven to eight vessels. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  The only thing that comes to my mind with this is if our goal is to move to 
electronic reporting, do we really consider faxing in a piece of paper -- I question that that’s 
electronic reporting.  It avoids using the U.S. mail, I guess, but it’s still a piece of paper, in the 
end.  I don’t know if that really -- Maybe if it was something that the Center could put into a 
reader and it would read it and automatically populate a database, maybe that works, but I don’t 
know that they have the  capabilities to do that or not.  It seems to me if we’re going to go down 
this path that we ought to go all the way and say you’ve got to enter it in a database on a 
computer and send it in so that it goes into something. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I appreciate your point.  Unfortunately, I’m also aware of the fact that there are 
dealers, in North Carolina at least, that still don’t have computers and all of that and I don’t know 
whether they’re snapper grouper dealers or not.  I agree that if we could get away from it and not 
disenfranchise someone, I think it would be great. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  This alternative tracks what’s currently in place for the states of North Carolina 
north.  If we want to look at something else, we can add another alternative, but the intent here is 
to track what’s currently in place through the SAFIS system for the states of North Carolina 
north.  Mike Cahall of the ACCSP program has offered to provide the software to the states 
south of there at no cost to the states, to help them with that reporting. 
 
If we could also at some point consider adding another alternative here to address our data 
reporting by area.  We spent a lot of time talking about the grid system.  Every time we go to use 
the grid system, we come to the conclusion that the grids are too large.  Yet, we’ve never gone 
back and required reporting to a finer scale and I think we need to do that, because in each 
instance that we’ve tried to make use of the logbook reporting to the grid system, it’s never to the 
detail that we need. 
 
Mr. Currin:  It’s a very good point.  I don’t know if we can pull it off and there’s probably all 
kinds of problems, but it’s certainly worth looking at.  If we can do that, it would help in the 
future.  Monica, did you have something? 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  I thought Amendment 15B also had a requirement that you would carry a 
NMFS-approved observer onboard if you were selected.  I could be wrong, but we should double 
check that and see if that carries over, as well as electronic logbooks.  I thought that was one of 
the requirements in 15B, but not through the SAFIS system.  I guess I’ll get with staff and we’ll 
just double check what’s already in 15B, because they may be the same. 
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Mr. Currin:  Gregg has suggested that we add an alternative to report data by smaller grids than 
currently exist in the logbook program.  Is that a doable thing on you guy’s part, Bonnie or Roy 
or whoever?  It certainly has appeal. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  The headboat program is providing data to a smaller, more refined area.  
Apparently there’s a data system already in place that can collect the data to a more refined scale.  
What it would do -- I think that’s voluntary now.  This would make that mandatory and then 
refine the commercial logbook reporting from those large grids that just have not proved useful 
down to the same fine grid scale that’s currently being collected, at least in part, from the 
headboat program. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I think if you remember, John Carmichael said there were thirty-six of those 
headboat smaller blocks within each one of those commercial logbook blocks.  It’s still not like 
you’re going to find out where somebody’s favorite rock is, but you’re going to get closer than 
you would in one of those big blocks.  Does that seem doable, from NMFS’s perspective?  You 
don’t have to answer now.  Just we’ll get a motion to add that and you’ll have time to think about 
it, add that as an alternative, if it’s the pleasure of the committee. 
 
Dr. Cheuvront:  I’ll jump in and make the motion.  I make a motion that we consider 
recommending a finer measurement in the logbook squares to match what is currently 
used in the headboat logbook. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Is there a second to the motion?  Second by Mark.  Is there discussion?  Any further 
discussion?  Any objection to that motion?  I see none and the motion is approved.  Is 
everybody okay with the rest of the alternatives under data reporting?  All right, let’s move on. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  I just want to let people know that the current data reporting requirements table 
that I referred to is on page 27 of the PDF document.  Moving on, the next action concerns For-
Hire Data Requirements.  Alternative 1 is to retain existing data reporting systems for the for-
hire sector. 
 
Alternative 2 is to require all vessels with a federal for-hire permit to report electronically, 
computer or fax, to the SAFIS system.  Alternative 3 is to require selected vessels with a federal 
for-hire permit to report electronically through the SAFIS system and Alternative 4 is to require 
vessels operating with a federal for-hire permit to maintain a logbook for discard characteristics, 
for example, size and reason for discarding, if selected. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Everybody okay with these alternatives for now? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  What are we requiring them to report?  Is that in here somewhere?  Do we have 
specifics about that? 
 
Ms. Quigley:  I can’t remember exactly.  I need to go ahead and check in the rest of the 
document. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  We’ll make sure that’s in there, but it would be catch by species, location.  We’ll 
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make sure that information is detailed in the document if it isn’t in there now. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  The only comment I would offer up to you is that -- Everyone understands the 
MRIP program is proceeding and recently, the for-hire working group has reported out and 
addressed a lot of these things.  There are some pilot studies looking at using electronic logbooks 
in the for-hire industry and later this month, the Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission is 
hosting a half-day workshop in New Orleans to discuss data collection methods in the for-hire 
fishery. 
 
There are a lot of things going on at this time and the real issue with logbooks in the for-hire 
fishery is being able to verify or validate that the reporting is accurate.  I don’t know that it does 
us any good to have charterboats fax us a piece of paper at the end of the trips and I’m not sure 
what we would do with it if we had it.  If you had come up with some way to verify and enforce 
that the reporting is accurate, then it could be valuable, but I think the key thing right now is we 
need to stay engaged with the MRIP program and what’s going on there, because I think we need 
to all stay on the same page with them. 
 
If we go further down this path, it might be worth having someone come in and report to us on 
what is happening with MRIP and what they’ve determined in studies going on and all those 
kinds of things. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  We have some of that information and I’ll make sure that we’ve got that 
information in the document at least, that we’ve got an update from what’s included in MRIP. 
 
Mr. Currin:  In fact, Roy, I don’t know how much of it MRIP will try to capture or attempt to 
capture.  I guess all of it, ultimately, but the MRIP survey may actually serve as a check for some 
of these electronic logbooks, which may give you more fine-scaled or detailed information than 
you currently would gather at MRIP and so I don’t know.  For now, it would make sense, to me, 
to leave it in and track that closely. 
 
Dr. Ponwith:  To that end, that workshop is going to happen within this month and that’s to take 
a look at the progress that the MRIP For-Hire Working Group has made.  One of the things that 
they as a working group have put forward to the MRIP Operations Team is a proposal for 
developing protocols on how you would go about establishing validation programs of self-
reported data in the for-hire industry, which is going to be just absolutely crucial to the success 
of that type of a data collection process. 
 
Mr. Currin:  At least I’m comfortable with kind of, at this point, moving along on parallel tracks.  
If they end up solving our problem for us, then we can bag it.  Is everybody okay?  Let’s move 
on. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  The next action is on page 52 of the PDF document regarding Private Recreational 
Data Reporting.  Alternative 1 is to retain existing data reporting systems for the private 
recreational sector.  Alternative 2 is to require vessels with a state recreational fishing license to 
have an electronic logbook tied to the vessel’s GPS onboard the vessel if selected.  Alternative 3 
is to require vessels with a state recreational fishing license to carry a NMFS-approved observer 
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when on a trip in the South Atlantic.  Alternative 4 is to implement a voluntary logbook for 
discard characteristics, for example size and reason for discarding, for vessels with a state 
recreational fishing license. 
 
Mr. Currin:  This is another one where it may move along parallel with MRIP at this point.  
Several of these don’t make a whole lot of sense to me.  It doesn’t seem very feasible, I guess. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  I honestly don’t think any of this is feasible or makes any sense, because I don’t 
think we have really any authority to tie a requirement to the state fishing license, necessarily.  I 
just don’t see any of these as workable.  Everything I’ve seen indicates to me that MRIP will 
remain a survey-based program to estimate private boat catches.  I just can’t imagine us requiring 
private boats to carry electronic logbooks or things like that.  It just doesn’t seem practical to me 
to carry forward with most of these things. 
 
Mr. Currin:  The thing that probably to me would give me the most hope would be Alternative 4, 
would be a voluntary logbook, but that in itself has some problems, verification problems, that 
Bonnie has brought up before.  It makes me feel good to think that anglers might be willing to 
participate and participate honestly and they should be able to provide some useful information 
for management and I think many of them are willing to do so, as we’ve heard from people in the 
public.  They’re crying to help out, if they can, but we don’t have a mechanism for them to do it. 
 
Dr. Ponwith:  I agree with you.  I am really encouraged by the enthusiastic endorsement that I’m 
hearing of the recreational participants in making sure that we’re making decisions based on 
good, solid science and offering whatever they can do to push that forward.  If people are willing 
to volunteer to carry logbooks, as long as we can meet PRA requirements to make sure that we 
have designed that process in a way that the results have utility and we can meet PRA, I think 
that there’s value. 
 
To actually make a shift from the current sample-based methodology to a census-based 
methodology for an industry that’s as vast as the private boat sector would require a mandatory, 
electronic-validated system, which would be a huge undertaking. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Just from the sheer numbers, an electronic logbook for recreational anglers would 
not seem to be a cost-effective nor doable sort of thing.  If everyone else agrees, we could offer a 
motion to remove that one, at least, and perhaps some others.  What’s your pleasure here, folks? 
 
Mr. Boyles:  I would like to make a motion that we move Alternative 2 and 3 to the 
appendix as considered but rejected. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by Robert to move Alternatives 2 and 3 to the Considered but Rejected.  
Second by John Wallace.  Is there further discussion?  Is there objection to that motion?  I see 
none and that motion is approved.  All right, Kate. 
 
Ms. Quigley:  The next action is to Update the Wreckfish ITQ Program.  Alternative 1 is do not 
review and make updates as needed to the current Wreckfish ITQ program.  Alternative 2 is 
eliminate the current Wreckfish ITQ program and replace with alternate effort-limiting criteria 
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for participation. 
 
Alternative 3 is to eliminate the current Wreckfish ITQ program and do not replace it with any 
effort or participation-limiting criteria.  Alternative 4 is to keep the Wreckfish ITQ program and 
implement a cost-recovery program and establish a cap to limit the number of shares or coupons 
an individual shareholder may obtain. 
 
Mr. Currin:  From the scoping comments and all that, have we got alternatives covered that 
address most of the concerns that people in that industry have had? 
 
Ms. Shipman:  This is another one where I think we’ve got to see how this overlays or overlaps 
with what was coming out of the LAPP Committee the other day.  We clearly said a wreckfish 
LAP would be our priority to take a look at.  We need to figure out how these two intertwine.  
 
Mr. Currin:  Clearly it’s in the same boat as golden tile and the black sea bass pot effort 
limitation or LAP consideration and all that, in some ways.  It’s related somehow.  We’re not 
sure how yet, but so far, this is the only place that it exists for consideration, in an amendment 
form, and until we figure out a better way to transfer it or move it, does it make sense to keep it 
here? 
 
Ms. Quigley:  I’ve got a possible suggestion that might make analysis a little bit easier.  Perhaps 
Alternative 4 could be reworded to say to keep the Wreckfish ITQ program and bring it into 
compliance with the new requirements under the Magnuson-Stevens Act and that would 
encompass things that we have not yet thought about and it would include a review, a formal 
review, of the program. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That’s an excellent suggestion. 
 
Ms. Smit-Brunello:  I was going to suggest something along those lines.  I think that’s a great 
idea. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  I would like to so move. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  That would include the concern -- One concern we did hear during the scoping 
comments had to do with modifying the ACL and the impact that would have on existing 
fishermen that are active versus inactive permits.  That would include the ability of staff to work 
up alternatives looking at ways to allow the current fishermen that have been active to continue 
in that fishery without having to purchase additional shares. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I would assume that to be the case, yes.  It’s implied.  Rita, do you want to read that 
motion into the record and then we’ll try to get a second? 
 
Ms. Merritt:  I move that we modify the Wreckfish ITQ program to keep the Wreckfish 
ITQ program and to update it to meet the new requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Second. 
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Mr. Currin:  Second by Duane.  Is there further discussion or any discussion on this motion?  Is 
there any objection to the motion?  I see none and that motion is approved.  Does that 
handle everything there okay, Kate? 
 
Ms. Quigley:  There were a couple other comments made in scoping that you may or may not 
want to address.  One of them was for recreational allocation.  We had a couple of people come 
in and they wanted -- One person came in and asked that some portion of the wreckfish TAC is 
provided for recreational take.  Then we had a suggestion for federal buyout of shareholders 
needed.  I don’t think the council can do much about that, but just to say that those were the other 
scoping comments. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I know the recreational anglers are encountering a few wreckfish in the deepwater 
fishery.  As long as that remains open, the deepwater fishery, not the deepwater species that 
occur up on the shelf, it makes sense to me to carve out or at least allow them to fish within the 
whole ACL, but I don’t know how important that is at this point, in view of where we seem to be 
headed in 17.  At some point, when that fishery opens up -- I would hate to think that we would 
have to go back in to amend a whole plan or get into the whole wreckfish management just to 
allow that.  I don’t know.  Would this be the best place to try to do something like that, whether 
it’s moot or not at this point, or put it off?  What are your thoughts? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Couldn’t that be addressed under the previous motion, when we reevaluate the 
Wreckfish ITQ program, in terms of a recreational allocation? 
 
Mr. Currin:  I guess so.  We’re going to get back into the whole program, I guess.  It would give 
us the latitude to do that under that alternative.  Would it not, Gregg? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  You all are providing that guidance, yes.  One question we add too was under 
Alternative 4.  This motion, Number 29, that we just approved replaces Alternative 4.  What 
you’re asking us to do is do a complete reevaluation of the Wreckfish ITQ program, including 
allowing some retention by the recreational fishery, if indeed that deepwater fishery is left open.  
I think that’s clear enough for us at this stage. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That would make me happy.  Is everybody okay with that?  We can do that under 
the new Alternative 4 or whatever alternative that’s going to be.  I think that was the suggestion 
and is that clear, that Alternative 4 be replaced by this new one?  Okay. 
 
Ms. Merritt:  I wanted to back up to the motion that I made earlier and I think it was Number 4 or 
5, keeping the program and meeting MSA.  I would like to suggest that we make that the 
preferred. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Motion by Rita to select that as our preferred alternative.  Second by Susan.  
This is the one to bring the Wreckfish ITQ up to date and meet the requirements under 
Magnuson, the new wreckfish alternative.  Is there any further discussion?  Is there any 
objection to that motion?  I seen none and it’s approved.  Are we done with wreckfish? 
 
Ms. Quigley:  I think this is the last action, Designate EFH and EFH C-HAPCs for Snapper 
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Grouper and Extended Jurisdictional Areas Under Action 1.  Alternative 1 is no action, do not 
designate snapper grouper EFH in new jurisdictional areas encompassed in Action 1.  Alternative 
2 is designate EFH and EFH HAPCs for snapper grouper in the northern areas encompassed in 
Action 1. 
 
Mr. Currin:  We’ve already had some discussion of this and linked it to our discussion of the 
fishery management unit and Rick has made some comments on that as well and this will be an 
item for discussion at the Mid-Atlantic Council meeting. 
 
Mr. Robbins:  Just to follow up on that, certainly we already have EFH designations in our FMPs 
that would relate to three of the primary species in play, black sea bass, scup, and golden tilefish.  
As I did point out, we already have a GRA that covers most of the Norfolk Canyon in depths 
from 125 fathoms seaward.  If there were proposals to extend that north of the Norfolk Canyon, 
my expectation is that that would be an issue of significant concern to the Mid-Atlantic, but we 
will look forward to that discussion and presentation at the April meeting and we’ll report back 
after that.  I just look forward to the opportunity to discuss it with you further. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Thank you very much and you’ve mentioned those gear-restricted areas a couple of 
times and can you tell me what the regulations in there entail?  What gear is restricted and how 
so? 
 
Mr. Robbins:  Mr. Chairman, I believe the restrictions are relevant to bottom tending gear.  It 
would prohibit bottom trawling, but they’re not final yet.  In other words, that’s been our 
recommendation in Amendment 1.  We would expect those to be in place later this year and I 
can get a copy of the actual GRA proposed regulations and get that out to you before the next 
meeting. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Just to clarify, the wording of that action says “EFH C-HAPC”, but it shouldn’t be 
coral.  It should just be “HAPC”, to track the wording of the actual alternatives.  In addition, we 
may want to consider adding another alternative that would be simply to track the EFH and EFH 
HAPC designations of the Mid-Atlantic Council as another alternative, because that may turn out 
that that would cover the EFH that we need. 
 
Mr. Harris:  I would so move that we do whatever Gregg puts on the board there will be my 
motion. 
 
Mr. Currin:  The motion is to add a new EFH alternative to track the Mid-Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council’s EFH and EFH HAPC designations.  It’s seconded by David Cupka.  Is 
there discussion?  Is there any objection to that motion?  I see none and that motion is 
approved.  Anything else in 18?  Didn’t you say that’s the end of it for now?  Thank you, all. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  We had one question and I think Roy raised this earlier, the question of -- It’s going 
to come up with the motion from the LAPP Committee as well.  Do we want to establish a 
comprehensive LAP amendment?  I don’t know that you want to discuss it now, but the question 
did come up earlier.   
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These are the actions that are currently in Amendment 18 and if we pull out the three LAP 
programs out of this Amendment 18 -- There were questions about staff workload and we’re 
prepared to discuss that at this stage or later, if you prefer.  Just some question, if we do pull a 
significant portion of the actions out of Amendment 18, is what’s left in Amendment 18 
sufficient to keep it as a separate amendment or should we fold those actions into 17? 
 
Mr. Currin:  It’s an important question, Gregg, and we’re going to have to answer it.  I’m not 
sure that we can answer it at this point without some -- I certainly can’t at this point, but if it’s 
necessary, we’ll try to do that at this meeting, but it’s going to require some discussions away 
from the table, I think, or more time than Snapper Grouper has already run over. 
 
Mr. Harris:  We don’t have discussions away from the table.  That’s not what you meant. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That’s not what I meant, thank you.  One last item, I believe.  Well, two additional 
items, the Comprehensive ACL.   
 
Mr. Waugh:  Mr. Chairman, while Rick is getting ready, I can orient you to the items that are in 
the Comprehensive ACL Amendment right now.  This is Snapper Grouper Attachment 16.  It’s a 
draft list of the ACL Comprehensive Amendment items.  What we are currently addressing there 
are the species that are in our FMPs.   
 
We have recommendations to do mackerel and spiny lobster as joint amendments with the Gulf 
Council, but the items we’re addressing for our remaining species that are not currently in an 
overfishing status are: annual catch limits; accountability measures; annual catch targets, if you 
choose to; allocations between the commercial, for hire, and recreational sectors; and then 
regulations to limit total mortality landings and discards to the annual catch target or annual 
catch limit, if we don’t specify a target. 
 
Mr. DeVictor:  There is an attachment in this document called “Summary of Comments on the 
Comprehensive Annual Catch Limit Amendment from Scoping” and I was just going to just read 
through that.  It should just take a second.  This is Attachment 18.  I separated the comments that 
we received from scoping.  Again, we took this amendment out to scoping and I separated the 
comments into general comments, comments on the annual catch limits, comments on the 
allocations, comments on the ecosystem component species, accountability measures, and 
management measures. 
 
The first couple of comments were just general in nature.  This person supported the ACL 
Comprehensive Amendment and supports work with the council’s SSC to determine ACLs.  The 
second comment liked the Amendment 17 draft that was before you in December.  They liked 
that version of it and they thought it was a well thought out system implementing the ACL 
requirement. 
 
Then going to annual catch limits, one person thought that the ACLs and ACTs should be done 
by state.  A second comment, they also believed that the ACLs should be divided by the states 
according to the historical harvest and they should also be managed by the states.  There’s two 
people in support of that. 
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The third comment on annual catch limits said that the amendment should include control rules 
for ABCs, ACLs, and ACTs and the control rules should account for management and scientific 
uncertainty.  The amendment should also describe the process of how ACLs would be updated 
and certainly that pertains to the discussion you had on framework procedures earlier today. 
 
Then the next category of comments were on the allocations.  Allocations should be done on a 
long-term, historical basis.  People were in support and not in support of coupling the for-hire 
sector with the private recreational.  That second comment was it should be included with the 
recreational and then there was a comment where a for-hire operator was in favor in separating 
the for-hire and private recreational sector. 
 
The fourth comment said it also should be separate, as there’s no way to keep track of the 
recreational sector, referring to the private recreational sector, and that there’s better 
accountability currently of the headboat sector.  The last comment on allocations stated that 
charter captains should be given their own allocations. 
 
Moving on, there was a lengthy comment on ecosystem component species and this person was 
in support of having ecosystem component species in the amendment.  However, this person 
thought that there was a risk if you did attach ecosystem component to a bunch of species that 
they would be ignored in the future.  This person thought that species should not be removed 
from the FMU. 
 
Accountability measures, just a couple of comments on that.  Recreational fishermen have 
overproduced by 300 percent each year.  If you put in a quota on the recreational fishermen, 
there’s no way to track it and shut them down.  Also, another said you should include 
accountability measures when fisheries are expected to meet the targets and it should be 
accountability for failed rebuilding timelines. 
 
The last series of comments deal with the management alternatives.  Again, this document will 
have management regulations to ensure that you do not exceed the ACL.  The first comment was 
to change the trip limit of greater amberjack from 1,000 to 2,000 pounds a trip.  Another 
comment objects to the restrictions to the recreational sector while there is a commercial fishery.  
This was in the form letter that you all received and so was the next comment.  It objects to any 
commercial landings while there is a reduction of the recreational landings. 
 
The next comment objects to limits and targets put into place until a data collection system is put 
into place, a reliable data collection system.  Stick with daily trip limits and closed seasons and 
areas in order to discourage hi-grading and discards.  The last three comments were the best 
thing that could be done are area closures.  One person commented that we should develop a 
lottery system for goliath grouper that would allow catch and finally, there was a comment to 
prohibit all commercial spearfishing.  That’s my report, the summary report.  The comments are 
included in the briefing material. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Any questions for Rick on the scoping comments on the Comprehensive ACL?  All 
right.  What else do we need to do on the ACL, guys? 
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Mr. Waugh:  I touched on the items that are included and what we would just like to make sure is 
that those are the items that you all want us to continue to analyze, in particular the issue of 
allocating to three sectors. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Everybody comfortable with that, with those approaches, those items to be included 
in this amendment? 
 
Mr. Swatzel:  I had earlier emailed out a document that the Allocation Committee had developed 
quite a while back, I guess with the intention of discussing it in Amendment 17, but it’s probably 
more appropriate here, going back to the issue of yes, allocating to three sectors.  Any idea of -- 
Are we going to eventually use what the Allocation Committee came up with, in terms of 
approach to allocations?  This would certainly seem to be the amendment to apply those 
formulas to, if we’re ever going to do so.  I’m just raising that issue, do we want to revisit 
allocation using a more progressive formula than just a basic long-term history?  If so, now is 
probably the time, in the ACL Amendment. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Reaction to Tom’s suggestion or comments? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  It’s more of a reaction, I think and it’s a reaction because I don’t remember exactly 
what we did, but I know we discussed the 50/50 -- Robert Boyle’s formula that we came up with 
in the Allocation Committee.  I thought we adopted that as our standard that we were going to 
use as we moved forward.  I guess it was up to each committee to use it.  I’m not exactly sure 
what it is we said.  It’s been two meetings ago, at least, that we talked about that, I think. 
 
I think it was that we were supposed to use that, but it was accepted as the de facto proforma 
formula for determining allocation and we were going to use it and continuing working on what 
that -- There was some unidentified factor that went in there and that was future requirements, I 
think.  Robert, correct me or help me. 
 
Mr. Boyles:  That’s right.  I recall the discussion and Susan and I had the sidebar and I believe it 
was September that we discussed this.  Just to remind everyone where we were, we looked at 
allocating among the sectors on the basis of kind of a long-term time horizon.  I don’t remember 
the date.  Staff, I guess, could get that, in order to serve as kind of the proxy for the long time 
historical trends in the fishery, but also to acknowledge more recent changes in the fishery.   
 
That would be given an equal weight, simply because none of us are soothsayers and have a 
crystal ball, but that that could, in fact, serve as a proxy for the desired future condition of the 
fishery, but to give both the long-term and recent short term kind of equal weight in making 
these allocation decisions.  It looks a lot better when you project a nice mathematical equation 
than it is for me to try to explain it. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  I understand and I appreciate, Tom, the desire to move to three sectors.  However, if 
you look at some of the stocks, when you look in poundages and you start dividing by three 
sectors, you might want to be very careful what you ask for.  If you get it, you might not have 
much to fish for.  Maybe we should do it species by species.  I just don’t know how to attack 
that, but it’s a slippery slope.  Be careful what you ask for. 
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Ms. Shipman:  I think that was the reason we were recommending it forward to the individual 
committees to look at and potentially use, because we knew it might not be a good fit for certain 
species. 
 
Mr. Waugh:  What we’re really looking for here is just guidance that yes, you all still want us to 
work up all the data so that you can look at it for three sectors.  It’s not to lock you into that, but 
if your intent is just to go back to recreational and commercial, we don’t want to expend all the 
time and effort to develop three separate sector databases for you to look at.  It will also be 
collapsible into just recreational and commercial. 
 
Mr. Currin:  That suits me just fine.  I think that’s the intent and the desire, from the majority of 
the committee, to at least consider a three sector approach.  Tom, were you suggesting that 
within the Comprehensive ACL that we also address the allocations or take a more 
comprehensive look at allocations within that Comprehensive ACL Amendment? 
 
Mr. Swatzel:  Yes, I was talking about a more comprehensive look and not just those that were 
not undergoing overfishing, but those that are.  In terms of if we were serious, again, about 
applying the allocation formula, that might be the time to do that, even if you didn’t break it out 
into three sectors. 
 
Mr. Currin:  To be honest, I guess my first reaction is that at least for the species that are -- If 
you’re interested in looking at species that are undergoing overfishing, Amendment 17 probably 
would be the best place to do that.  Does that make sense? 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  As I recall, at the last meeting or the meeting before that, we took the allocations 
out of Amendment 17, didn’t we?  I would also remind you that you have allocations under 
review by the Secretary right now for vermilion snapper that haven’t even been approved or not 
yet, but didn’t we have allocations in 17 and we took them out of 17?  I hope we’re not going to 
revisit that discussion. 
 
Mr. Currin:  I know we took a lot of them and probably all of them, but I don’t remember the 
wholesale get rid of allocations discussion.  Maybe that’s what we did, but I know that most of 
them, we ended up not considering the allocations, probably all of them. 
 
Dr. Crabtree:  It’s up to you what you want to do with allocations, but you know it’s going to 
turn into a contentious issue and I would suggest not putting those in Amendment 17, just 
because of the timeline we’re under.  Put them somewhere else. 
 
Mr. Currin:  All right.  Other thoughts about Tom’s suggestion?  We’re going to have to give 
direction to staff if we want to include that as an issue in the Comprehensive ACL Amendment.  
What’s the committee’s desire?  Would you like to make a motion to include those or look at 
those, Tom? 
 
Mr. Swatzel:  If I could, yes.  I would like to move to have the staff look at allocations of not 
only the fish that are not undergoing overfishing, but those that also are and consider that 
in the ACL Amendment. 
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Mr. Currin:  Motion by Tom to ask staff or direct staff to look at allocations for all species in the 
Comprehensive ACL Amendment.  Is there a second?  Second by Tony.  Discussion? 
 
Mr. Harris:  I just ask staff, what’s involved in doing that?  Do you need additional guidance 
from the council or can you just go ahead and do it?  How much more time is it going to take?  Is 
it going to delay this amendment or what’s involved? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  Again, we’re talking about the Comprehensive ACL Amendment and I take it by 
allocations that you mean allocations to either two or three sectors.  We have been compiling the 
data to be able to do that and we have the motions that were just up there from the September 
meeting, giving us the direction for the specific alternatives.  We were just sort of doing a reality 
check here to make sure you were still interested in considering the three different sectors.  We 
have the data, and I think it’s almost complete, to look at doing that. 
 
Mr. Harris:  Mr. Chairman, then I would speak in favor of the motion.  If we’ve already got most 
of the work done, let’s go ahead and look at it and see where it takes us. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  Just for clarification though, I think, as I’m reading this document, this was to be 
for the species not undergoing overfishing and I think what Tom is suggesting is we roll the ones 
also in there that are -- To that end, how much more work is it going to be? 
 
Mr. Waugh:  It will, but I don’t think that we just compiled the tables for -- I think we were 
compiling the tables for all the species. 
 
Mr. Currin:  Further discussion of this motion?  Is there any objection to this motion?  I see 
none and the motion is approved.  Okay, Rick, have you gotten all the limited help that we can 
give you on this at this point?  You’re okay and you guys are fine?  All right.  Is there any other 
business to come before the Snapper Grouper Committee?   
 
Mr. Geiger:  I hear discussions going on there about a tasking motion and it’s probably going to 
be difficult to convene.  I just wanted to make sure that one thing was captured in your tasking 
and we talked about earlier using 30 percent versus 40 percent SPR and there was an action to 
get the SSC to develop their intent, or words to that effect, tell us what the rationale was for 
moving from the 30 to 40 percent.  I didn’t know if anybody captured that when we talked about 
it, but that was something that was discussed as an action. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  Relative to George’s comment on that task, is that species specific? 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Yes, it was species specific to red snapper.  When we were talking about red 
snapper, the discussion came from Dr. Crabtree’s direction, where he thought we needed 
additional intent from the SSC as to why we were going from 30 to 40 percent. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  I recall that discussion and then I thought we had some discussion from John, but 
I also thought we had some discussion in December.  I thought the SSC somewhat reported that 
back to us of why the review group had suggested that.  We may have already had it, but since 
none of us remember it, it’s probably a good thing to get it again. 
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Dr. Crabtree:  My question that I raised earlier was more about whether this was a one-time 
specific to red snapper or were we making a shift in -- I’m not asking the SSC to just -- I don’t 
want to just hear that SEDAR said and we said, but I want to hear the bigger picture on it kind of 
thing. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  I would think the Science Center does need to weigh in on that and that was really 
what my question was of George, is was this red snapper specific or the bigger picture?  I think it 
is a bigger picture. 
 
Mr. Geiger:  Roy explained it exactly. 
 
Ms. Shipman:  I’m assuming the Science Center will be participating in that SSC meeting to 
bring the wisdom of the Science Center to bear on that discussion, too. 
 
Mr. Harris:  What I want to do is go ahead and take a ten-minute break and then we’re going to 
come back in -- He’s in recess, because we’ve got to come back and do the rest of his report, but 
I don’t want these people that are here for public comment to have to wait any longer than 
they’ve already waited.  We’re going to take a ten-minute break and then we’re going to come 
back and, Brian, I’m going to let you go ahead and take public comment on the Fishery 
Ecosystem Plan. 
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