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The Snapper Grouper Committee of the Whole of the South Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council convened in the Club Ballroom of the Jekyll Island Club Hotel, Jekyll Island, Georgia, 
Wednesday afternoon, March 3, 2010, and was called to order at 4:27 o’clock p.m. by Chairman 
Duane Harris. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Okay, at this time I’m going to turn the meeting over to Chairman Mac Currin, 
chairman of the Snapper Grouper Committee.  We’re going to convene the Committee of the 
Whole and take up snapper grouper as a Committee of the Whole.  We will go until probably 
5:15 or so and then we’ll break for Dr. Crabtree’s and my session. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  We will convene the Snapper Committee as a 
Committee of the Whole.  We need to approve our agenda if as usual you will allow me some 
latitude.  I don’t think we’ll need too much.  It is pretty straightforward at this meeting.  If there 
are no objections to approving the agenda, it will stand approved. 
 
You all have copies of the minutes from our December ’09 meeting.   Any corrections, additions 
or changes to the minutes from December?  With no objection, then those minutes will stand 
approved as well.  We had, if you recall at our last meeting, a request for the Southeast Fisheries 
Science Center for some additional projections on red snapper.  They have completed those and I 
think Bonnie is going to walk us through those and highlight the findings from their work. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  I’ve got a presentation up, and what I would do as a preface to the presentation 
is read through the preface information that is included in the actual projections in your briefing 
book because it has kind of the background information on how this fits with the past 
projections, what the assumptions are with these projections and some of the caveats in terms of 
the value of the projections as you go out in time. 
 
With that I’ll just go straight into the projections.  We were asked to generate some projections 
of spawning stock biomass, recruitment, landings, discards and the probability of stock recovery 
from 2010 to Tmax under a very high recruitment scenario, and I’m going to reiterate what very 
high recruitment is in the next slide so hold that thought. 
 
What we did was generated several scenarios and that is fishing mortality for rebuilding, the 
maximum fishing rate that allows us a 50 percent probability of rebuilding to the F-30 percent 
proxy by the start of 2042.  The second scenario is a fishing mortality rate of 65 percent of F-30; 
75 percent of F-30; 85 percent of F-30; F-30; and then also for comparison an F-45.  If you go to 
the next slide, the very high recruitment in this case was to assume that the recruitment in 2006 
was equal to the maximum level predicted by the stock assessment between the years of ’74 
through 2006. 
 
In that suite of projections or in that suite of predicted levels, the maximum occurred in 1984, 
and you see what that projection was.  That is the basis for this.  The reason I’m encouraging you 
to read through the caveats is the precise recruitment for each of those years is unknown – or for 
2006.  We’re generating these projections based on an assumption of very high – how we 
quantify very high remains to be seen at this point, so I just want to highlight that. 
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If you go to the next slide, this is a comparison of what the different parameters we’ve got are, 
using the F-40 percent proxy versus the F-30 percent proxy.  If you take a look under the 
spawning stock biomass at msy, all of the graphs that I show you in the future are going to be 
baselined or the goal that we’re shooting for is that 6025 line, so that line you’ll see repeated in 
each of the slides that follow as the threshold that we’re aiming for. 
 
This slide just shows under the F-30 percent a probability curve and that is the probability that 
the spawning stock biomass achieves the proxy for a spawning stock biomass msy with a fishing 
mortality of zero.  You’ll see that crosses over the line in 2021.  This is a series of slides then 
with those scenarios. 
 
The first slide is the projection with the fishing mortality rate set at Frebuild.  Basically the 
premise regarding the rebuilding timeframe – and the original report is on Page 1 – and the 
premise is that the stock recovery is expected to begin in 2022, and therefore Tmin, the minimum 
time is 11 years.  If you add the mean generation time of 20 years to that, that gives you a Tmax 
of 31 years, and that’s how we end up with the recovery predicted to begin in 2042, so that is 
where the years come from. 
 
Now, these are the projections at varying levels of fishing mortality based on the F-30, so this 
one is a fishing mortality of 65 percent of F-30.  It crosses over the target line in 2026.  You will 
see in the corner of each of these slides the corresponding slide in the actual report that we gave 
you, so you can look in the context and see the full set of headers. 
 
The next slide is the projection for fishing mortality of 75 percent of F-30, and you’ll see that the 
crossover year for this one is 2028.  The next projection is for 85 percent of F-30, and the 
crossover date for this is projected to be 2031.  Then, finally, the fishing mortality at F-30, and 
basically this one never crosses the line.  It asymptotes out and falls just below the target.. 
 
Then, finally, the last slide is a projection at fishing mortality of F-45 percent for comparison.  
The year that would cross over – I see we’re missing our baseline there – is in 2025.  That is the 
last slide.  I guess some of the points that they were eager to raise in the report is that, of course, 
a projection, the earlier years have the higher level of precision.   
 
The farther you go out in a projection like this, the lower the precision that you’ve got, and so 
that was among some of the other points that they wanted to raise.  I guess at this point I would 
open it to questions. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Bonnie, very much for the presentation but also for you and your 
staff getting this done in a timely manner.  Question for Bonnie or comments on these 
projections that were requested at our last meeting?  No questions; no comments?  All right, 
thank you, Bonnie.  We will move on with our agenda, then, and our next item is findings and 
recommendations of the Fishery Independent Workshop.  This was mentioned in earlier 
committee meeting, I guess. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  I’ll just give you guys a little update on the workshop.  If you remember, 
there was discussion about this fall.  I think it might have been the June or September meetings 
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when the issue got put out there and said we need to look at an independent monitoring program 
in response to the actions you have on the table that would potentially close large areas of the 
bottom to snapper grouper fishing, which means in the case of the stock assessment we rely very 
heavily on the fishery-dependent data, things like the headboat survey, CPUE from that; 
recreational fisheries, CPUE; even commercial CPUEs. 
 
Those types of data sources would be lost if there is no fishing going on out there for these 
species; so recognizing that the council said, “You know, you guys need to come up with an 
independent monitoring program of some sort, look into what that would take, consider what 
something like that might cost so that the council can be prepared to have some provisions for 
that in place when the actions go in” and perhaps include some of this stuff in the amendment 
that you’re looking at. 
 
In response to that in November of 2009 a joint workshop was put together by the South Atlantic 
Council and the Southeast Fisheries Science Center devoted toward designing basically from the 
ground up an independent monitoring program in the South Atlantic.  We have some 
independent sampling.  We have the program run through South Carolina DNR that provides the 
surveys under MARMAP, which has rather limited range. 
 
That has been one of the issues that has been raised in most of the assessment over the years, but 
for the species it covers that’s a great program.  It also gave us some insight into the types of 
gears and things that would work and what might be caught in different areas.  The goal of this 
workshop wasn’t just to build on existing programs. 
 
It was to look at it from a fresh start on what would it take to really monitor these resources 
adequately.  It was a very good workshop; it was attended.  There were a number of federal 
agency representatives from obviously around the South Atlantic but also from the laboratories 
in the Gulf Region, where there are a number of people with the agency that have a lot of 
experience conducting surveys of snapper grouper resources; great representation from the 
MARMAP people, who have the hands-on experience here in the South Atlantic; some people 
from the state of Florida, which has conducted a number of different surveys; and people 
experienced with things like video surveys and other gears they’re deploying for capturing 
species like this. 
 
There were also a lot of fishermen involved as well, which is very helpful to get an idea of what 
lives where, what types of gears work in different areas, what types of seasonality you’re dealing 
with.  Everyone was broken up essentially in this workshop.  After we spent a little time talking 
about general techniques and some presentations on things that are done in the Gulf Region and 
what MARMAP does and some discussion on sampling intensities and statistical design issues, 
we broke all the participants out after that into a number of different groups; one looking at life 
history, which is getting at the seasonality and availability, the geographical range of species; 
another group looking at statistical design issues, what types of design things should be 
considered, what type of design is necessary for a program of this nature, but also a deeper look 
at sort of the gear and logistic side, talking about different gears, looking into what has worked in 
other areas and what might be promising for the challenge in this region; getting something 
together. 
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Once those groups had done their work, everyone came together and kind of synthesized a 
number of recommendations which got at the core of a program.  Throughout this the scientists 
and those participating weren’t told that you have X number of dollars, do what you can with 
that.  They were told not to consider how many dollars they may or may not get, but to think 
about designing a program that would actually work and what they thought was an appropriate 
level of sampling and the types of gears to be used that would solve the problem. 
 
But with that said, they didn’t really approach it with a blind eye to the financial side of things 
because that is a reality and they know that obviously resources aren’t going to be limited.  The 
plan of the group was a modular approach to the sampling, and they essentially broke up both 
across a depth range, working from nearshore to offshore, and then across a geographical range, 
looking at the range of the coast. 
 
They looked at different stages of the fish and what things might be found where and came up 
with basically a modular program.  The core of the program is covering sort of the central coast, 
the shelf area from Central Florida up to, say, Cape Hatteras.  That was viewed as the core area 
where the bulk of the species are found and a lot of snapper grouper species are located and you 
can get a good picture on a lot of things starting there; and the core sampling approach being tied 
to video surveys, which have proven very effective in the Gulf Region, the number of video 
surveys going there. 
 
Also the MARMAP Program began using video and they’ve shown some good promise.  That 
would be the core.  It would be deployment of video cameras.  It’s a very effective gear and it 
doesn’t have the capture biases that a lot of the capture gears have.  You also have a need to 
capture some fish both to validate what your video is seeing, to verify your species ID’s, to get 
structures for determining age and things of that nature. 
 
The videos would be combined with different capture gears.  The challenge in this area is that no 
one really knows exactly what the best capture gears are necessarily, and there is no one capture 
gear that is best for all species and all areas.  The initial proposal would come forth as a way of 
looking at a number of different capture gears, look at different longlines, different bandit type 
lines and stuff and looking at pot gears and things of that nature and also looking at some 
different pots than what MARMAP has standardized over a number of years, because there 
might be some more developments in gears over recent years that we can advantage of. 
 
That is the core program that they came up with.  Then a group got together and came up with 
some cost estimates.  I know some of that information has been forwarded to the agency, which 
Bonnie will talk a little bit about, some of the implementation of this that might be able to get 
started pretty soon, when I finish up with this part here. 
 
One of the things that they noted was that the beauty of the modular approach is that if you get a 
certain amount of money you can sort of decide what are the priority things you need to do, what 
can you do to get the biggest bang for your buck, but if you get additional resources you can 
expand it and do more things. 
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Some of the areas that obviously expansion could work would be perhaps sampling the far 
offshore fisheries where things like wreckfish exist, because that takes specialized gear and 
specialized efforts that usually equates to a much higher cost.  If the resources are available, 
that’s something that could be added. 
 
There are also some species in the snapper grouper complex that have some estuarine-related and 
estuarine-dependent life stages.  There are different sampling strategies to be employed there and 
different realities, but obviously because you’re not encountering as many species your return is 
not as great, so that was another section that was recognized as potentially being important but 
identified as sort of another tier level of sampling within this. 
 
Where we stand now is the preliminary report has been drafted.  It details all of this and contains 
the recommendations of the group.  It was just this week cleared by kind of the group leaders and 
the organizing committee and will be going out to the full participants for one final round of 
comments probably tomorrow.  They’ll have two weeks and then the editors and the organizers 
of the workshop will get together and incorporate their comments, and the plan is to have a final 
report available by April 1st.  With that, I’ll see if there are any questions. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  John, I’m assuming that there was some extensive discussion about how labor 
intensive the video sampling is.  We’ve got a little bit of experience with that with our staff.  It 
sounds like a really cool job to sit and watch hours and hours and hours of video, but that is 
literally I think what it entails.  I’m assuming that folks are fairly well aware of how numbing 
that process can be. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  They were.  There was a lot of discussion when they got down to the nuts 
and bolts of budgeting and the logistics of it and the personnel required to do that.  To do that 
work and the other time-consuming phase of it is handling all the aging structures that could 
potentially come in, considering that we’d be targeting a heck of a lot more species than we 
necessarily get now.  Additional positions were a big part of it. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Pardon me, John, you may have said this, but is the fishery-independent 
program you’re talking about; is it primarily focused on federal waters’ sampling or is this going 
to be a combination of the state and federal partnership development? 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  It’s focused on the snapper grouper species, so they didn’t consider it 
from a distance from shore aspects so it could include some sampling in the state waters with the 
different modes.  There was a lot of discussion about the need to cooperate with the states.  
That’s another feature of a modular approach is there may be some aspects of the sampling; 
perhaps the estuarine-dependent species’ sampling that could be handled by the states.   
 
There was a good representation of all jurisdictions there and a lot of interest in cooperating as 
much as possible, as well as interest on something I didn’t acknowledge was paying close 
attention to aspects of this that could be handled through cooperative research work.  A lot of the 
initial work and gear development and certainly mapping and things to identify sites, which 
recognized as one of the biggest concerns is knowing exactly where to fish and where to put the 
gear, because we know these snapper species aren’t randomly distributed out there, so there was 
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a lot of interest in including the cooperative aspects, especially early on as we try to get the bugs 
worked out and the program working. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  John I know some of the fishermen are concerned that some of their 
recommendations during this workshop; they didn’t believe they were taken to heart; questions 
about the use of traps to catch red snapper; questions about the proposed use of longline gear; 
and the type of leaders and hook size that were used; and I just wonder – the other question I 
have is have we considered a way to involve the fishermen in the sampling effort. 
 
A lot of these folks are going to be out there with not a whole lot to do if this closure goes into 
effect.  If we can provide any kind of relief to them by having them involved in collecting fish in 
some form or fashion, I’d certainly like to see us do that.  I guess it’s a generic question.  Those 
concerns have been raised and how are they going to be addressed? 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  There were some concerns raised along those lines, and I think it became 
apparent to the people there that when you have a lot of people from a wide range, as our coast 
represents, and a lot of different species and a lot of different types of habitat to fish in, that there 
are different techniques that are applied in different areas and people don’t always configure 
their gear exactly the same in Florida as they do off North Carolina. 
 
I think to some extent that’s part of it.  The group recognized that there are a lot of different ways 
of configuring gear and that can really affect what you ultimately end up catching.  That is why 
at this point the group wasn’t comfortable in being that prescriptive in terms of how gears are 
deployed and that’s so that they’re always deployed the same way.   
 
There was a lot geographical gradation built into the general modes, but I think that’s an 
opportunity to bring some of that stuff in.  The kind of overall vision is that due to the range and 
you need to account for seasonality of these fisheries; you can’t just let a vessel start in the Keys 
and having it work its way north and due an adequate job of sampling this resource is there 
would have to be up to perhaps four different areas along the coast where vessels are working 
just for logistics and just to be able to cover seasonally if you cover the full area. 
 
That would open an opportunity for perhaps in one area with a different mixture of species and 
different habitat conditions and the gears may be configured slightly different.  We think that 
there is a great opportunity to work with fishermen in solving a lot of those questions.  The 
scientists, quite honestly, recognize that they don’t know because we haven’t done this kind of 
work in this region.  Getting out there and getting a handle on what works and what doesn’t is a 
really big part of it. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Well, just a suggestion that to the maximum extent possible, we need the 
fishermen to buy into this independent sampling program.  Whatever we do, if the fishermen 
don’t believe it’s going to work and don’t believe the data that comes from it, we’ve lost a 
tremendous opportunity here. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  And we did have a lot of discussion because, honestly, some of the 
fishermen that were there at the workshop had the impression that it was going to be more geared 
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toward what will be done through cooperative research and not the strictly independent as the 
focus was.  There was a lot of discussion about what fishermen could do and the fact that they 
have vessels and if these rules go through quite a few will be not working as they have worked in 
the past, and what could they do in terms of running these surveys and doing the kind of work 
that needs to be done. 
 
The group talked about that and one of the things that was recognized is to get a good signal on 
these fish you have to be very consistent in how you fish.  We all know with an independent 
survey it is not necessarily about fishing the most effective way based on the general conditions 
at the time you’re there, but it is about being consistent. 
 
There were some discussions with the fishermen about saying if we have different vessels and 
different individuals deploying the gear from month to month or year to year, we’re going to lose 
a lot of the consistency, and that there may be a possibility to do that, but the fishermen might 
need to commit to doing it more than, well, I’ll do it this year and three other guys will do it the 
next year and the year after that several other guys will do it, because then there would be a very 
big concern that what you think is a signal is actually just much greater random noise brought 
into the system because you have different people making the observations. 
 
In this discussion the group noted what became in the northeast to known as “trawlgate”, where 
they had a slight difference in the lengths of the marks on cables, on a survey vessel run through 
the Northeast Center that a lot of the fishermen claimed was responsible for leading to 
differences in the surveys and that the survey was biased because the gear wasn’t fishing right. 
 
They recognized that, well, if something like a slight difference in the yardage marks on the 
cable, on different drums of a boat were enough to cause the entire survey into question, then 
certainly having different suites of vessels running it year to year and entirely different crews on 
board year to year is certainly going to have a big impact on our resources, as patchy as they are 
and as variable as they are from area to area.  The intent is there but I think logistically it is an 
enormous challenge. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  John, I apologize if I missed it, but did we have members of our Snapper 
Grouper AP serve on this? 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  Yes. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Was Don DeMaria there specifically? 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  I’m trying to recall if Don was there.  Robert, do you remember, or, 
Kenny, do you remember if Don was there; I can’t recall?  I don’t think so. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Other questions for John?  Wilson. 
 
DR. LANEY:  Not a question, Mac, but a comment.  John, this one was about a very efficient 
piece of sampling gear that sits in the lower Cape Fear River, which I think we’ve talked about 
before, and that is the Brunswick Steam Electric Plant.  Years ago when Chuck Manooch was 
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doing the growth curves for a lot of the groupers, he was having problems getting young of year 
and he just happened to casually mention it to me one time, and I said, “Oh, well, shoot, we’ll get 
you some.”  We got literally gallons of mostly blacks and gags but also reds, yellowedge, a few 
snowies, so there is that facility still sitting there.  Just in case you might have to fill in with 
specimens from some other sampling device, that might be a good place to start. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  They identified resources like that and then there is a survey that is done 
off a bridge there at Harker’s Island in Beaufort that actually ends up getting a couple of those 
same species as well and thinking of some pretty cost-effective ways perhaps to get at some 
juvenile indices of a handful of species if we can efforts like that going in a lot of different areas. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Other questions for John?  John, thank you, and I have one comment.  I want to 
thank you and the group that put this on for doing what you could to help explain to the 
fishermen a very difficult concept to understand, and that is the difference in the goals of a 
scientific sampling program and someone who is trying to catch as many fish and the biggest fish 
that they can to make the most money that they can.   
 
It is a difference I think and an appreciation for that difference is very difficult sometimes to get 
across.  The only question I have at this point is how many different modules did you guys 
derive and at this point can you make a stab at guessing how many would it be reasonable to 
assume could be implemented as a sampling protocol.  And then a third part of that question; is 
that going to be adequate/usable to replace what we’ve lost in the fishery? 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  Well, I think the general modes and areas that were covered is basically 
nine areas, nine modes of this thing that you’re talking about.  When you consider you have the 
southern area; the Keys; the central-wide shelf area, which is Central Florida up to Hatteras; and 
then you have the above Hatteras area; and then you have the nearshore, you have the basic shelf 
area; and then you have beyond the shelf, so you have three depth ranges and you have three 
latitude ranges, which gives you nine. 
 
Then you can bring in some specialized things if you wanted to get at some perhaps specialized 
fisheries or specialized areas, but the core is nine, with the recognition that it’s sort of that shelf 
and over that central area that has obviously the biggest area, but also a lot of the species and is 
the area that stands to lose a lot of the ongoing dependent effort if these closures go into place, so 
that emerged as perhaps the most critical area where the first efforts need to go in. 
 
I guess one other thing, just as a final note that came afterwards, we might have done some good 
because there is interest in the Gulf Region of having something similar done down in their neck 
of the woods to look at the same thing, so we might have set something off here. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  John, since you’re going to be having new data streams coming in, is this going 
to change models from assessments to benchmarks now? 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  Yes, that’s good question, Charlie.  Actually we discussed that at the 
SEDAR Steering Committee; and said that if something like this actually does get going and we 
do get the resources to pull off a sampling program like this, then, yes, we would have new data 
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sources coming in and we would want to be doing benchmarks of species once this data are 
available and we can start using it. 
 
The Steering Committee and I think the Council, also through the SEDAR Committee here, has 
got an eye toward doing a number of updates in the next year, perhaps two years, so that we’re in 
place to do a bunch of benchmarks with this new data set when it is available.  It will change the 
assessments, for sure.  It will change the input data, which will justify doing benchmarks. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  John, how many years of sampling would you envision being necessary before 
you can start talking about changing models and that sort of thing, roughly three as the 
minimum? 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  It is really hard to answer something like that.  If you have got point that 
is here, if you’ve got two, well, if it goes up or down you might think you have something, but 
then if you get three and maybe it goes back, I think you have to really take a moment and 
consider how variable this kind of stuff might be, and it will take a couple of years.  Probably no 
one is going to comment to anything more than that until they actually see some of the data and 
see what we actually get. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  To that point, if you’re looking at an index of abundance you would certainly 
want to accumulate multiple years, and the number of years that you would say was adequate I 
think depends on the precision of those data points.  There is another flavor of fishery-
independent data that could be special studies like a focused study on age distribution or 
something like that that could be used immediately. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, anything else for John?  Thank you very much and we look forward to 
receiving that report and delving through it and hoping that it will get us off on the right foot.  
All right, Bonnie, you’ve got some comments now after John’s presentation here? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  Yes, I do, thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I have been asked to discuss a little bit 
about fishery-independent sampling and fishery-dependent sampling.  There have been some 
recent developments that have pretty dramatically changed the landscape on those programs.  
First of all, I would like to add my thanks to the SEDAR Steering Committee to the SEDAR 
effort that hosted that workshop on the fishery-independent sampling. 
 
We got that going immediately when we realized how valuable it was going to be to start 
discussing how we would monitor the change in the fishery based on proposed regulations 
coming on the horizon.  I just think it was an invaluable opportunity to look at different ways we 
could improve the type of collections that we’re got right now and incorporate input from the 
industry and from the states and our federal colleagues in other parts of the region. 
 
While I’m on the subject, I’d also like to say a word of thanks for the special topics workshop 
that was held last week dealing with uncertainty.  I think that this is going to be a product that 
will inform not just the Southeast region but the entire nation and all of the SSCs around the 
country. 
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We had representatives from around the country join us for that, and it focused on how to handle 
uncertainty analytically in the stock assessment process; and then, secondarily, how to 
communicate that uncertainty as we’re handing science products over the fence to the 
management side.  This is to the credit of the SEDAR group, and it is just a good, good thing that 
we’re doing here with this group. 
 
The good news is that in the FY-10 budgeting process the South Atlantic Region received $1.5 
million to put towards fishery-independent sampling in the South Atlantic area.  This is coming 
directly to the Southeast Fisheries Science Center.  In addition to those resources I got funding to 
hire some additional stock assessment scientists, some people to improve our through-put on age 
sampling and biological sampling in the area and then some support positions. 
 
This is very good news and I guess, again, I say a word of thanks to the fisheries management 
council for your full support and endorsement for the importance of the fishery-independent 
sampling as a way to improve the quality of the science; and particularly to Chairman Harris for 
his excellent testimony in front of congress.  I think that made a very strong point for the 
importance of this work. 
 
We received the budget allocation the 15th of January and have been working very hard to come 
up with spend plans for this year.  What I’d like to do and the philosophy that I’ve established in 
working with staff on this is to break this into two pieces.  My ultimate goal is to 10 or 20 years 
from now be able to break our arms patting ourselves on the back because we were so wise in the 
way we set up these long-term fishery-independent indices of abundance because we hit a slam-
dunk on those; that we had done the proper work and consulting sampling experts in terms of the 
statistical power we would get in taking different approaches; that we had consulted the industry 
to get their input on the best gears and the most important habitats to sample various life history 
stages of the species of interest; and did a good job incorporating that into creating the best 
possible long-term sampling plan. 
 
The hazard of not doing that careful work is that partway down the line you might realize you’ve 
headed down into a box canyon or a blind alley and have to make adjustments to that sampling 
program and that creates a blip in the signal, and it becomes very difficult to tease out whether 
that blip is actually a change in the population or whether that blip is caused exclusively because 
of the change in the methodologies. 
 
It pays to work really closely together to set that up to be right the very first time around.  To that 
end, I’m creating a parallel effort in 2010.  One is to create some in-the-water get started right 
away projects to gather some fishery-independent data that we do know we need and focus those 
on shorter-term projects that will feed in and cog nicely with the longer-term project. 
 
At the same time, and parallel with that, we’ll be doing the more refined work of looking at what 
we’ve learned from the workshop in November, taking critique that we’re getting from our 
scientists and members of the industry to refine those ideas and piece together the combinations 
of those modules that make the most sense for the resource increases that we’ve gotten; and put 
those long-term sampling programs in place if possible beginning in 2010, but certainly 
beginning in 2011. 
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That is going to be the approach that we’re taking with the fishery-independent data.  We will 
have a lot more biological samples coming in from this effort, and that will go a long way to 
answer the question or address the hypothesis that the fishery-dependent data age distribution 
differs from the age distribution of data that we would have gotten via fishery-independent.  That 
is going to be a very important question, and a lot of our work this year will be focused on that.  I 
guess what I’d like to do at this point is break and see if there are any questions. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Thank you, Bonnie, I appreciate your comments.  I know you’ve had a long 
discussion with Captain Nelson, and I know that one of his major concerns is that we’ve missed 
these large red snapper in deep water areas.  Is there any way we’ll be able to do some sampling 
in those areas between now and when this benchmark assessment for red snapper is done so we 
can confirm the presence of those fish in those areas? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  I can say that is certainly a hypothesis that we’re eager to test is to get out into 
those deeper waters and consult with the experts fishing in those areas, most likely the people 
who used to bottom longline fish before the ban of that gear, get their input on the best way to 
configure that sampling, both in terms of the gear and the locations and do some sampling. 
 
It is going to be very difficult to get those efforts put into place, get the sampling done and get 
the samples processed in time to be incorporated into this benchmark, but I can say that we are 
trying to set up the benchmark assessment so that we run scenarios within the benchmark that 
maintains the flexibility to incorporate new information as late as possible; in other words, to run 
sensitivity of analyses of what would happen if the age distribution of the fishery-independent 
data were X.  By doing that, that would allow us some flexibilities to incorporate results from 
those efforts as late as possible. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  So that is the sensitivity run for the model, but I’m talking about – and that 
doesn’t confirm whether they’re actually there or not.  If there is any way we could hire some 
fishermen and simply go out with them on their boats and have us demonstrate that those fish are 
actually there in those areas, it could would certainly help me to believe whether that’s true or 
not.  I don’t have any reason not to believe it, but I’d like it to be confirmed or rejected, I guess.  
I would encourage us to try to do that. 
 
DR. LANEY:  I probably should have asked this question of John earlier, Bonnie, but I’ll ask of 
it you, too.  Given that you may be doing some sampling in state waters; are you all going to be 
working up all the organisms that you catch?  I know the focus here is on snapper grouper, but 
will you be working up everything else as well?   
 
I say that from two perspectives.  One is wondering whether or not there may be some data 
generated that might be useful to ASMFC in the management of their species; and the second 
from the perspective of the fact that we’re all trying to move toward ecosystem-based 
management. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  I would say that the overarching philosophy is to be as comprehensive as we 
possibly can be.  The details of that are to be determined, but, absolutely, we can’t afford to be a 
one-trick pony here. 
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MR. HARTIG:  Just a short comment to Duane’s concerns; we had a meeting at lunch with some 
fishermen and talked about this fishery independent and how to get this information as quick as 
we can.  Basically, you’re probably have to go with a longline because the fish that exist in those 
depth ranges aren’t the schooling fish, and they’re not really targeted by most fishermen. 
 
You’re going to have to develop a different kind of gear, which we used to allow in those areas 
and did use to produce these bigger gags and red snapper, to be able to catch these fish because 
they’re not concentrated.  They’re spread out.  Once these fish get to these older ages, a lot of 
times they do move offshore and become independent.  It is not as easy as it sounds to go out 
with fishermen right away and find if those fish are there.  Also, we wanted something to feed 
into the long-term stuff that we’re going to do, so it wouldn’t be done for nothing, this money 
just wasn’t wasted.  It is going to take some time, unfortunately.  I’d like to have the answer 
tomorrow like you, but I don’t think we’re going to be able to get it. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Other questions for Bonnie?  Bonnie, I just want to thank you personally and on 
behalf of the committee and the council for being as dogged as you’ve been in pursuing the 
funds to address the needs that we’ve all realized for so many, many years.  I don’t say that 
because we’ve won the fight by any means, but we’ve begun the fight. 
 
Your persistence and the persistence of the folks around this table and, most importantly, the 
persistence of these people sitting in the audience right now and the attention that you all have 
focused on this to help congress and those who control the purse strings to understand the needs 
that exists here and have existed for a long time will go a long ways toward helping solve some 
the problems that we’ve got.  Thank you very much for that and keep up the good work.  We will 
recess this committee at this point and begin our deliberations of Amendment 17A in the 
morning.  Mr. Chairman, I’ll turn it back over to you. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Thank you, Mac.  Following the informal question-and-answer session, we’re 
going to have a formal public comment time for anything on the agenda.  We will get started at 
8::00 o’clock in the morning. 

 
The Snapper Grouper Committee of the Whole of the South Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council reconvened in the Club Ballroom of the Jekyll Island Club Hotel, Jekyll Island, Georgia, 
Thursday morning, March 4, 2010, and was called to order at 8:00 o’clock a.m. by Chairman 
Mac Currin. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, let’s reconvene the Snapper Grouper Committee as a Committee of the 
Whole.  We’re going to jump right into Amendment 17A.  We’ve got a couple of actions where 
we currently do not have preferred alternatives.  We want to make sure we get that done, but 
we’re going to go through all the actions and alternatives and give everybody one more chance to 
look at those at this meeting.  Rick, I’ll turn it over to you, and I think we’re in Attachment 7, the 
primary document for Amendment 17A; 02/16/10. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, first a few comments.  As you may be well aware of, the DEIS was 
filed last Friday, the 26th.  What happens when that is filed, the next week it publishes in the 
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Federal Register, so the DEIS is set to publish tomorrow.  That starts the 45-day comment 
period.   
 
MR. ROBSON:   And just so it’s clear, that is going to publish with all of the preferred 
alternatives that we’ve already selected as of the December meeting. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  That’s correct, and that is the document that you have in your briefing book.  
That document is the same document that was filed except for one change, and that is that 
rejected alternative was added to the one that was filed.  That is not reflected in your document.  
Jack actually found that we forgot to put the lottery alternative in there that you put to the 
rejected alternatives appendix, Appendix A.  You did that in December.  That is in the one that 
was filed, but that is not in your briefing book.  That’s the only difference between the document 
and the briefing book and the one that was filed. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Just to follow up; the fact that is publishing tomorrow with the preferred 
alternatives that we’ve selected to date doesn’t limit us or preclude us in any way from changing 
or doing something different to the preferred alternatives at this meeting or in June.  I want to 
make sure that’s understood, too. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  That’s my understanding; we can change them up until we file the document 
once it’s approved for the Secretary.  I’m not even sure that we couldn’t go in and request 
something be done after that.  Monica. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Yes, and you’ll have the comments in June as well, and you’ll have to 
look at those and consider those.  When you said it is published with the preferred alternatives, it 
is published with all the alternatives that are in the document.  Like Rick said, the whole 
document is out there for public review and that contains the suite of alternatives; the ones that 
you’ve designated as preferred but then all the other ones that are associated with that action. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  Well, one further thing is, Mark, if there are substantial changes, then Monica 
would have to make a determination on whether it needed to have a supplemental DEIS to go 
with the document. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Right, if the council were to choose some alternatives or some action 
that was different and didn’t – actually, different is okay as long as it falls within the range of he 
alternatives; and if it doesn’t fall within the range, then we’ll have to take a hard look at it and 
see whether we should go out with a supplemental DEIS, which would have its own 45-day 
comment period.  That is a determination, like Bob said, to be made after reviewing you’ve done. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  The plan is to go through the alternatives like we normally do.  We do want 
to point out some changes, and Gregg is going to project that on the screen up here, changes that 
were made to the document from the December briefing book version to the one that was filed.  
It is reflected here but we normally show track changes, but we don’t show track changes, so we 
just wanted to make sure you’re comfortable with those.  First, I will point out that we’re starting 
on Page 196.  Again, this is Attachment 7, PDF Page 196.   
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MR. CURRIN:  All right, has everybody got it; is everybody with us?  It’s Amendment 17A, the 
02/16/10 version under Attachment 7, and it’s PDF Page 196 of 416.  Gregg has the changes that 
he wants to point out as we go through here in a separate document on the screen.   
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  You’ve seen these alternatives before.  You have status quo which uses F 30 
percent SPR as an Fmsy proxy; and then your current preferred alternative, which is Alternative 
2 which uses F 40 percent SPR as the proxy.  Again, that is the recommendation from the 
SEDAR and SSC as reflected in  Footnote 4.  Now, what I’d like to do is show what changes 
were made.  
 
Again, you don’t have this document up here, and we can pass this around if you want it.  These 
changes were made are reflected and what is in front of you; it was made before it got filed.  
Okay, we like to show you what was changed through red-line strikeout, but that wasn’t done in 
this case.   
 
One change was made to status quo.  My recommendation would be to use no action throughout 
the document.  Also, “for all stocks” was taken out of the no action alternative.  I think that is a 
good change to do.  “Defined in Alternative 2” was changed to “recommended”.  I think that is a 
good change.   
 
One change that I think that staff has problems with is the change from “Fmsy” to “F 40 percent 
SPR”.  You can see in the wording up there.  That is the intent as we think it is as staff is that we 
don’t want to be locked into a specific value; that if it gets changed, the proxy recommendations 
to say “F 20” or “F 50”, we don’t have to go back through and do another action.  We think that 
we should keep it broad and keep at Fmsy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Explain that again. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  The wording as we had it in 16 and such was just to say msy and Fmsy are 
defined by the most recent SSC/SEDAR.  A change was made to put in the specific value of F 40 
percent, so we feel that would lock you into that value.  If a recommendation came back from a 
SEDAR assessment that it should be F 50, that you would have to go out and do an additional 
action to change that value, so we want to keep it broad where it doesn’t lock you into a specific 
value. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  So, in that case, though, the council would basically be giving up their ability 
to choose the proxy, which is the responsibility of this council, and they would essentially be 
delegating that to the SEDAR or the SSC and accepting whatever came out of it, which I think 
you all ought to think long and hard about given the discussion we’ve had on this. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, we’ve had a lot of discussions tending one direction and discussions and 
opinions tending exactly towards what the staff is suggesting here as well, Roy.  There is, in my 
mind at least, a question of whether that value is a scientific value derived by an analysis of the 
SSC, the scientists that we rely upon for advice, or whether that is something that the council 
should pick and choose based on I’m not sure what. 
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DR. CRABTREE:  And I understand that we’ve had that discussion.  If we had an actual, reliable 
estimate of msy and Fmsy, I would agree with you that is a scientific calculation and it is what it 
is.  In this case we don’t, so let me read to you what the ACL guidelines say about this.  It says, 
“Management measures and reference points to implement National Standard 1 must be based on 
the best scientific information available.  When data are insufficient to estimate reference points 
directly, councils should develop reasonable proxies to the extent possible.  SSCs should advise 
their councils regarding the best scientific information available.” 
 
It is clear from the guidelines that councils are to put these proxies in place with the advice of 
their SSC, and that is the situation we’re in right now is the data is insufficient to estimate the 
reference point.  It is your responsibility to select the proxy.  I’ve got a couple of just editorial 
comments on this, Rick, just in terms of wording. 
 
Why does it say “msy” and “msy proxy alternatives”?  There is no msy and we’re not talking 
about msy.  We’re talking about proxy and nothing more, msy proxy; so where it says “msy 
value”, that is not the value for msy.  That is the value of the proxy, so I would take that 
reference – I think anytime we talk about msy in this document we need to be clear when the 
msy value is unknown we have a proxy. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  This discussion concerns me a little bit.  I know we’ve had this debate several 
times, but the fact is I think there is still some confusion about what this council is required to do 
with regards to the Magnuson Act and the recommendations of the SSC and what we have a 
responsibility to do as a council in terms of setting this kind of a goal. 
 
I think there has been confusion about it.  We don’t necessarily want to go against the SSC’s 
recommendation, but the 30 percent and 40 percent proxy for msy is a council decision, and it 
does have a bearing on what kind of management actions we can or should take.  It does involve 
a level of risk and risk acceptance or risk aversion, but that’s something, again, that the council 
has to take up. 
 
Looking back, I hadn’t heard the reference that Roy just gave as far as what the council’s 
responsibility for the msy proxy is, but again just to be clear I want to make sure we all 
understand.  The Magnuson Act, the one provision that says we have to do something according 
to the SSC is we are obligated to set our annual catch limit based on fishing level 
recommendations – or not to exceed the fishing level recommendations of the SSC. 
 
That is distinct and different, as I understand it, from what we’re talking about here with 
deciding on the 30 percent versus the 40 percent msy proxy.  If it’s all right with you, Mr. 
Chairman, I’d like to go ahead and make a motion for purposes of further discussion on this 
issue, just to make sure that we’ve really had another good discussion about it, to change our 
preferred alternative to the – to go back to Alternative 1, leaving it at the F 30 percent SPR 
proxy. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, there is a motion – 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Second. 
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MR. CURRIN:  – by Mark to change our preferred alternative regarding msy proxy to select 
status quo, which is a F 30 percent SPR, and there is a second by Ben Hartig.  Discussion. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  A question probably for Roy; I want to make sure I understand this correctly.  I 
believe the Gulf Council selected F 30 as their proxy for red snapper; is that correct? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  No, the proxy used in the Gulf is F 26 percent SPR, and that is the SPR 
equivalent or the fishing mortality rate that maximizes yield in the Gulf of Mexico fishery.  Now, 
in the South Atlantic fishery there was an actual estimate of Fmsy or essentially Fmax in this 
case – it would be very close – and that corresponded to roughly a 28 percent SPR.   
 
The two assessments – there are differences in selectivities and there is shrimp trawl bycatch in 
the Gulf and all those things are true, but nonetheless the two assessments are estimating fairly 
similar SPR numbers that maximize the yield.  The Gulf assessment used 26 percent and that 
was used in the update that was completed at the end of last year and that the council just take 
based on. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Well, thanks for that.  I’m confused.  I know that our SSC recommended F 40 
percent and I know it was based on some more recent information and science on the subject, but 
we keep going back and forth between F 30 and F40 here.  My sense is F 30 is going to result in 
less onerous regulations if we choose F 30, and obviously I’d rather be less onerous than more 
onerous, but I want to recover the stock, too.  What is the risk in going with F 30 versus F 40?  
Where does this all fall out and what does it mean, I guess, is the question? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I think Gregg is going to hit on that to try to answer your question, Duane, but if 
you remember from Bonnie’s presentation yesterday one of the risks that you run or that you 
accept by using an F 30 percent SPR is the risk that you may not recover the stock, if you 
remember one of the curves that she threw up.   
 
You’re right, our SSC this time gave us the 40 percent as a recommendation, but it is not 
something that popped up.  If you go back and look at all the analysis on red snapper from the 
early nineties, a previous SSC, maybe two or three before, also recommended 40 percent.  This is 
not something that just came up to change.   
 
It was 30 percent in the previous amendment, but the recommendations from the scientific 
community for close to 20 years have been F 40 percent as a proxy for SPR.  Bonnie pointed out 
in the projections that she provided and I think on Page 2 that the projections in this report are 
based on using F 30 percent as a proxy for Fmsy.  Scientific literature indicates that F 30 percent 
generally exceeds Fmsy.  She illustrated that in the graph; for this reason F 30 percent may be 
considered a risk-prone proxy for red snapper.  Gregg, did you have something else? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Just to point out in addition it is not just the SSC that recommended that 40 
percent SPR; it was the SEDAR Review Panel that recommended that F 40 percent proxy be 
used.  Just a question for Monica, because in reading the guidelines, it is not always clear where 
the council makes a decision or where the SSC makes a recommendation that basically binds the 
council or sets a top end for a value that the council can specify.   
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Monica, is it the correct interpretation of the guidelines that if we get an msy, a real msy, an 
Fmsy from the SEDAR and SSC, the council is bound by that, but if the uncertainty is so great 
that they can’t provide us an Fmsy but give us a proxy, which is the best available scientific 
estimate of the Fmsy, that then the council isn’t bound by that, but the council can vote to specify 
what the proxy is? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, here is what the guidelines say – and Mark was right in what the 
council gets from – the SSC gives you lots of information and you’re supposed to consider it.  
The one thing that you can’t exceed when you’re developing your ACLs is the fishing level 
recommendation given to you by the SSC. 
 
The National Standard 1 Guidelines, in discussing msy, state the following:  “When data are 
insufficient to estimate msy directly, councils should adopt other measures of reproductive 
potential based on the best scientific information available that can serve as reasonable proxies 
for msy, Fmsy and Bmsy to the extent possible,” so it is a council decision and you have to, of 
course, base that on the best scientific information that you’ve got.  It is a judgment call for you 
to make but it is obviously based on your scientific information, so, yes, it is your decision to 
make for the msy proxy – for msy, sorry. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you.  Mark, did you have something to that point because I had a list of 
people? 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Well, I want to come back to the risk question, but you have other people in the 
queue.  We come back to that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I’ll put you down, then, and we’ll get back to you as soon as I can.  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Mark went where I was wanting to go, and I think it’s probably the logical and 
the right thing to do to go back to 30 until we get our new benchmark for a number of reasons, 
which I think almost everybody pretty much understands, so I’ll keep it short. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Well, Charlie, I have to disagree with you because one of those reasons is 
not based on your best science that you have been advised.  Both the SSC and the SEDAR 
Review Panel, which is the best available science we have on this, have recommended 40 
percent SPR.   
 
The thing that scares me the most about this, as difficult as this is going to be, is that if we 
change this to F 30 percent SPR we can come back in five years and say we screwed up.  We 
have to make it tougher than what we were doing because the stock is not recovering.  The best 
scientific evidence tells us that choosing a 30 percent SPR as a proxy is not our best choice.   If 
we go with F 30 percent SPR, if I’m still on this council and five years from now we come back 
to this, I will say, “I told you so.” 
 
MR. GEIGER:  I agree with everything Brian said with the exception of coming back in five 
years.  I’m worried about coming back in nine months when we have a new benchmark stock 
assessment on red snapper.  If we’ve selected a 30 percent SPR value at this meeting and moving 



Snapper Grouper Committee 
Jekyll Island, GA 
March 3-5, 2010 

 

 21

forward with that, and, God forbid, the stock assessment comes back that the stock is not as good 
as we think it is going to be or the recommendation, even if it is somewhat recovered or 
improved, that the review panel recommends an F 40 percent proxy for SPR and our SSC then 
also adjudicates over that recommendation and they come and provide us again a second 
recommendation for 40 percent SPR and we are in the position where we’ve approved 17A with 
a 30 percent SPR and we no w have to go back and swallow this mess all over again. 
 
We heard last night in public testimony a very cogent example of how this can be carried forth 
under the extant 40 percent proxy for SPR.  We move forward with 17A with 40 percent as the 
preferred alternative.  In the event when that stock assessment is completed in December, I’ve 
been informed by the regional office that we can take rather immediate action in the form of an 
emergency rule in an effort to ameliorate the regulations that are contained here resulting from a 
40 percent proxy and reduce the size of the reduction, if necessary, and also consequently reduce 
the size of the closed area commensurate with the results of the stock assessment should they 
prove to be favorable. 
 
However, if we move forward with a 30 percent SPR and the results of the stock assessment 
come back that again they recommend 40 percent and that stock assessment indicates 40 percent 
versus the review, we’ve got to start all over again, I believe.  This is a case of the veterinarian 
and the taxidermist.  You’re going to get the cat back, but you can’t have it both ways. 
 
I speak against the motion and think that we should be very, very cautious and conservative how 
we move forward here resultant in a benchmark stock assessment that is going to be available to 
us in December with a vehicle, as I’m assured by the regional office, which allows us to make 
immediate changes based on that stock assessment.  If that’s not the case, Roy, tell us now, 
please. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I think we get the stock assessment in December and it shows a 
different course of action, whether it be things are worse than we thought or things are better 
than we thought, I think that would be new and unforeseen information and I think you could 
justify either an emergency or an interim rule.   
 
If the assessment should come out showing that things are better than we thought, meaning the 
reductions needed are not as great as we thought, I think you could ask for an emergency rule to 
relief economic hardship.  You could, for example, come in and reduce the size of the closed 
area or whatever else may be appropriate.  It wouldn’t be immediate but we could push that 
through as quickly as we can and probably get that done in a relatively short period of time. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Well, the implementation of 17A would not be immediate either. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, just to talk about the timing on 17A, the interim rule will expire on 
December the 4th; is that correct? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  If it is extended. 
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DR. CRABTREE:  If it is extended, so we need to have – I would like to have a final rule for 
Amendment 17A published by December 4th to keep the fishery from reopening for a very brief 
period of time.  The closed area would not become effective until 30 days after that, so the closed 
area would become effective sometime in January. 
 
We meet, I believe, the first week in December.  If you asked for an emergency rule then and if, 
say, we could it done in 60 to 90 days, then the closed area would only be in effect for 30 days or 
so before it would be reduced down in its extent, but we’d do the best we could to get that done 
quickly. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  So, with all that said, I speak against the motion again.  Certainly, I really have a 
difficult time using the rationalization that we’re going to get some type of a short-term, feel-
good feeling as a result of less onerous regulations with an F 30 percent SPR when coupled with 
the potential short- and long-term prospect of possibly having to revisit this and for having made 
this very, very short-term decision.  Those decisions last a long longer than the satisfaction from 
the immediate result, so I speak against the motion. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  I wanted to come back to the question of risk with the 30 percent SPR proxy, 
and maybe either Bonnie or someone could answer my question.  The assumption with the 
projections that were provided us in Attachment 2, we’ve already selected Frebuild as our fishing 
– that’s our preferred for that parameter. 
 
The projection itself tells us that we would have a greater than 50 percent chance of rebuilding 
the fishery by 2042.  Is there a greater risk of that because I think if you go back and did a 
projection based on the 40 percent you still come up with the same kind of table and you can 
determine the year in which you have a greater than 50 percent chance of being rebuilt.  It may 
be a different year, but the likelihood of successful rebuilding is still 51 percent in either case; is 
that correct? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  That actually is not quite correct.  Because this is a long-lived species, we’re 
not required under Magnuson to rebuild it in ten years.  You calculate how long you get to 
rebuild it based on its life history, so Frebuild is back-calculated using the number of years it 
would take to rebuild it at zero fishing mortality and then add to that one mean generation time, 
and that gives you a year. 
 
Then you calculate the fishing mortality rate that can be tolerated to rebuild in that year, and that 
is defined as Frebuild.  That one is calculated.  The relevant slide right here I think is a good one, 
and that is the projection for fishing at the F 30, a fishing mortality rate set at F 30.  You’ll see 
that actually doesn’t hit the objective line; and coupled with that is the concern that this 
projection is not only the 30 percent proxy but it is also assuming a very high recruitment – for 
that 2006 recruitment. 
 
In other words, we don’t know what the recruitment for 2006 is.  We can make some inferences 
based on what we’re seeing out there in our own sampling and what the fishing community is 
telling us, and that is that it’s a very high recruitment year.  Just to remind you, for these 
projections what we did was set the recruitment at the highest level we’ve seen it in the last, 
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what, 20 years, which was equal to the recruitment that we saw in 1984.  I would view this as a 
best case scenario. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  I’m sorry, I’m a little confused because we’ve selected Frebuild as our fishing 
mortality and it’s not F 30, so I’m kind of curious to see if there is much of a difference.  This is 
the projection that we would be looking at with our current preferred; is that correct? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  With our current preferred. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  And the 2042 date as shown here is based on the projection table that tells us by 
that time we’re going to have a greater than 50 percent chance of having a rebuild fishery, and 
that is kind of the standard, I guess, for all of the projections as I understand how these are built, 
and you’d have the same thing at F 40 percent.  You’d go down the projection table and you 
have a year that tells you when you’ve exceeded 50 percent likelihood of having a rebuilt stock, 
which is your spawning stock biomass exceeding your spawning stock biomass at msy or 
whatever your goal is.  Is that correct? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I can’t answer that. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  I guess I’m trying to determine how you define the risk.  Is it a risk of not ever 
achieving the rebuilt population?  I don’t think that’s the case. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I agree with you.  Can I respond, Mr. Chairman?  I agree with you that I do 
not believe that is the risk.  The risk is what if you’re wrong and you’ve chosen the wrong 
proxy?  The problem we have now is we don’t have a spawner-recruit relationship, so we don’t 
know how the recruitment is going to change as the stock size increases, but that is not unique to 
red snapper. 
 
That’s true of virtually every stock we management, Gulf and South Atlantic.  I can’t think of 
any case where we have a good spawner-recruit relationship.  There is nothing new about that 
with red snapper.  You’re choosing a proxy, so the question is what if you choose the wrong 
proxy?  If you choose F 30 percent and later find out that the actual F that maximizes the yield is 
in fact a lower F than that, then you’re going to have to come in and make more reductions in 
order to end overfishing and rebuild the stock. 
 
You could be in a situation – I guess in theory, as George said, you could be in a situation where 
you get to the next assessment and find out you’ve got to do something different.  The more 
likely scenario, though, is you’re going to get five or six years down the road and you’re going to 
find out that a lower value of F meaning a higher SPR is closer to the true F that maximizes 
yield, and now you’re going to have to make some adjustments to get back on track.  That is the 
risk.   
 
The risk of choosing F 40 percent is that you could find out at some point that the actual F that 
maximizes yields really is something closer to F 30 percent.  Maybe it will turn out to be F 28 
percent or F 26 percent; we don’t know.  In that case you’re going to find out that you closed 
down much more bottom out there than you needed to, and so you may have created economic 
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harm that you didn’t have to and you may have put people out of business when you didn’t have 
to. 
 
On the other hand, you likely will be further along in rebuilding the stock than you otherwise 
would have, and you would be able to back off at the regulations at that point.  It seems to me 
those are the risks, and I think that’s the way it’s laid out in the document.  Now, the issue of 
using the very high recruitment scenario I don’t think interjects much into it.   
 
It’s a single year class that was assumed to be large; and when you look way out in these 
projections, that really doesn’t change things very much.  You’re going to get a new assessment 
by the end of this year that will tell you what that recruitment was, anyway, and you’ll have to 
make adjustments based on that, so I don’t really think that factors into this all that much.  The 
real risk is if you choose the wrong proxy you’re going to have to make an adjustment down the 
road.  Either proxy entails a certain amount of risk.   
 
We have historically used 30 percent in almost all of our fisheries.  I believe in the black grouper 
assessment that has just been completed, they’re recommending 30 percent.  I believe – and 
John, if he is here, can correct me – I think in the red grouper assessment they actually estimated 
Fmsy as something closer to 28 percent.   
 
I don’t know of any other stock where we’ve used 40 percent.  It is true that in other parts of the 
country they have moved towards using F 40 percent, but in the southeast we haven’t made that 
transition.  The other thing you ought to think about is how a decision like this is made.  Is it 
appropriate to make decisions like this stock by stock or is it something that ought to be a more 
regional decision that is made and then we decide we’re going to apply it more generally, and 
that really hasn’t happened.  I think those are the risks and the things you need to think about 
when you decide on this one. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, in North Carolina we do use F 40 percent for red drum, which has similar 
life characteristics to red snapper.  Mark, did you have anything else?  Ben. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I look at this a little bit differently.  When I was on the council before and F 40 
percent came up and we looked at the long, slow-growing relationship of reef fish, I was the first 
one to jump on that and I believed that was the way we should manage reef fish.  However, 
looking at red snapper’s life history, looking at the extreme growth that occurs in red snapper, 
looking at the high fecundity at a lower age we have in this stock, the biology of these things; 
unfortunately after having attended three SEDARs, is lost. 
 
The same type of situation came up in Spanish.  When you had a fish that spawns at age one, 
which red snapper does; has a relatively short life span, which red snapper doesn’t, but there 
were some things that did not make common sense biologically that came out of that assessment.  
If you look at red snapper – and when I first got into this, red snapper was never one of my 
species I fished, so I had to go to the assessment and I looked at the assessment. 
 
After I looked at the assessment, I went to the internet to look at the catches that were being 
made throughout the region on these different vessels that put their catches up on the internet.  
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What do I look at?  I look at, well, shoot, look at the sizes.  All the sizes are there from your 
biggest to your smallest with good numbers in between. 
 
The population looks good biologically.  The problem is are the ages and I understand that; that 
when we went from 25 to 50, with that truncated age structure you’re going to have to rebuild 
that fish to be 50 years old, and that is the main problem, but I don’t think you should give the 
flexibility up that you have now to manage it biologically at a 30 percent SPR because I believe 
that the biology, except for the long age, is much more indicative of what we manage in 
mackerels, a 30 percent SPR. 
 
That’s why I’m coming to the 30 percent; not because it’s going to change the regulations, but 
because I believe the biology of the fish dictates that we should manage it a 30 percent.  That’s 
why I’m making that determination. 
 
MR. HARRIS:   What is it that drove the SSC and the Review Panel to select F 40 versus F 30?  
Is it the truncated age structure; did that have anything to do with it?  I tend to agree with what 
Ben said about the biology of the species.  Everything I’ve known about using SPR values, this 
species, as Ben said other than its 50-year-old age, seems to meet an F 30 percent SPR as 
opposed to an F 40, so I’d just like to know what it was that the SSC and the Review Panel look 
at to make that determination, other than other science that is out there.  I mean just with respect 
to this species in this area, what is it? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, I attended some of those discussions that they had several times because 
we went back to them I think three different times and asked them to look at this again.  Their 
answer was the same in each of those instances.  Maybe it was just two different times.  I think 
they did look at the biology of the fish.  They did look at other science and other values that were 
associated with fish with similar life history characteristics.  That is my impression and 
somebody correct me if I’m wrong.  John. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  The SSC did discuss that in detail, and one of the areas that they 
discussed is sort of the progression of research in SPR over time and looking at different stocks 
for which they perhaps manage them over SPR and manage them over Fmsy.  The prevailing 
wisdom that has evolved over time is that higher SPRs are more appropriate. 
 
We’ve moved from talking about 20 to 30 to talking about 30 to 40.  They talked about the 
relative productivity and talked about the life aspects of the fish and acknowledged that there 
perhaps is a difference in what the stock is doing between now and what is it expected to be 
doing at equilibrium, which is something the Review Panel talked about in quite a bit of detail, 
and that the nature of the stock and its recruitment relationship at its current low abundance 
could be very different than what it’s at and how it responds at equilibrium. 
 
But as you guys will recall, the SSC was not certainly unanimous on this and they had a very 
long debate, which I think we reviewed in depth here at the committee a year ago, perhaps.  
There were some pretty heated words on either side and people felt pretty strongly about it, and 
in the end they stuck with what the Review Panel recommended, which was the 40 percent and 
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largely cited the recent research on the topic and the perceived nature of red snapper and its 
reproductive capabilities and things of that nature. 
 
I understand what Ben is saying about the pictures, but you’ve got to understand with red 
snapper is that length isn’t informative about age, and that’s one of the challenges with this 
stock.  You can see a range of sizes of fish, but it doesn’t necessarily tell you that you do see the 
same age composition.   
 
It’s very similar to red drum, and I think most people in this area are pretty familiar with how 
that stock responds in terms of size and age.  That’s why you really have to get the age samples, 
and we saw that over this past year of getting the age samples and realizing that a lot of those big 
harvests and a lot of the fishery that occurred last year, the very good fishery, the high landings – 
as we saw in the age samples we looked at last June and looked at again I guess in September, 
perhaps, when we got another report it, is that predominantly those fish were four years old and 
they were from one age class. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I would still argue that biologically the fecundity aspect of a larger fish is not 
dependent on age once you get past three or four years of spawning.  That’s the thing that we see 
in red snapper, that we’re seeing six- and seven-year-old fish at 12 to 18 pounds that are highly 
fecund and contributing significantly to the egg population of that species. 
 
Given that the age is important and we need to keep the age in there for the long-term genetics of 
the stock, which I certainly support, the fecundity of that fish at size rather than age is probably 
more important in the assessments. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  That is correct, fecundity is tied to size, and we know that the fish, after 
they’ve reached that maximum length, they tend to gain a lot of mass; just as we humans do after 
we reach our maximum height, we gain a lot of mass, and that mass equates to eggs in the female 
fish, and it is very important. 
 
Ben is right, if you measure a fish that weighs a lot, that fish is contributing a lot of spawning 
biomass, but you can’t then make the leap, though, because you see the lengths you see the ages.  
While it means a lot to the spawning biomass of the population, you can’t draw conclusions 
about the age structure of the population from that.   
 
The biomass is right and likely these fish are growing – you know, what is going on with the 
population of this big year class, then they could be in position to really grow fast and to add 
weight faster because there aren’t as many out there to compete with them, so they very well 
may be adding an awful lot of spawning biomass. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  David and then Robert; and unless there is something really important that needs 
to be said, after that we’re going to vote on this motion and try to move on.  We’re on our first 
action, folks, but this is a very important one and it is a very important discussion. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  I was just going to say I’m not real comfortable with this motion.  Obviously, F 
40 percent SPR is more conservative; and then looking at some of the other factors we’re taking 
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into consideration in regard to these closed areas to rebuild these stocks, some of them aren’t 
quite as conservative, and it might it help to balance some of that and give us a better chance of 
achieving what we’re trying to do in terms of rebuilding this stock.  I guess I would probably 
speak against the motion and look at the more conservative value. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  This has been a great discussion.  I was simply going to call the question. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, no further discussion on this motion, I sense that this may be a 
relatively tight vote, so I would ask that all in favor of the motion to change the preferred 
alternative to reflect the F 30 percent proxy raise your hand; I see five in favor.  All opposed; I 
see six opposed, so the motion failed six to five.  I’m sorry, any abstentions?  I see one 
abstention.  All right, let’s move on to our next action in 17A.   
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Well, we just want clarification on the wording of the second alternative.  Do 
we retain the changes that were made before it was filed as shown on the screen. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  What are your thoughts about the changes here?  Gregg. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  And to clarify, I guess in Monica’s guidance it was that the council has 
flexibility in picking the Fmsy proxy, but my understanding is if we get Fmsy and msy from the 
SSC, then those are the values the council is bound to use.  That’s the way you worded this at 
your last meeting, and it tracks the wording that has been approved in Snapper Amendment 16.   
 
If we leave this wording in here, then we’re going to have to come back and this will be an 
action item for the council to change it.  What we’ve done in 16 and the intent in each of our 
amendments is to have msy and Fmsy no longer be an action for the council.  You’ve defined 
that your maximum fishing mortality threshold is Fmsy; and once we get that Fmsy, then we 
would just update the specific value.  We need you to clarify and it would be best if you did it in 
a motion as to how you want Alternative 2 to read. 
 
MR. CURRIN:   Comments or thoughts?  Is everybody clear on what Gregg is asking here? 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Gregg, when do you think you can move away from a proxy on this?  Do you 
have an estimate of when you think that will happen? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  I don’t.  Perhaps we’ll get it out of the next stock assessment, we will have to 
see, but this is not really dealing with the Fmsy proxy.  Perhaps in clarifying this you want to add 
to this alternative to make it clear that if we get an Fmsy proxy, whether that is something the 
council will choose or not, but the wording of this is dealing more with msy and Fmsy. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  The recommendation from Gregg and Rick is that they would like see the 40 
percent SPR removed – that is in red there – and to have that simply state Fmsy rather than 
specify that 40 percent.  Mark. 
 
MR. ROBSON:   I’m just not sure how transparent that is.  I guess you’re assuming, then, the 
next column is where the actual msy value is defined as a proxy.   
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MR. CURRIN:  In this case as a proxy, yes. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  I want make sure that the amendment is very clear and transparent about the 
fact there is no msy determination at this point and we’re using a proxy.  I’m not sure that 
reference to msy is really part of the equation. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, it does say, if you look at it, the value is either Fmsy or Fmsy proxy if you 
go down under the second line there that is not showing. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I think the trouble is statements like msy equals; msy doesn’t equal 
that.  We don’t know what msy is.  The proxy value equals it.  I just don’t think anywhere in the 
document we ought to talk about what msy is other than to say we don’t know what it is, we 
have a proxy.  The change it seems to me that you’re suggesting, Rick, here would essentially 
delegate selection of the proxy to the SSC and SEDAR and the council would just automatically 
accept whatever they come up with; is that correct? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  No, that’s not what we’re suggesting because I said what we need to do is 
clarify what your intent is.  The problem is the document was changed – the wording of this 
alternative was changed after you all voted on it at your last meeting.  You’ve now made the 
determination that the Fmsy proxy should be set by the council, so it seems to me you should 
make that a part of your preferred alternative.   
 
In other words, if we get a true msy and Fmsy out of the December assessment; do you want to 
have to come back and amendment the plan again to put that value in place or do you want to say 
your preferred is for msy and Fmsy we use the values recommended by the SSC?  That’s 
consistent with what you did in Snapper Grouper Amendment 16.  However, if we get another 
proxy for Fmsy, then the council will specify what that proxy is. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Is that clear?  Bob. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  Yes, one thing, we’re not trying to change things now with this.  What we’re 
pointing out is what was changed and filed in the DEIS.  What we’re showing is what the council 
approved, it was changed for the DEIS, and we just want to be clear on what the council wants.  
They’re not recommending a change; they’re just – 
 
MR. CURRIN:  We understand, exactly, you’re pointing out a change that was suggested before 
the DEIS was filed, and this is your opportunity as a committee to say we like that change or we 
don’t like that change.  Ben. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  The change is fine as long as we still retain the flexibility to revisit that under 
the guidelines developed. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Couldn’t we just preface this action that these proxies will apply until there is 
an actual estimate of Fmsy at which time that will be what is used?  Then if we actually get one, 
when we amend or change the plan we would just acknowledge we have that now so the proxies 
no longer apply. 
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MR. CURRIN:  Rick is nodding his head that makes sense. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  That seems more straightforward.  That kind of language is confusing to me 
to know exactly what that means. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, they need some wording; have you got some suggested wording for 
them, Roy?  I think your suggestion was to have it actually before the alternatives, somewhere in 
the text, or was it? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Just something to the effect that when and if an assessment provides us with 
an actual estimate, these proxies will no longer be used.  It would just preface the whole action 
so if we get an estimate of msy at the next assessment and that is what we’re going to use, then 
this action just becomes moot and that estimate then supersedes it. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  But that is changing the current definition for msy is the yield produced by 
Fmsy.  What we did in Snapper Grouper Amendment 16 is we changed that to say that msy 
equals the yield produced by Fmsy; msy and Fmsy are defined by the most recent SEDAR, so 
you have to change your definition of msy to a formula, and then in the future it isn’t an action 
item, but we’ve got to take action to change your msy definition.  Right now it is tied to 30 
percent. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  That’s from the old amendment.  Remember, that is status quo, so this is 
different in 17A, and it needs to reflect that change.  Do you like the staff’s suggestion on the 
wording that I believe is up there now?  Are we okay with that?  Heartburn, Roy, with the caveat 
that it is – 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I just have to see how we explain this.  I think to a member of the public that 
reads that, they’re not going to know what in the world we’re talking about.  It is confusing.  If 
we can explain it properly, then I would be fine with it, so maybe staff can work on some 
explanatory language that we can look at.  I don’t know when.   
 
That’s the problem with not having committee meetings, but we certainly look at it at the next 
council meeting.  I’m good with the intent, which is the council is going to choose the proxies 
and once we have an actual estimate that’s what we’re going to use, but I think this is just 
quibbling over the wording.  I can’t, off the top of my head, come up with good wording, but I’m 
sure we can do that before we finalize this thing. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And, unfortunately, this is not the only place in the document that the public 
might be confused as well.  All right, we can entertain a motion, then, to reflect the language on 
the board, which would change the language in 17A.  Who wants to do that so that we can move 
on?   
 
MR. HARTIG:  I’ll make the motion. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Ben’s motion is that msy equals the yield produced by Fmsy or the Fmsy 
proxy.  MSY and Fmsy are recommended by the most recent SEDAR/SSC.  Fmsy proxies 
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will be specified by the council.  Is there a second to the motion?  Second by Robert Boyles.  
Discussion on this motion?  Any objection to this motion?  I see none; the motion is 
approved.  That’s all, right? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  There is one other.  We just want to make you aware, before you move on to 
the rebuilding schedule action, of the council’s conclusion statements; so to make sure that you 
guys read over that, that is on Page 204 PDF.  Typically what we do after we specify the 
biological impacts, economic, social, administrative, we have a section called council conclusion 
statements, and in that section we’ll state what the recommendations were from the Snapper 
Grouper AP, Law Enforcement AP and the scientists. 
 
Then we have a justification for the preferred alternative from the council.  We have to flesh this 
out and include the Snapper Grouper AP recommendations and law enforcement, et cetera.  I just 
want to make sure that you’re fine with that wording right now.  Basically it talks about, in the 
second sentence, F 40 percent SPR is a more conservative proxy and it was recommended by the 
SSC and SEDAR. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Is everybody okay with that wording; does everybody feel that it captures the 
rationale and the discussion we have had to end up with this particular preferred is represented 
here, the suggestions for changes?  It is not the last time you can look at it.  This is important so 
if you have problems let us know.  All right, everybody seems to be okay with it, Rick. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, the next action is the rebuilding schedule, and this is PDF Page 204, so 
right underneath the council conclusions of the previous action.  You have seen these alternatives 
before, but I will go through them.  You have status quo, do not specify a rebuilding plan or 
schedule; Alternative 2, which is a 15-year rebuilding time period, so 2010 is Year One; 
Alternative 3 is 25 years and Alternative 4 is your current preferred alternative, which is 35 
years. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Everybody recall this is the maximum rebuilding timeframe allowed under the 
law.  Everybody okay with that? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Just a clarification for staff if we could change the status quo to no action 
alternative throughout the document. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, that was indicated in that first alternative.  Any objection to changing status 
quo throughout the document to state no action?  Yes, I’m fine with that.  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  We keep hearing from the fishermen that they don’t believe that they’re going to 
be allowed to fish on red snapper for 35 years based on this.  I just want to put on the record that 
is not true.  As this fishery starts to rebuild, fishing is likely going to be allowed at some level, 
but it is not going to be closed for 35 years.  I just want people to understand that.  I don’t want 
that to continue to be out there in the public. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And Roy made those comments I think several times last night. 
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DR. CRABTREE:  And it is out there, and I want to agree with Duane.  I envision this as a very 
short-term situation we’re looking at.  Red snapper, at least the way we’ve configured both the 
Gulf and the South Atlantic assessments has these very high steepnesses, which means you have 
very high recruitment even at these low stock sizes, which means they grow very rapidly and 
allowable removals go up. 
 
In the Gulf of Mexico, when we reduced the TACs we turned it around and started increasing the 
TAC within three years of cutting TAC.  I can’t say exactly when we can reopen this fishery.  I 
hope we will be able to get to something more definitive on that after the next assessment, but it 
is difficult for me to imagine this fishery would be closed for more than a few years. 
 
But having said that, I do think we’re going to have to look at a new way and some changes as to 
how we fish for these animals.  I think when we get through all of that, that we need to start 
talking about working on an amendment to do that.  I don’t know exactly what that is, but clearly 
reopening the fishery is going to mean we’re going to have to find a way to fish more efficiently 
and with fewer discards.  It would be an extraordinarily rare thing where you had a fishery that 
you had to actually keep it closed for 30-something-odd years like that, and I just cannot imagine 
a situation like that occurring. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  No, and I would agree with you.  I think anybody that looks closely at the 
projections and the stock recovery projections will see very rapidly the stock rebuilds and no 
intention by anyone to keep the stock closed until it is totally rebuilt in 30-some-odd years.  I’m 
not sure that point will be taken to heart by some, but that is in fact the case.  All right, no desire 
to change the preferred on the rebuilding timeframe?  All right. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, changes were not made to the version that was filed so we do not have 
to go through those, and just to lead you to, again, the council conclusion statements on Page 
209.  Basically we have language in there indicating that Alternative 4 would have the least 
restrictive harvest regulation.   
 
We also can add language that through past discussions that the committee had that it would 
mitigate the effects of 17A and past regulations and all what else that is going on, higher fuel 
prices and stuff.  That has been the discussion that I found that the committee has had in the past.  
I just want to bring your attention to that section just to make sure you’re fine with before we 
move on. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Take a quick peek, if you would, Page 209.  It is actually Page 164 in the hard 
copy; 209 in the PDF, the bottom of the page, council conclusions, 4.2.1.5.  It basically says that 
we’re trying to ameliorate the socio-economic impacts, the rationale that we had for selecting the 
alternative as our preferred.  Everybody okay?  All right, let’s move on, Rick. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  The next action is rebuilding strategy and OY, and I recommend that we 
actually add AMs to that title because that action is going to specify AMs.  This is on PDF Page 
210.  Instead of going through the alternatives, the detailed language of the alternatives, I think 
Table 4-3 pretty much outlines it pretty well where you can see all the alternatives we have.  
Three are nine of them. 
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Alternative 6, 7, 8 and 9 were added because the committee wanted to see the rebuilding at F 30, 
so we have put those in there, and that is based upon the red snapper rebuilding projections that 
Bonnie presented last night.  You can Alternative 5 is the preferred alternative, and again that is 
what we call Frebuild.  That is 97 percent of F 40 percent SPR. 
 
Now, what this table is showing you, in the second column we say “total killed”, but we 
probably should call that “ACL”, because that is what the ACL would be.  Your percent cut in 
harvest that would be required is – or percent reduction in total removals that would be required, 
and that is Column 3, so you can see how that changes through the various rebuilding 
projections. 
 
The fourth column that is called “year rebuild” is when you would be expected to rebuild the 
stock with a 50 percent probability.  The last column shows what is your probability that you 
would rebuild in 35 years, so you can with the preferred alternative there is a 50 percent chance 
that you would rebuild in 35 years, which is 2044. 
 
One other comment I would like to make, we have these various rebuilding tables that shows the 
detailed information from the projections.  I recommend that we perhaps move that biological 
effects section directly to the appendix.  It is a lot of information there.  We have most of that 
information such as the years that it would be rebuilt in the wording of the alternatives.  We also 
need to talk about AMs, but I think I’ll stop here and see if there are any questions on the 
rebuilding strategies. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Questions on the rebuilding strategy?  Alternative 5 is currently the preferred.  . 
 
MR. HARRIS:  I wasn’t sure what you recommended moving. Rick.  Speak to that again, please. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  This is on PDF Page 214.  This we’ve typically included with the alternatives 
such as in Section 2, and it basically shows the detailed information of how ACL would increase, 
how the Fs would change when you would get over MSST and such.  I just think that takes up a 
lot of information that we could move somewhere else. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Just a question so I understand it in context to the risk discussion we had; can 
somebody help me understand why your probabilities of being rebuilt are higher when you’re 
looking at Alternatives 6 through 9 versus our preferred alternative?  In the table that shows the 
actual probabilities of rebuilding by 2044 are higher when you’re looking at F 30 percent  SPR 
levels versus the current preferred alternative of Frebuild. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  You’re rebuilding to a different target; you’re rebuilding to a lower biomass.  
Bear in mind as I say that, as our SSC has pointed out, out beyond five years these projections 
are extremely uncertain, and so I would not consider small differences in those probabilities to be 
very meaningful to us.  You will be adjusting along the way as you get new information.  We do 
these kinds of things because we have legal requirements on them, but the reality is when you 
start projecting out beyond five or ten years makes it extraordinarily uncertain in this case.  
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MR. CURRIN:  Which is the exact reason why we try to have assessments done in a timely 
manner so that we’re not operating under the delusion that what we thought was going to go on 
five or ten years ago was in fact going on.  Okay, the suggestion by the staff to move a large 
number of tables beginning on about, what, 212, 214 – is everybody okay with that, I presume.  I 
think it will make the document a little cleaner and not break up the text and the meat of it quite 
so badly.  I’m sensing that’s fine, Rick and Gregg.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And just an editorial comment; Rick, I’m looking at Table 4-3.  It says, 
“summary of the total kill required”; I think that should be “total kill allowed”.  Actually, the 
stock would be better off if we didn’t kill them. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, that was a good catch. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Three was one change that was made to the language between what you saw 
in December in the briefing book and what was filed.  Gregg has it up there.  There used to be a 
statement that read for each of these alternatives the ACL, total removals for 2010 would be X 
whole weight and that change is between the alternatives.  I think that is a good change. 
 
This leads into when we get to AMs, and here is a decision that needs to be made by the 
committee, and this is under Alternative 2 through 9, there are subalternatives.  If you go to PDF 
Page 212, this is where we get into the AMs.  Again, this action also specifies AMs.  The 
decision that has to be made – and I believe the committee has talked about this before – is do 
you want  to set ACL equal to zero or do you want to set ACL equal to poundage, certain 
pounds, and that is why I think we should take it out of the wording in the alternative because the 
decision would be made actually in the subalternative. 
 
You’ve talked about there is one camp that is concerned if you do set it equal to a poundage, and 
if you follow the AM 3 where you would evaluate the size of the closures when dead discards are 
expected to exceed the ACL, then, again, that’s monitored through self-reported data, B-2s and 
the commercial logbook program.  Here you have a decision ACL is equal to zero or a poundage, 
and then you have AMs under each of those.  Those AMs are the same except for the third 
number, and it changes; where if you have a poundage, the accountability would be to change the 
size through framework, okay, if you exceed the ACL. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Well, I understand the first one right now, ACL based on landings and ACL 
would be zero, but it is confusing when you say ACL based on landings and there are no 
landings allowed; and then you say ACL based on zero, you’ve got to really think about that 
before – or at least I had to really think about it before it made sense to me, but it is confusing.  I 
don’t know if there is a better way to word it or not. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And, Rick, the way this is set up, if we specify the ACL as total removals, 
we’re specifying the 2010 total removal estimate out of the projections and holding it at that; 
correct? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Yes, that is correct. 
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DR. CRABTREE:  That means that if the stock recovers you will have to increase the size of the 
closed area every year because you will go over it because the discards will go up as the stock 
expands, and so it is a virtual certainty that you’re going to go over your ACL and have to come 
in and take action if you set it up in terms of total removals. 
 
I can also tell you that we’ve done ACLs in a number of fisheries now, and I don’t believe in any 
fishery in the Gulf or anything we did in 17B, I don’t believe we’ve ever sent an ACL that was 
total removals.  At least I can’t think of one where we have done that.  They have all been set at 
the landed catch. 
 
While it might be desirable to be able to set an ACL for total removals and it may well work in 
some regions, to me to set it in terms of total removals means you have to have intensive 
observer programs and variable ways to monitor discards on something approaching a timely 
basis, and we don’t have that.  You need to be aware that because you’re setting the ACL at just 
a specific level, it almost a sure thing that you’re going to exceed it and we’re going to be back 
to looking at these closed areas very quickly. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  That’s certainly not a very desirable situation.  David. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Are you ready for a motion? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, if you’re prepared to make one. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Yes, I agree with Roy that we need to select Subalternative 9A as our 
preferred, and I would so move. 
 
MR. CURRIN:   A motion by David to select Subalternative 9A as the preferred.  I believe that 
in essence sets the ACL equal to zero.  Second by Charlie.  Discussion?  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I think that is our only practical course of action with what we have.  We’ve 
got additional funding coming in to do fishery-independent monitoring things.  Bonnie, correct 
me if I’m wrong, I’m not aware of any significant new funding that is going to allow us to 
substantially increase observer coverage in the snapper grouper fishery and then particularly in 
the for-hire fisheries and private sectors that would allow us to substantially change how we’re 
monitoring these discards this time; are you? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  That is correct, the increase that we got was specifically designated for fishery-
independent sampling and knowing the strength of that, and it would be a difficult thing to 
actually use some of that for fishery-dependent because you might end up with weak programs in 
each rather than really strengthening the fishery-independent to be able to monitor the recovery 
of that stock. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And I think in our current situation the fishery-independent monitoring is 
appropriately our highest priority.  I think that is needed more now than the other.  I just don’t 
see how else we’re able to do this at this point. 
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MR. CURRIN:  I would agree, Roy, and we had a lot of the same discussion as you recall when 
we were talking about alternatives for this document and trying to figure out some way that we 
could allow the commercial fishermen in there and manage that part of the quota or allocation by 
monitoring their discards.  It is just a scary situation when you’re trying to use self-reported 
information or surveys that have a tremendous amount of imprecision. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And one other point, if I could, Mac, it is quite possible that we will still 
exceed these ACLs if we don’t get compatible regulations in state waters, and it’s possible there 
is going to be some harvest that is going to take place.  I think we’ll have to deal with that as we 
come to it. 
 
In the Gulf this has been a significant issue with respect to red snapper, and we’ve kind of dealt 
with it by, in some cases, tightening up the regulations in federal waters to account for state 
harvest.  I think it is possible if we had significant takes in state waters we have to revisit the 
closed area, but I think that’s something that we’re going to have to work on when it happens. 
 
I think the key thing for right now is to try and cooperate and work with the states to see if we 
can’t get everybody on board with compatible regulations for red snapper.  I just think we need 
to recognize that is an issue that could develop on us in the next couple of years. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Roy.  George, then David, then Rita, and remember we have this 
motion on the floor here and we need to – so if it’s to the motion we will entertain that 
discussion, but if not let’s go ahead and take care of this and we’ll move on.  George, did you 
have something? 
 
MR. GEIGER:  I just had a question to Roy’s comment.   
 
MR. CURRIN:  That’s fine, go ahead, that was regarding the motion. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Well, I was going to ask do the state landings that occur during the interim rule 
period; will that affect ultimately – it will contribute to the total landings, correct, in state waters? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, it will but we don’t have an ACL in place for red snapper right now.  
We just have a closed fishery.  Now, to the extent that there are – and I don’t know if they are or 
not because we don’t have any numbers yet, but if there are substantial state water landings, then 
that reduces the effectiveness in the interim rule and the gains we’re getting from it, and that 
could affect the recovery of the stock. 
 
My hope is that we will be able, through the independent monitoring program, to tell whether or 
not we’re making the kind of progress that we hope to make and make adjustments based on that.  
If you look at the Gulf of Mexico, we’ve have had a lot problems with overruns and a lot of 
issues with the states, but nonetheless the management strategy in the end worked, and we did 
succeed in ending the overfishing.  We’re just going to have to deal with that one as time goes 
by.  I don’t see how we can, in advance, determine what exactly we’re going to do in all those 
situations. 
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MS. MERRITT:  Are you getting ready to change that to 9A, Rick? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  No, I think there was some confusion and I think that was David’s question as 
well.  David’s motion was actually 9A, but I think the intent was that the ACL equal zero and 
Rick kind of tagged that along with the proper subalternative.  David, I presume you’re okay 
with that.  I think in your motion you indicated 9A, but in fact the one that reflects your intent is 
5A.  Okay, with the seconder, Charlie?  All right, anything else you want to clarify? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Well, yes, how that happened; we used to have under each alternative, for 
example, 2A and 2B – those were subalternatives – 3A and 3B – those were subalternatives.  The 
team decided to move that out so actually it is Subalternatives 2A to 9A and Subalternatives 2B 
to 9B.  I recommend probably the simplest way to handle this is maybe change to Alternative 10 
and 11 or to bring back those subalternatives under each one to possibly clarify it, but I think we 
have the intent. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  I’m lost looking for 5A. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, Rick, you’re going to have to point out some page numbers here, if we 
can. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, it’s hard copy 167 and PDF Page 212, so that should actually read 
“Subalternatives 2A through 9A” and “Subalternatives 2B through 9B”.  At one time we had this 
exact same language under each alternative.  For Alternative 2 we had this exact same language, 
Subalternative 2A, Subalternative 2B, and the same with 3 and 4 and 5. 
 
Well, the team thought it was lengthy to repeat it under each subalternative, so they moved it out 
to the back, but I think it creates confusion doing that, so perhaps we can move it back 
underneath each alternative.  Your preferred is Alternative 5, and then your preferred by this 
motion would be Subalternative 5A. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Does everybody understand.  If you do recall, at the last meeting we looked at 
these things and there were all these subalternatives under each one, and I think it would be 
cleaner if we took all those out and just referred back to them, and this is where we are now, 
confused again, so maybe to just leave it back and straightforward under each alternative.  All 
right, everybody clear on what we’re voting on and where we are?   The motion is to specify 
Alternative 5A as the preferred.  That indicates that the ACL will equal zero landings.  Is there 
any objection to that motion?  I see none; that motion is approved.  All right, Rick. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  And then again I’ll bring your attention to the council conclusion for this 
action, and it is on PDF Page 244, and really the last sentence of Section 4.2.2.5 gets to the heart 
of it where Alternative 5, the preferred, is not likely to rebuild the stock in the fastest amount of 
time compared with the other alternatives considered, but it is expected to rebuild the stock 
according to the law within the specified timeframe.  Again, it mitigates some of the social and 
economic effects by choosing an Frebuild. 
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MR. CURRIN:  Everybody okay with that language; does that capture the committee and the 
council’s intent and conclusions so far?  I’m seeing no indication otherwise.  Please take a good 
look at these and if you have problems or if you can identify any justification or rationale that 
you feel has been omitted, let the staff know.   
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Moving on to management measures – and before we jump into the maps, 
there is a summary table which does a really good job of summarizing, and this is PDF Page 278.  
You recall that alternatives were added in December and we have shown those.  Alternative 2, 
again, is to prohibit the retention, harvest, fishing for and possession of red snapper year around 
throughout the EEZ, so that is Alternative 2. 
 
Alternative 3, so it is 3A, 3B, 3C and 3D, all are within the four logbook grids, and we can go 
back to the map again and show you those logbook grids.  Alternative 3A would prohibit snapper 
grouper harvest within the total four grids, and those are commercial logbook grids.  Alternative 
3B uses a bathymetric closure of 66 to 240; 3C is 98 to 240 within those four grids; and 3D is 98 
to 300.   
 
You go to Alternative 4, and those are all the seven blocks.  Again, they follow the same, so 4A 
and 3A match up in the fact that they are the entire logbook grids; 4B again is 66 to 240; 4C is 98 
to 240; 4D is 98 to 300.  I’ll stop here and see if there are any questions before moving on to the 
attributes of the table. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Rick, I wanted to ask you; our preferred now, 4D, runs out to 300 feet, and I 
think one of the reasons we did that was because originally we were looking at 240 and 7B, with 
the deep water stuff, we were looking at starting at 300.  What I didn’t want to see was a strip 
between 240 and 300 that would have to be enforced, which would be impossible to be enforced. 
 
Now when we moved ahead with 17B, we’ve moved the deep water back into 240, is that 
correct, so now instead of having a strip between 240 and 300 that would be open we’ve got an 
overlap there, so what kind of problems would that create if we didn’t have a closure here that 
just went out to 240 to complement that?  Would that create problems having that overlap? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  David is right and we could show this in Appendix G.  Again, Appendix G is 
a more detailed map and so we can show you that strip, but, yes, 17B that was submitted to the 
Secretary of Commerce begins the deep closure at the 240-foot depth.  This preferred alternative, 
as it stands now, is 300; and then that  240 in 17B was deep water species except golden tilefish.  
This is all snapper grouper species that goes to 300, so essentially I think what you would be 
doing is creating a closure 300 foot out – I mean, 300 foot in for snapper grouper. 
 
Actually, you’re bringing out that deep water closure a bit more, from 240 to 300.  Do you 
follow what I’m saying?  I think you may want the Coast Guard to comment on this about having 
– on the map you’ll be having two separate lines. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  The 240 just means – assuming that gets approved 240 feet deeper, you can’t 
fish for, harvest or possess deep water species other than golden tile, so you can be out there 
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fishing for vermilion snapper and just throwing back all your deep water species.  It is not a total 
closure for snapper grouper species, so it is just deep water. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Well, Gregg, wouldn’t it be just cleaner if we moved it back to 98/240 and it 
may be a little simpler for the public to understand at the same time and still have everything we 
want done? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  And you can see the expected reductions in red snapper removals in the table.  
They don’t change that much between the 98 and 240 and 98 to 300, and part of that is those 
lines are really pretty close out there. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Just a simple comment; can we change the square kilometers to square miles for 
the public?  Thank you. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  I just wanted to point that out.  When we get to reconsidering that action, that 
certainly is something that we ought to think about, no matter what we go ahead with. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, David.  The table is instructive because it does show you that there 
is not a whole lot of difference as far as the reductions between those two alternatives.  Other 
questions or comments?  Charlie. 
 
LT. GRIS:  Was there a specific question that you wanted me to comment on there, Rick? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  If 17B does go through, there is going to be a line for 240; and then with this 
preferred alternative off the coast of Georgia and Northeast Florida, there would be a line at 300 
so there would be some overlap; possible confusion. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And I guess the other side of that coin is would we expect encounters with red 
snapper between 240 and 300 that might compromise our goal as well because this would, 
extending to 300, prohibit fishing for and certainly retention of red snapper in that area and 
outside of 300 under the current alternative you would be allowed to fish, I presume, vermilions.  
I don’t know what else, black-bellied rosefish and golden tiles and whatever.  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Bonnie, you have the most recent conversations with David Nelson, who is the 
proponent of this deep water fishery and the large fish being in deep water.  Can you refresh us 
as to how deep he is talking about in regards to these deep animals?  Does it encompass that 
open strip in 300? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  I don’t remember what the depth was exactly.  It was defined by an area that 
was – I know part of the area that limited it was that it was an area where you got into currents 
that were strong enough that they precluded harvest by vertical gear. 
 
MR. AMICK:  Steve Amick.  From the discussions yesterday with the fishermen, they were 
talking most of the big snapper they were seeing in 210 to 220 feet. 
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DR. CRABTREE:  Based on my experience in the Gulf, the principal reason we moved longline 
gear out to 50 fathoms was to keep them outside of the red snapper fishery, and that is 300 feet.  
There are a few out there, but I think Steve is right, that is getting pretty deep. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Just a comment on this table before we move off of it, and you may want to 
mark this so you can come back to it when you look at the individual alternatives, but depending 
on your belief in these various scenarios – and I think at the last meeting we were using the range 
of the scenarios from Scenario 1 to Scenario 6. 
 
The target reduction, based on your previous motions, is 83 percent.  You will see that all of the 
alternatives from 3A through 4D within the range of those scenarios encompass that target 
reduction of 83 percent. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  A question for staff; Gregg or Rick, are there error terms with each calculation 
at all, any estimates of error on these point estimates? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Well, there is no point estimate – there is no error, but I think that if you use 
these scenarios from one through six, the real value is somewhere in that range.  I think if you 
read the assumptions that go into those scenarios you can form your opinion about the variations 
in them.  I think that range encompasses the real value. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Where are we at in the discussion?  I just had to get up very briefly, and are we 
at a point of looking all of the closed area options now in terms of whether we still want the 
preferred that we have? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  We are looking at them all.  We just want to make sure everybody understands 
them and they’re all kind of concisely put together in this table.  We just want to make sure 
everybody understands what the range is right now, and then we’re going to move through and 
start discussing any desire from the committee to change a preferred alternative for a closure 
option and that kind of thing.  It is just orientation right now to make sure everybody is on the 
same page.  Those scenarios, as you note down there, have a range of assumptions about 
compliance and about release mortality, and those vary some among the various scenarios as 
well.  Mark. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Well, I wanted to continue the discussion about the 240/300 foot issue and the 
level of confusion that could create, and I’m not sure what you gain out of that.  Looking at 4C 
and 4D, for example, there is almost no difference in your projected reductions, and yet we 
would be creating out of two zones three, basically, in terms of regulations that apply.  Given 
what we heard about the law enforcement concerns in enforcing these closed areas, this would 
seem to be an unnecessary and further complication of enforcement. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Charlie; that was a thumbs-up by Charlie and it was a very 
predictable thumbs-up, I think.  All right, everybody okay with the table, everybody understand 
and you’re ready to move on.  I just want to make sure everybody didn’t have any questions 
about the various alternatives.  Go ahead, Duane. 
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MR. HARRIS:  Mac, just one question; I’m just curious.  I was under the impression that 17B 
started at 300 feet and that was a lot of the rationale for choosing 4D as the preferred alternative.  
I don’t know what happened and why I was confused about that, but that’s one of the reasons we 
selected 4D.  Can somebody help me? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, I can help you, I think, because I was confused, too.  I thought we had 
selected 300 in 17B as well, but that was a recommendation from the AP and apparently we did 
not accept that and make that our preferred, so 17B went through at 240, and this does seem to 
cause a problem here and we’ll get to addressing that very shortly.   
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Now may be a good time just to show again there were changes from the 
December Briefing Book Version to the one that is in your briefing book right now.  Gregg has it 
on the screen.  You do not have this document right now.  For all the alternatives “fishing for” 
was added and “retention” was changed to “possession”.   
 
Then just simple changes replaced “or” and put “for a total of” – that’s pretty simple – and added 
a statement and put – we actually added kilometer square, and there is just a note to look at the 
tables again, so each of these alternatives have a table showing the actual lat/longs to them.  
Those are the changes and I think they’re pretty good changes. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, they seem very reasonable to me.  No objection from the committee to 
accept those changes suggested by the staff?  All right, Rick, go ahead. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  There was a word that was added to the alternatives that are by a depth 
contour, and there was a term “approximate” I just want to get your thoughts on.  This leads us to 
which of the maps to choose.  Do you want a line that closely follows the depth contour or do 
you want one that is approximate? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  And this is not getting in the issue of how you define the box, but it is what your 
intent – and your intent is to track a depth contour and then what goes into the regulations, how 
you specify that, we need to choose that and we need to get your guidance, but some of the 
wording was added in to change this instead of saying a – you know, you’re tracking the depth 
contour of 98 feet to 240 to say you’re tracking an approximate depth, and we just don’t think 
that is appropriate.   
 
You’re talking about a depth contour; the scientific literature is about depth contour; the 
distribution is all about depth contour, and that is your intent, but to then specify – and this is 
where we need your action that goes into the regulations what is going to be the coordinates of 
the box?  If you want use a more approximate way of defining that box, that’s fine, but that 
shouldn’t be in the wording of the alternative. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  So you’re suggesting that the word “approximate” was a word that was 
suggested or added I guess before it was filed, and you’re suggesting that is confusing and want 
to know whether we would like to take that out or not. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Correct. 
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MR. CURRIN:  Okay, thoughts, feelings, what is your pleasure? 
 
MR. HARRIS:  What is expected to be accomplished? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Just in respect to the text in the document is what we’re talking about.  The 
actual maps and the regulations, as they’re written, are going to go in with some sort of set of 
coordinates, whether that is 240; 19, whatever it is.  Otha, did you have a comment? 
 
MR. EASLEY:  I don’t have a problem with keeping “approximate” in.  I think it would be 
possibly misleading if folks think it is going to be exactly that depth.  I’m pretty sure that is not 
the intent of the council no matter how close we get to it. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  And this is not get into a debate about how we define the boxes.  I want to 
separate that, but I just don’t want to – if we’re getting up and talking to fishermen that we’re 
doing this around an approximate depth of 98 feet; well, are you doing it at 98 feet or not?  It just 
seems to me it is much more clear and we can explain it better if the wording of your motion 
says what the depth contour we are targeting.   
 
It is totally separate from then how you define that for that for the regulations, and this is where 
we get at Otha and law enforcement’s concern.  If they want to use fewer waypoints, that’s fine, 
let’s specify, but leave the wording in the document so it’s clear to the public that we’re talking 
about a certain depth contour. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, and I agree with Gregg.  Brian. 
 
MR. CHEUVRONT:  Gregg just answered the question that I was going to ask whether taking 
the word “approximate” out would somehow force us to choose a very accurate waypoint 
designation, and so he is assuring us by shaking his head no and by what he just said, that would 
not be the case.    
 
I agree sit would be easier to explain to the public that if we just leave it at 98, and this is 
basically our target, but obviously even if we tried to do it as accurately as possible, no matter 
how many waypoints we had we still would never be a hundred percent accurate on it.  It’s just 
going to be the level of precision that we’re going to want later on in determining where that line 
should be. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  And to that point, I guess if you say 98 feet, that implicitly implies 98 feet and 
that is what we’re trying.  This is going to be a decision based on the number of waypoints that 
we choose because if we go with the recommendation for the least number of waypoints, there is 
a portion of that contour line that gets lopped off. 
 
The intent is to manage as close to 98 feet as possible, so would the word instead of 
approximately 98 feet, could we say “as close to 98 feet” or managing as close to 98 feet as 
possible, because it’s going to depend on how many waypoints you get as to how much of that 
98-foot contour you get lopped off. 
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MR. CURRIN:  Yes, it is, and I think the other thing to keep in mind is that the fishermen that 
are going to be on water are not going to have a copy of Amendment 17A around with them.  
What is going to important to them are the waypoints that are published in the regulations and 
what they get encoded in their GPSs.   
 
I think what we’re talking about here really is just a matter of confusion with the public reading 
this document.  I tend to agree with Gregg.  Our intent is, as everyone indicated, get that line as 
close to 98 feet as we can.  What it ultimately ends up being may not be in every case and 
certainly will not be on 98 feet in every case, but that will be defined and exactly where it is will 
be defined in the regulations.  It makes sense to me to remove that; I think it is confusing. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  I was going to say that I think we ought to remove it.  I don’t think we need a 
motion but just instructions to staff. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Is everybody okay with removing that word “approximate”?  I think it makes it a 
little more clear to the public at least in reading this document.  It is the clear intent of the 
council.   
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, I think we have the wording in the alternative.  There are a couple of 
things that we need to talk about again; the two maps, which one do we want to go with, less 
waypoints or more waypoints.  Also, we haven’t been through the spearfishing and black sea 
bass exemptions and the transit. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, and there may be some discussion or reconsideration of preferred 
alternatives on this action as well.  I think the map issue and the waypoints is really a generic sort 
of thing, and that’s a decision that we can make before we get into specific changes in 
alternatives if that’s what we want.  Let’s take ten minutes. 

 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, let’s get started again.  There are a couple of decisions that we’ve got 
to make regarding the number of waypoints, how we’re going to define these maps.  Currently 
there are two options in there; one with not nearly as many waypoints as the other.  Most of you 
were around yesterday when the Law Enforcement Committee and AP met, and, of course, for 
many reasons they prefer to have straight lines, fewer waypoints.   
 
It makes their job easier when they’re out there.  Let’s talk about this issue of the set of maps that 
we’re going to use for all of these alternatives; and then if there is some desire to change the 
preferred alternative, we will get into that as well.  A set of those maps are in Appendix G, I 
believe.  There may be some in the document as well, Duane.  Give us the first set there, Rick, 
what page. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, if you go to PDF Page 246, that’s your first alternative.  Now, of 
course, that one just has one map because that’s not up for discussion or debate.  Then under 
each of these alternatives you see the lat/longs, but it you scroll down you’ll see that there are 
two maps and underneath two tables showing the waypoints with these, so you can see the 
number of waypoints and compare it in that manner. 
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MR. WAUGH:  Just a little more introductory remarks; this has a lot of input from our staff and 
from the regional office.  In your discussing this, I would encourage you to pick one approach or 
the other.  It takes a lot of time to go through and generate this and a lot of time double-checking 
numbers and so forth.  You’ve heard from the staff, and in the document it lays out the issues 
with access to fishing and the habitat more closely tracking the bottom contour, which is the 
panel on the left. 
 
There are a lot of enforcement concerns, ease of enforcement, right on through making cases if 
the areas are not as complex, and that is what is reflected on the right.  I just encourage you to 
let’s pick one approach and not send us back sort of to come up with a third approach because it 
takes a lot of time and effort to generate this information. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Mr. Chairman, just for discussion purposes and to get us moving along, I would 
make a motion, if you would like.  Based on the comments we’ve heard in the public as well as 
from our Law Enforcement AP that we go with Map 2, which I believe is the generalized 
boundaries; the least number of waypoints. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, Robert’s motion is that we go with the set of maps that are 
formulated from the least number of waypoints; i.e., generalized boundaries.  Second by 
David.  Discussion. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Well, I wasn’t prepared to talk, but I guess I can.  I would be inclined to speak in 
favor of Robert’s motion, recognizing fully that we lose some biological effect by not having – 
we’re including areas of the break especially off of Georgia.  But, when you look at the map, we 
pick up areas and incorporate areas under the straight lines that are not included under the many-
waypoint model. 
 
I don’t know, this is a point of compromise and I just believe and am hopeful and based 
primarily on a hope that we see an improvement to this fishery very quickly and based on 
comments we heard earlier that we’re going to be able to take actions, and I think what we’re 
doing in the actions that we’re taking are very, very significant.  I think this is one case where 
they are draconian in effect.  I would speak in favor of the least number of waypoints for 
enforceability, for understanding of the fishing public and getting as much out of this as we 
possibly can via compromise. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Other discussion on the motion?  Just as I guess perhaps a counterpoint to some 
degree – and I do agree with you, George, I think there is give and take and we lose on one side 
and gain on the other, and hopefully the habitat loss or inclusion is net wash.  I guess the only 
thing that kind of leads me toward the more well-defined boundary which has the more 
waypoints is the acknowledgment from the law enforcement folks yesterday that in all 
practicality they’re going to have very few to opportunities to enforce this closed area regardless 
of how it is defined.  That is one thing that would lead me to try to define that area as best we can 
with more waypoints.   Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I have a little different perspective on that.  This is certainly an 
enforcement challenge, there is no question about that, but I have no doubt that the Coast Guard, 
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NOAA Law Enforcement and our state partners will do everything they can to enforce this.  I 
think we need to give them the tools to do this.   
 
I think I agree with Robert’s motion that we ought to use the generalized boundary.  I think that 
will help us when we need to make some cases on this, and I think it would be easier for the 
public to follow.  I think given the challenges of this, we need to, to the extent we can, give these 
guys  the tools they need, which means going with these generalized and fewer waypoints.  I 
support the motion. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  I, too, am speaking in favor of the motion I think for all the reasons that have 
been stated and in particular what we need to do to try to give enforcement all the tools they 
possibly can have to help manage this area, but also because I think it is going to be inherently 
simpler for fishermen to understand the area.  We’re going to have to rely a lot on self-
compliance, and I think the simpler we can make it the better. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And that point was not lost to me either, Mark, and the folks in the enforcement 
committee made that as well.  It is not only easier for them, but it is easier for the fishermen. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  I neglected to mention the fact that during conversations with Duane, he has a 
high confidence rate in the fishermen off of Georgia responding in a positive manner to these 
regulations.  Certainly, we’ve heard from leaders in the fishery like Zack and Steve, who are in 
the audience, and they understand the criticality of the issue we’re dealing with, and I’m sure 
they will serve as leaders in an effort to try and capture and convey the spirit of this closed area 
to the fishermen because the primary area does occur off of Georgia and in South Carolina. 
 
MR. CURRIN;  And we heard that from a number of fishermen last night, George, that they’d 
don’t desire to go out there and wrangle with these fish when they know they can’t keep them 
and they try to avoid them.  Otha. 
 
MR. EASLEY:  Mac, you’re right on the statement that we can only get out there so often, the 
state and coast guard; but when we do get out there, we want to make it count, and the straighter 
lines helps us make it count. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And I appreciate that.  Charlie. 
 
LT. GRIS:  I just wanted to make sure that the ease of compliance and ease of enforcement 
remain married, and I think Mark already captured that as well as my other colleague, so that’s it. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you.  Any further discussion on the motion?  Any objection to the 
motion?  I see none; that motion is approved.  We’re down to one set of maps now, anyway.  Do 
we need any kind of motion to move the other set of maps to the considered but rejected in order 
to allow you guys to clean it up or can you just clean it up based on that motion? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  I think that motion is your direction to put the other maps and the other 
waypoints into the appendix is good enough. 
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MR. CURRIN:  All right, now we’ve got the issue of the alternative itself now that we know 
how we’re going to draw the lines.  We had some discussion earlier about the overlap from 17B.  
I detected some desire by the committee to perhaps modify our current preferred alternative.  
Unless you guys have got something that we need to do before that, we’ll move into that.  Mark. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Mr. Chairman, I’d like to go ahead and make a motion that we change 
our preferred alternative to 3C. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Rick, I’m trying to get back to that table.  Since we’re discussing these, that may 
be the easiest.  It’s Table 4-22; it is on PDF Page 278 and that outlines all the alternatives under 
the various scenarios with the indicated reductions associated – well, to me this kind of puts it all 
together; so if we’re talking about different alternatives, that’s for my benefit.  If you want to go 
to the individual tables and maps and the like, then Rick can help us out with that. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  I was just going to second Mark’s motion for purposes of discussion. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Mark’s motion was to change the preferred to 3C. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  3C is on PDF Page 251, and, again, it would be the map and the set of 
waypoints that is generalized. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  And that general map is Page 17 of Appendix G. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Or it’s on Page 252 of the PDF. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, is everybody clear with where we are with the motion that has been 
seconded by David?  Discussion?  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, I was looking back – and I can’t remember which page it was on 
that showed the landings from the various states – and you have to recall that Georgia’s landings 
are combined with Northeast Florida’s because they’re confidential information.  When you look 
at the landings my sense is – and I can’t tell you this for sure, but my sense is that the landings in 
Georgia are certainly no greater than the landings in South Carolina, so you’re penalizing 
Georgia when you’re not penalizing South Carolina that has the same amount of landings 
essentially of red snapper.  I’m real sensitive to my friends in South Carolina, but this doesn’t 
include any South Carolina closure at all.  I just have a problem with that. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  My question goes along with – I’m looking at Table 4-22, and it shows the 
expected closure percentages, and I realize these are all based on assumptions, but wasn’t the 
closure percentage – the target number is supposed to be 86 number that would achieve – 
 
MR. CURRIN:  83 percent. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  It was 83 percent; okay, thank you for the clarification. 
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MR. CURRIN:  And as you note under Alternative 3C, that only Scenario 6 surpasses that value 
and estimate.  It does fall within the range of 63 to 84 percent.  Further discussion?  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Both the chairman and Brian covered mainly what I was going to say.  The thing 
that bothers and why I can’t support the motion is that only under one scenario do we achieve the 
reductions required, and that scenario assumes a hundred percent compliance.  I just think that is 
unreasonable and I cannot vote in good conscience for any of these alternatives that do not meet 
the required reduction percentage. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, I would like to offer a substitute motion that we select 4C 
as our preferred alternative. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Second. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  There is a substitute motion offered by Duane to select Alternative 4C as our 
preferred and seconded by George Geiger.   
 
MR. HARRIS:  To speak to the motion, it does give us at least two opportunities in Scenario 5 
and Scenario 6 of achieving the 83 percent mortality that we need to achieve with an 87 percent 
compliance rate.  I don’t know whether that’s right or not, but it is what it is.  That’s why I would 
offer that motion. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I was just going to advise you there is a connection between what 
you’re doing here and the choice you made on the reference points.  If you’re going to stay with 
your preferred of 40 percent, then you need to come up with management measures that get you 
there.   
 
If you’re going to come in and try to find management measures that don’t quite get you there, 
you need to think about your previous choice because they’re connected to some extent.  If 
you’re going to be conservative here, then don’t come in and take a whole different approach as 
to how conservative you’re going to be on the management measures.  You need to have some 
consistency on how you approach this. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you; that’s a good point.  Gregg. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Here are the landings that we have broken out, and this is from Appendix J that 
you have in the briefing book material.  Table 6 shows commercial landings by state and Georgia 
and Florida are lumped together for confidentiality reasons; the headboat, the same thing, 
Georgia and North Florida lumped together; and then MRFSS is by state.  Those are the average 
landings 2001-2006 for the commercial; 2001-2007 for the recreational. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Well, I made my original motion on the basis of again the discussions that we 
had in December.  There is a great deal of uncertainty in any of the scenarios and any of the 
projections we’re making.  We only know that the larger the area the greater the likelihood we’re 
going to deal with discard mortality rates.   
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I’m still comfortable with trying to come up with the smallest possible area, and that’s another 
reason why I was speaking in favor of the 30 percent SPR proxy.  I understand that this takes 
pressure off of South Carolina coastal fisheries, but I’m still trying to figure out a way to 
minimize the overall impact to the fishermen throughout the South Atlantic region in this closed 
area that we’re debating. 
 
MR. SWATZEL:  I want to speak against the substitute motion.  The problem that I have with it 
is that you’re gaining about 2 percent concerning the net mortality reduction, but yet you’re 
extending the closed area about 3,000 square miles, which happens to be off South Carolina, for 
a net gain of 2 percent.  It just seems like the cost-benefit ratio is way out of whack there, and I 
would just urge the committee to ultimately adopt Alternative 3C. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  To George’s point about compliance there, 3C assumes, under that Scenario 6, a 
hundred percent compliance, but Scenario 5 is 87 percent compliance, and the 83 falls 
somewhere between 87 and a hundred.  I don’t think that scenario requires a hundred percent 
compliance.  We all know that we’re not going to get a hundred percent compliance, but, again, 
we are trying to minimize the impacts to the maximum extent possible and still try and rebuild it. 
 
I share some of Mark’s concerns that these numbers aren’t exact.  They’re all kind of soft, to be 
honest with you, and I think 81 is that much different from 83, particularly in light of going with 
an F proxy of 40 percent, which is more conservative in that regard, and that’s why I was 
supporting the original motion. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Looking again at Table 4-22, there is a different inequality between the 
Scenarios 1, 2 and 3 in that assume that there is no impact of Amendment 13C and 16.  There 
have been some analyses that have been done that show that there is probably some impacts.  
When you’re looking under Scenarios 2 and 3, it is likely that the amount of reduction that 
you’re going to get is actually going to be higher. 
 
Now that doesn’t mean that it is going to be better than Scenario 4 – I don’t know that it would 
better than Scenario 4, but they’re all sort of in the same ballpark.  There is some degree 
uncertainty.  I just don’t know how I’m going to – I haven’t figured this out yet.  This is a tough 
nut to crack here. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Tom does get at I think an important point, though, that you should 
understand.  The size of the closed area is extremely sensitive to the percent reduction that is 
required.  For example, if you need an 83 percent reduction and you’re closing between 98 and 
300 feet, you’ve got to close portions of seven grids and the square mileage is about 9,700 square 
miles; but if you only needed a 79 percent reduction, you can get away with closing portions of 
only three grids, and the total square mileage closed is 5,100 square miles. 
 
Just a 4 percent change in the reduction required reduces the size of the closed area by not quite 
50 percent but by a substantial amount.  The reason is when you get out of that core area off of 
North Florida and Georgia there, there just aren’t many red snapper, so you have to close huge 
amounts of bottom to pick up that last couple of percent reduction.  Small changes in the 
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reductions required can result in big differences in terms of the size of this closed area, and you 
will have to be aware of that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Roy.  Further discussion on this motion that is before us, which is 
the substitute motion to select Alternative 4C as our preferred?  Seeing no discussion, let’s vote.  
All in favor of this motion please raise your hand, I see three; all opposed raise your hand, I see 
seven.  The motion failed.   
 
Now we’re back to the original motion, which is to change our preferred to Alternative 3C.  
Further discussion on this motion?  Anything I would say has already been said by some who 
have offered caution about the consertiveness or lack thereof of this motion to accomplish the 
goals to end overfishing on red snapper.  It is by far the smallest of the options we have before 
us, closed areas, but it does give me personally some concern.  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  This may be the cat coming back with glass eyes. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, further discussion on this motion.  All in favor of this motion raise 
your hand, I see eight in favor; opposed – the chair would like to oppose this motion as well, so 
please count my vote – the motion is approved with a vote of eight to four. Our new alternative is 
3C with the small number of waypoints. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, I have a comment. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  For the record, we have one abstention. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I’m sorry, yes, for the record, one abstention.  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, this points out something that I think that is problematic for me 
and probably for everybody in Georgia, and that is that the landings from Georgia are lumped 
with Northeast Florida’s landings.  There is no question that Northeast Florida’s landings are far, 
far, far greater than Georgia’s landings. 
 
As you saw from the landings that you could see, we’re more comparable with South Carolina 
and North Carolina in landings even though we may be in the heart of the red snapper fishery.  It 
is a problem for me because we can’t tease out Georgia’s landings, commercial and headboat 
landings, because of the confidential nature of the data.  I don’t know how we get around that, if 
there ever is a way to get around it, but it is problematic for me and I just want to put that on the 
record. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I don’t know, Duane, it has been problematic for all of us that have asked 
questions about state-by-state quotas and trying to look at Georgia’s landings and we just can’t 
do that.  I don’t know how we avoid that, but, yes, I have sympathy.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Just to point out, though, in the model that we’re using to calculate these 
reductions, the Georgia landings are broken out in that and are handled.  The model has 
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confidential data in it and the things aren’t lumped out; so if you go into the model and when you 
look at things, they’re treated separately. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Well, just for the record, I did abstain on the substitute motion because 
according to George’s cat, just because my cat is dead I didn’t want to shoot the neighbor’s cat. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  We’ll try to correct the record there that there was one abstention on the vote on 
the substitute motion.  Gregg. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  This issue of confidentiality has been dealt with for quite a while.  Those of you 
who have been involved in ACCSP remember the Operations Committee Group coming forward 
with a recommendation that we get rid of the confidential aspect of data, and the Operations 
Committee got its teeth kicked in twice, and so we didn’t come back a third time. 
 
Certainly, when the Magnuson Act is up for reauthorization, we could suggest that they make a 
change such that there is no confidentiality.  Obviously, North Carolina is one end of this and 
they have very high confidentiality.  It was an issue as states got their trip ticket programs going 
to give fishermen the assurance that their data would be confidential.  It increases the cost of our 
data collection programs tremendously. 
 
It increases the complexity of doing analyses and maintaining those data bases tremendously.  
The additional cost is huge.  We have talked in the past – and Bob may recollect this better than I 
do – of putting in some sort of sunset; you know, that data are confidential for four years, five 
years, something like that.  This is something that’s only going to get worse particularly in the 
southeast.  As we lose dealers in states, we’re going to have more states that we can’t show 
landings. 
 
MR. O’SHEA:  I was wondering if the issue is the small number of reports is triggering the 
confidentiality; and if the cost then is that those fishermen aren’t being treated in a way that they 
could be otherwise, if there is a mechanism for them to surrender their confidentiality and 
disclose their landings voluntarily? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  My understanding is that they cannot even if they want to, but somebody correct 
me, that they cannot sign away their confidentiality.   
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I was having a slight sidebar; are you talking about a fisherman’s 
ability to waive the confidentiality> 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, the Magnuson Act has a provision in there that someone could 
waive the confidentiality or the confidential nature of – here, let me read it to you. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, that would be instructive.   
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MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  One of the exceptions to the confidentiality of information has to do 
when the Secretary has obtained authorization from the person submitting such information to 
release such information to persons for reasons not otherwise provided for in this subsection and 
the release doesn’t violate other requirements to the Act, so there is some allowance for waivers.  
In fact, we’re working on that.  This will come up I think in our Amendment 20 discussion in the 
Wreckfish Fishery later today. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  The catch with that would be if you had a small number of dealers or 
individual fishers and if one waived and the other one didn’t and you could mathematically by 
knowing one know the other, you could run into problems that way if you have very small 
numbers of people reporting. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Which is the case in Georgia, so I guess if one or two or whoever refused to 
sign, then we’d be still back in the same box.  Red. 
 
MR. MUNDEN:  Going way, way back, my recollection is that the North Carolina 
confidentiality policy was the only way that we got our trip ticket through the legislature.  They 
would not have approved it without that policy. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Red.  All right, we kind of got off topic here a little bit and we need 
to get back to 17A.  This is not totally off topic because the confidentiality does impact what we 
look at and what we have the ability to look at.  Let’s get back to actions in 17A, and Rick will 
ease us along here and make some more progress. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, this is still within the same action.  This is on PDF Page 266, and it 
deals with the allowance of harvesting some snapper grouper species with specific gear.  So, 
again, Page 266, Alternative 5, which is the preferred, would allow fishing for or harvest and 
possession of snapper grouper species with the exception of red snapper in a closed area if fish 
were harvested with black sea bass pots with endorsements.  That is Preferred Alternative 5. 
 
Six is allow fishing for or harvest and possession of snapper grouper species with the exception 
of red snapper with bottom longline gear in a closed area.  This had to do with golden tilefish.  
However, you talked about it in December and you felt that it was moot since the current 
regulations prohibit bottom longline beyond 50 fathoms, which is within 300 feet.   
 
You may only have deep water species and red snapper makes up a very small percentage of the 
catch on longline trips.  I think it was 0.01 percent.  That is Alternative 6, which is not a 
preferred for those reasons.  Alternative 7, which is a preferred, would allow fishing for or 
harvest and possession of snapper grouper species with the exception of red snapper if it is 
harvested with spearfishing gear.  I’ll stop there before we get into the transit alternatives. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And there were some strong opinions last night about some of these things, one 
way or the other.  The Law Enforcement AP I think came down on the side that they would 
rather not see spearfishing at least, that they saw some problems there.  They didn’t seem to have 
– correct me if I’m wrong regarding the black sea bass pots; that didn’t seem to be as big an issue 
with them, but that is what I remember.   
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Desires or comments on the current preferreds to both permit spearfishing in the closed area for a 
species other than red snapper when they’re allowable; and then the other preferred is to allow 
the use of black sea bass pots with very low bycatch of – little to no bycatch of red snapper 
within the closed area.  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Okay, I just want to make sure that Alternative 5 does – I guess it would also 
allow for the transit through the area.  I just want to make sure I’m clear. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, we’ve got some transit provisions and they’re going to be next, Charlie.  
That will be the next thing we’re going to talk about.  Ben. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I was talking to Robert Johnson yesterday and it really struck home with me.  He 
says if you want to drive a wedge through the recreational community, go ahead and approve 
this.  It goes back to the history of how the South Atlantic has tried to deal with spearfishing and 
powerheads over time.  For the number of people that it would actually allow, I don’t know that 
it’s worth the social cost to be able to – you know, what we’re going to receive in the end.  That 
is just my opinion. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  I wasn’t going to scratch the scab off but Ben did and I agree with him.  I 
haven’t spoken to one recreational person – and there aren’t many who will even speak to me 
anymore, but the ones who will still speak to me – I don’t take any personal glee in that, but the 
ones who will still speak to me, even those who are primarily spear fishermen, cannot believe 
that this council is going to allow spearfishing in this closed area, and they feel that once – and I 
keep hearing them, well, wait until the recreational community finds out about this, and it is 
something that right now is under the radar. 
 
I have not had one person support this.  They just think it’s crazy.  If you’re going to have a 
closed area, it should be a closed area to everybody.  Everybody is responsible for that resource.  
I even brought up the fact, well, you know, I suggested that we have a prohibition on fishing gear 
for those, and most of the people think that was a good idea.   
 
Well, if they’re going to do that, that’s a darned good idea; they’re ought to be some type of a 
compromise and a give and take here.  If they’re allowed to get in the area, there should be some 
price to pay or some agreement not to do things.  I agree with Ben; I think this is a potential 
wedge.  When it comes out, I think we’re going to hear about it and I think it’s a bad idea.  I was 
the only one who voted against it the first time and would vote against it again this time if it were 
brought up as a motion. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  Maybe this question is for Ben since he is closest to the fishery here, but I 
talked to a couple of fishermen – I think it was the hearing in Jacksonville.  We were still looking 
at spearfishing and they said what would happen is a lot of commercial – there would be a 
demand for divers to become part of the crew of commercial vessels, and a lot of these boats 
would go ahead and take on divers.  One guy was even saying that the dive schools would have 
overflows of people that would become trained divers to be able to get into these closed areas 
with spearfishing.  Do you see something like that happening; have you heard anybody talking 
about that? 
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MR. HARTIG:  Yes, I’ve heard the talk.  How much that will translate into what really happens 
will remain to be seen if we approve this.  The other thing I will tell you about diving, it is the 
most dangerous thing you can do in fishing.  About half the divers I know are deceased in our 
area from just stupid things happening to them when they’re staying on the bottom too long.  It is 
a very, very dangerous way to harvest reef fish in the South Atlantic, the most dangerous. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  I know I don’t need to remind the council on this, but I’ll just put it on the table, 
anyway.  We’re trying to protect red snapper here.  There is no discard mortality of red snapper 
by spearfishing because you can avoid red snapper and would avoid red snapper.  I’ve got a lot 
of friends that are divers, and I hate to restrict them from an area where they can dive.   
 
Your friends I think were primarily commercial fishermen that have died in diving accidents.  
Most of the fishing off the coast of Georgia is going to be by recreational divers.  They’re not 
going to take the chances that the commercial divers have taken over the years because I know 
some of those guys, too, and I know that they stayed down too long and got bent and came back 
up and didn’t survive it. 
 
I’m not really worried about that.  I’m worried about the recreational spear fishermen off the 
coast of Georgia that would be restricted from the area when there is no really good reason to do 
it that I can see because they’re not going to shoot red snapper.  They’re going to harvest species 
that are otherwise legal to harvest. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I’m a little concerned about what I’m hearing in terms of rationale.  I don’t 
know that the fact that it drives a wedge or it is unpopular; to me that is not a rationale for 
banning spearfishing.  Also, the fact there may be some business ventures that develop to do 
spearfishing trips and some commercial fishermen may start spearfishing; I think to me that’s a 
good thing because that mitigates some of the economics of this. 
 
If they can do that without creating red snapper bycatch issues, I think that is something that 
would be good to happen because it keeps some people at work.  What did we hear about last 
night; jobs.  There are going to be reductions in fishing mortality across all of the species as a 
result of this closed area; and if we can find some way to allow occur – now, I do think at the 
Law Enforcement Panel meeting there were some legitimate issues brought up in terms of 
enforcement problems this creates, and I think that is a legitimate issue for you to take into 
account on this.  I would caution you not to make your decision just based on this as unpopular 
and may drive a wedge or something like that because I don’t really thing that’s a valid reason 
for you to be making decisions. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  I was going to bring up the law enforcement aspect of it again.  Part of those 
conversations indicated that we are trying to reduce release mortality and interactions with red 
snapper.  The problem is people have gear on the boats.  We heard yesterday in the Law 
Enforcement Plan from Major Norton of the FWC that if somebody has gear and it’s stowed and 
whatever, they’re going to give them the benefit of the doubt. 
 
The conversation that I hear from the people I’m talking to, well, the way to get around this then 
is just to get a couple of tanks and dive gear and have it on the boat.  Therein again you create 
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legal loophole, and the very act of this occurring and however large numbers it occurs has a 
release on that release mortality that Duane alluded to that we’re trying to eliminate. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  I do have a diver that brings me fish.  A lot of the fish are amberjack because 
he couldn’t do grouper and he can’t do snapper.  If you were to disallow spearfishing, then 
you’re also disallowing amberjack harvest.  I agree with Roy; we need to give them whatever we 
can give them.    
 
You’re going to have some bad apples that are not going to comply; I don’t care what do, but I 
think most people are going to comply.  To take away spearfishing because you’re going to have 
a few people think it’s not fair, but that guy is down there – and he doesn’t like diving alone this 
time of the year because he has had too many great white sharks chasing him around.  He is 
cherry-picking down there; he’s working.  No, I think we should allow spearfishing.  Does it 
have some difficulties?  Of course, it does but everything we’re doing here has difficulties. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, that’s the current preferred and, Mark, I’m going to give you the last word 
unless there is some desire by the committee to change that preferred we’re going to move into 
the black sea bass pot discussion and make sure everybody is okay with our choice there so far 
and then to the transit issues.  Mark. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Both of my colleagues from Florida I think make very good arguments, but on 
the other hand I’m also hearing the side of the issue that talks to allowing people to fish 
legitimately for whatever we can allow them to fish for and still achieve our red snapper 
objectives.  I’m somewhat conflicted about this one, but I’m inclined to leave it as it is. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, unless there is a motion change our preferred on this, which currently 
allows the use spearguns in the closed area to harvest legal fish, we’re going to move on talk 
about black sea bass pots, which currently would be permitted to be used in the closed area.  Can 
somebody remind me; I can’t recall what the law enforcement – they had talked about this in 
August.  Do you recall, Otha, what the law enforcement’s take on the use of black sea bass pots 
was in these closed areas? 
 
MR. EASLEY:  I don’t think it was a big deal.  I think it had something to do with the area 
where they fished, but I can’t recall exactly what the AP’s thoughts were. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  Otha, correct me if I’m wrong or Karen, whoever, I think that one issue was 
they would prefer that they bring them back in when they come and go fishing them was one of 
the issues they brought up, but that wasn’t a strong issue.  They just said that obviously it would 
be much more easier to enforce if the vessels brought the traps back in or pots back in. 
 
LT. GRIS:  I don’t remember if there was a soak time component to the traps or whether we had 
back and forth or whatever, but I do remember that it was stated that the interaction with black 
sea bass pots and red snappers was sufficiently low enough that it wouldn’t be a big deal. 
 
MR. CURRIN: Yes, and the other thing I think to keep in mind is that most of that pot fishery at 
least currently occurs north of that closed area.  Roy. 
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DR. CRABTREE:  Which is exactly the point I was going to make.  Given the change we’ve 
made to the preferred alternative, I don’t see why we need this exemption because the fishery is 
north of the closed area.  I know there are relatively few interactions with red snapper in the pot 
fishery, but I think that’s in part because the pot fishery occurs where there are very, very few 
red snapper.  I’m not sure that if you put pots out in the heart of red snapper country we won’t 
have interactions with red snapper. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I don’t know, but I think Ben is going to say exactly my thoughts, but I’ll let 
him say it. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Well, there are three fishermen in Florida who are fishing black sea bass pots 
now, one of which caught 10 percent of the quota this year.  We may want to leave that in here 
since that is becoming a big fishery in Florida on fish that have never been fished on before. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Ben, based on what you know about this, do you think if you put these traps 
out in North Florida or South Georgia where we know the red snapper are; are we not going to 
catch red snapper in these pots?  I know red snapper will go in the trap. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I don’t know that the sea bass pot is of the size that will have very much red 
snapper bycatch.  I don’t know that for a fact, and I don’t know enough to answer your 
questions.  I’m looking around to see – 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Tony Austin is sitting right you, he might know. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Tony, if you can shed some light on this, Tony black sea bass fishes with pots 
off of North Carolina.  Of course, the red snapper populations are relatively low there, but what 
I’ve heard, Tony – you correct me if I’m wrong – is up our way there is little to no interaction 
between pots and red snapper.  If that’s different, please come up and let us know. 
 
MR. AUSTIN:  Tony Austin; I fish out of Morehead and Beaufort in North Carolina; black sea 
bass pots; 22 years at it down here and then a number of years of New England.  If you set black 
sea bass traps where there is a lot of red snapper, you’re going to catch red snapper.  Because of 
the configuration of the trap, you don’t get any legal ones.  They’re all small fish.   
 
The most you get is about 12 to 14-inch fish.  They come up alive because I’m not fishing much 
deeper than 20 fathoms.  They do not generally come up with their guts hanging out of their 
mouth.  They’re the first thing that goes overboard when I open a trap.  I’ve seen as many as 
three or four in one trap; and if you’re not where they are, you won’t catch them.  They’re what 
we call site tenacious.  In other words, they’re in one place and they’re not in another. 
 
On the real hard bottom, the places they like, they’re there, but as I said with a black sea bass 
trap you only get the small ones.  When we were allowed to fish grouper traps 20 years ago, we 
used to get 30 or 35 pound red snapper in the grouper traps, but, of course, they can’t get in these 
traps. 
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MR. CURRIN:  Okay, thanks very much, Tony, I appreciate it.  Gregg, you had something to 
add? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Part of our regulations with respect to black sea bass pots limit the percentage of 
non-black sea bass species that can be in there.  If you take a black sea bass pot and start fishing 
it like a fish trap and your catch composition resembles more of a fish trap, then that would be in 
violation.  I think it is something like 25 percent of the catch can’t be other species.  That is 
covered in the existing regulations. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  But that would only be enforceable in terms of what they’re landing.  If they 
are catching, as Tony said, small red snapper in these pots, they’re going to be throwing them 
over the side and then we’re going to have discard issues.   
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, further discussion on this?  Currently our preferred is to permit black 
sea bass pot use in the closed area.  Our new preferred shrunk that closed area some, getting it 
further away from the heart at least of the black sea bass pot fishery, but understanding that there 
are fishermen adjacent to the closed area that might be fishing there.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I’d make a motion, Mr. Chairman, that Alternative 5 not be 
selected as the preferred. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Roy that Alternative 5 not be the preferred alternative in Amendment 
17A.  Is there a second?   
 
MR. BOYLES:  I’ll second. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Second by Robert; discussion.  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Well, Tony also said that what he caught was in 20 fathoms and it went back 
down alive, and he didn’t catch that many.  Again, if we’ve got a lot of closed areas and not 
much for people to do, we need to try to let them do what we can within reason.  If we think the 
little bit of discard that we might catch is going to go back and have a really live rate, then I think 
maybe that we should go ahead and let them try to keep catching black sea bass. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, Charlie, I don’t think that’s much different than what we heard from 
every fisherman in the room last night.  We’ve had countless fishermen tell us that their release 
mortality rates are very low and the fish they release live.  They would be able to fish these pots 
out to 98 feet.  We’ve heard a lot of testimony that what you catch out to that depth is black sea 
bass, so they still would be able to fish, it seems to me, and catch fish.  I don’t know; I’m 
reluctant on this one. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  And they can catch some fish in there, but normally when they’re going deeper 
they’re looking for bigger fish, they’re worth more money; you know, five dollar a pound fish 
versus two dollar a pound fish. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, we heard some of that last night.  Brian. 
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DR. CHEUVRONT:  Yes, and just a quick comment, one of the things that we’re also looking at 
I believe in Amendment 18 is putting some constraints on the black sea bass fishery.  I think 
probably one of the last things we want to do is do anything to encourage new participants in the 
black sea bass pot fishery. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, are you ready to vote on this motion?  The motion is that Alternative 5 
not be selected as the preferred in Amendment 17A.  All in favor of the motion please raise your 
hand, that’s seven in favor; opposed to the motion, I see four opposed.  That motion is approved 
and Alternative 5 is no longer a preferred alternative of this committee.  Are there abstentions?  
David abstained so that’s the only abstention.  Let the record that there was one abstention.  All 
right, let’s move on to transit issues.  I guess that makes it a little bit simpler. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  The transit issues are right below the current alternatives that you looked at.  
It starts at Alternative 8.  There are three subalternatives.  Alternative 8, which is your current 
preferred, the prohibition on possession does not apply to a person aboard a vessel that is in 
transit – and we define transit below – with snapper grouper species on board and with the gear 
stowed.  You could have snapper grouper species on board if you are in transit and your gear 
stowed.   
 
Then there is Subalternative 8B which is basically the same as 8A, but there is no mention of 
stowing your gear, and 8C only talks about wreckfish; that you may transit with only wreckfish 
if you are in transit.  Again, that looks at what fish are you actually catching seaward of that 
closure, and that would probably be wreckfish.  You have a current preferred alternative which is 
8A. 
 
MR. ROBSON: And it is my understanding that this is standard or consistent language with what 
we’ve done elsewhere in terms of addressing transit; is that correct? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I believe that is correct, and I believe that it’s primarily consistent with the 
language that is often used in the Gulf as well; is that the case? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  And with the Deep Water MPAs through Amendment 14. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Everybody okay with where we are here; allowing some transit with gear 
properly stowed; all that is defined.  Charlie. 
 
LT. GRIS:  I don’t know if it’s already implicit here in the definition or not, but the only thing 
that I would add is that it says “while on a constant heading allowing for safe navigation and the 
nautical rules of the road”, but that might be a given. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thoughts on Charlie’s session.  Keep in mind that we are going to allow trolling 
out there for the mackerel and the like, so that is going to be worm in you guys craw.  I know 
you don’t like that, but what are the thoughts about Charlie’s suggestion?  
 
LT. GRIS:  As a little bit of further discussion, we’re pretty good at determining when people are 
maneuvering to avoid collision, so it shouldn’t be a huge issue. 
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MR. CURRIN:  What are your thoughts on the language Charlie suggested?  Charlie, you may 
have to say it again.  You probably dream about it at night, but I know you indicated something 
about being on a constant heading.  Go ahead and say it one more time just so I can get it down 
and we can discuss it further. 
 
LT. GRIS:  Yes, sir, I was just talking about while on a constant heading, though allowing for 
maneuvering for safe navigation and collision avoidance at sea. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  If we considered adding the language that Charlie is suggesting, would that 
then somehow stop trolling for king mackerel in the closed area if the fisherman had prior to 
going out to that area had stopped and picked up some black sea bass or something? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I’m not sure but I think it might.  Gregg. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Brian, I didn’t understand all of what you said, but right now for them to fish for 
mackerel they can’t possess any snapper grouper species. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Okay, that was the clarification I needed. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, it is going to require some planning I think on the part of people.  If you 
want to go do both, then you’re going to have to time it so that you do it either on the way in or 
on the way out.  Okay, what are your thoughts about adding the language suggested by Charlie 
for clarification while on a constant heading and allowing for maneuvering and avoiding 
collisions at sea?  Any threats perceived in adding that if that makes you guys’ job easier? 
 
MR. ROBSON:  Well, I was just going to say I would defer to our law enforcement folks; and if 
they feel it’s something that needs to be clear, then we should look at it. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Well, it’s probably a non-issue, but occasionally when you’re running 
somewhere, you need to stop the boat and go tend bilge pumps, tend the engine things, and I 
think the Coast Guard has got enough sense to know when you’re actually having to do some 
necessary maintenance or something.  I want it in the record that there are times when you just 
need to stop and tend to stuff. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I would hope that they would realize that, and I suspect they use a tremendous of 
discretion.  You have personal experience that is acceptable to them at times at least.  Okay, are 
we okay with just a suggestion to staff or do we need a motion to include that language?  Gregg. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  My only concern is this tracks all our other regulations with respect to transit; so 
if we add this change here, then I would assume we should go and amend all our other transit 
language because we’re trying to keep all the transit language the same. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I’m not sure it is an indication that we’ve got to do that at this point, but it may 
indicate that as we start looking at amendments to these other provisions that we might consider 
changing those.  I do agree with you that consistency is important.  Is this a big deal, Charlie?  
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Does this make life much simpler and easier for you guys since we don’t have it in any of our 
other transit language in previous amendments? 
 
LT. GRIS:  No, I don’t think it’s a show stopper.  I appreciate the discussion on it; and as I said 
before, we’re pretty good at normally determining what the intent of the voyage is and whatnot.  
What Charlie was talking before kind of reminded me of almost a force majeure jurisdictional 
exception kind of thing which we can obviously verify in a boarding to determine whether or not 
that’s a legitimate stop as well.  No, I don’t think it necessarily needs to put a lot of staff work on 
yet, and I’m glad for the conversation about it. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  It can be added into the discussion somewhat if that is what you 
would like.  Also, I was thinking that the language “appropriately stowed” maybe between now 
and the next council meeting, if you think it’s appropriate, staff could come up with examples of 
what that might be because I would think the regulations would have to be a little more definitive 
than “appropriately stowed”.  Like Gregg said, this has been brought up in other amendments. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, it’s there, a good paragraph with examples and all that, so, yes, I think that 
discussion is already captured.  Everybody is okay then with where we are?  It’s good to keep 
that in mind if we start looking at these issues again, if that becomes a necessary addition for 
transit descriptions, then I think the sense of the committee is that’s not a problem with adding 
that.  All right, Rick, let’s move on.   
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  And once again I just highlight where the council conclusion statements are, 
and this is PDF Page 314 for the closure alternatives.  We will update that section.  We will 
update that with the change to the preferred alternatives and also to the preferred black sea bass 
alternative in there. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Anything stand out as needing addressing at this point, realizing, of course, that 
a couple of preferreds have changed and this language is going to change, and they may be 
coming back to us at some point in the future asking for some additional rationale for perhaps 
some of those changes, but at this point that’s probably all we can do with that until we see some 
wording on those changes there, Rick. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, this is 315 PDF and this is the action that would require the use of 
circle hooks.  Alternative 1 is no action, do not require the use of circle hooks when using hook-
and-line gear for snapper grouper species.  Alternative 2 would require the use of non-offset, 
non-stainless circle hooks when fishing for snapper-grouper species with hook-and-line gear 
north of 28 degrees.  If you recall, that is the southern most bound of the closure alternatives.  
Alternative 3 is identical to Alternative 2 except that requirement would be throughout the South 
Atlantic EEZ. 
 
The committee has discussed this at length with the primary intent is to reduce discard mortality 
of red snapper.  There was concern that if you require that regulation throughout the EEZ, you 
will be affecting yellowtail fisheries, mangrove fishery and gray triggerfish fishery.  I think that 
was your justification for Alternative 2, and that’s reflected in the council conclusion. 
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MR. CURRIN:  Discussion.  I will note and I may have said to this committee before, but at the 
public hearing back in the winter in New Bern or last fall, rather, there was charter commercial 
fisherman type there who made some very interesting comments to me regarding catching 
triggerfish on circle hooks.  He said, “It’s not a big deal; anybody wants to learn how to do it, tell 
them to come and see me.” 
 
That’s one species that I remember in discussions that we’ve had about requiring the use of circle 
hooks where people said you can’t catch them, you can’t catch a triggerfish on circle hooks, and, 
of course, the guys that are yellowtail fishing have a hard time not catching the fish necessarily, 
but getting them off efficiently and quickly so that they can bail them into the boat.  Just to 
inform everybody that apparently that is not a hundred percent problem.  Tom. 
 
MR. SWATZEL:  Just to echo that, we’ve switched to circle hooks on our partyboats a couple of 
years ago, and they’re fairly small circle hooks.  We don’t really encounter any problems with 
catching triggerfish. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  We required circle hooks in the Gulf of Mexico reef fish fishery three years 
ago, I think, and I have not heard great complaints from triggerfish fishermen, so they’re 
apparently able to catch them. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, currently the preferred is just to require them down to the latitude or 
the southern end of the closed area as a measure to not harm red snapper.  Charlie. 
 
LT. GRIS:  Maybe somebody can help me get through a little bit of what I see as an ambiguity 
here in the language, but it says, “It is unlawful to possess snapper grouper species without 
possessing non-offset, non-stainless circle hooks.”  Does that stipulate a particular number that 
they have to have on board?  Does that prohibit any other type of hook on board?  What is the 
law enforcement officer going to be looking for or not looking for when he goes on board to 
verify that they’re using the right gear there? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I think if you strictly read that, it just says that you’ve got to have circle hooks 
on board.  It doesn’t specify a number.  I guess we could do that.  I presume that one would 
satisfy as it is written here.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, and certainly we had no intent to prohibit them from having other types 
of hooks on board the vessel.  We could look at how we wrote the Gulf regulations, and I would 
suggest that we basically follow how those were written. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, I think the intent was to track the Gulf’s rule on this and perhaps the rules, 
when written, might be a little more specific.  I think the intent, as I said, is to track the Gulf 
rules on this.  All right, no desire to change the preferred here?  Is everybody okay with what 
we’ve got?  All right, let’s move on. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, and those council conclusions that I alluded to are on Page 322, so you 
may just want to take a look at that. 
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MR. CURRIN:  All right, Page 322, take a peek at the council conclusions.  Everybody okay 
with what is there now; sufficient rationale?  All right, I don’t see any desire to make any 
changes or offer any suggestions, Rick. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, the final action in Amendment 17A is on PDF Page 323.  Alternative 2 
is your current preferred alternative to establish a fishery-independent monitoring program to 
track the progress of red snapper.  Alternative 3 is to establish a red snapper fishery-dependent 
monitoring program involving for-hire vessels, and that would be charterboat and headboats.  
 
I just want to bring your attention to again a couple of changes that were made to the December 
Briefing Book Version and the one that was filed, and it is on the screen here.  MRFSS replaced 
MRIP in the no action alternative.  I would think MRIP would be more appropriate to talk about 
the existing recreational program.  That was the only change that was made.   
 
We did have a table in the version that was in the December Briefing Book.  The version thought 
that this alternative should show the details of this fishery-dependent monitoring program where 
you show how many vessels would be allowed to participate in this program, what their trip limit 
would be, trips per month and fishing season, the length of it.   
 
I know from talking with SERO that there was concern with filing this document with having a 
table in there of the alternative but not having the details laid out, so that table was removed from 
the version that was filed. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Rick, would you go back to the previous one?  It seemed to me that what it says 
there and what you said are different.  Are you saying that you’ve added the Marine Recreational 
Fisheries Statistics Survey and got rid of MRIP or you are putting MRIP in there in place of the 
Marine Recreational Fisheries Statistics Survey? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  This wasn’t done by me, but MRIP was in there previously in the version that 
was – 
 
MR. HARRIS:  MRIP was? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  MRIP was. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  And you’re saying remove that? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  I’m not saying that but that is what was done.  Yes, I think that we should go 
back to MRIP. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  I do, too.  I thought you said something different than what it says up there.  
Okay, well, we need to make sure that language reflects MRIP is what we intended.   
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, I think the confusion is that there is no MRIP yet; and by the time this 
amendment is published, it may or may not be there.  I don’t know the best way to handle it or 
whether it is a big deal.  Monica. 
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MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, you’ve hit the nail on the head, I think, and I think maybe at the 
June meeting and we see where we are in terms of where MRIP is in its development.  I’m sure 
we could make the status quo alternative consistent with the fact that MRIP will replace MRFSS 
and all that.  I mean we can fix that for the June meeting because eventually that is what will 
happen.  MRIP will replace MRFSS. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  If it’s acceptable, can we use MRFSS/MRIP.  It’s a continuum and it’s going to 
move from one to the other at some point.  For at least several years, I understand it, there is 
going to be overlap, so there is going to be an MRIP/MRFSS going on while the new MRIP is 
going on as a transition or a calibration.  I don’t know; does that give you guys heartburn to do it 
that way? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  No, I just think we should accurately state what is in place now.  If it is just 
MRFSS in place now, it should just be MRFSS.  If it is MRFSS and MRIP, then we should say 
MRFSS and MRIP.  This is describing what is in place now, what is the no action. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, clearly, what is in place now is MRFSS; so if that’s more accurate as a 
descriptor, that would be my suggestion as to how we use it.  Does that make sense to you? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Yes. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, everybody okay with that?  All right, Monica. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  One question I have on all these alternatives, this action, is that I’m 
not sure how detailed you want to get into all the particulars of the plan because I can foresee 
down the road where the Center would need to make some changes to the data monitoring plan.  
If it was so specified in the amendment as to what all the specifications of that plan were, then 
you’d almost have to go back and do a plan amendment to change the monitoring plan, and I 
doubt that is what you would want. 
 
We need to think about giving them – I know you want a plan in place and I think that is a good 
requirement to have in this amendment, but you need to also think about allowing for sufficient 
flexibility for the Center to be able to change that without going through a plan amendment 
process with the council. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, thank you, Monica.  I don’t think anybody has any problem with that.  I 
think the main problem that I would have and perhaps others around the table is that whatever 
goes into place needs to be adequate to generate the information that is going to allow us to do 
future stock assessments in the absence of fisheries-dependent information on red snapper in 
particular.   
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Back to the MRFSS issue, I believe the program now is officially called 
MRIP, and that is what is there now. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, if that is the way it is, we believe you and we’ll put it in there. 
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DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I’m looking at the website and that is what they call it now on the 
website, so I believe that to be the case. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  So if you go on the website you can’t even find MRFSS anymore? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I think you’ll find MRIP. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, then I’m easy with that.  All right, the current preferred is Alternative 2, 
which is to establish a fishery-independent monitoring program to track the progress of red 
snapper.  We did get a report from John Carmichael yesterday on the results of the workshop.  
He described some good work apparently that group did with a series of modes to address this 
issue as best it can be addressed with money that’s available.  I don’t know what else we need to 
do at this point, Rick, here.  Cross our fingers and move forward.  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, as I said yesterday, I just want to remind everyone that we need 
to establish a program that the fishermen buy into.  If we can’t do that, we’re going to continue 
down this road of being us being them, and I don’t want to do that.  I know Bonnie understands 
that, so I just want to put that on the record is to the maximum extent we can we’ve got to get the 
fishermen to buy into this program. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I agree that is important, and it is going to take some time and some education.  
As I indicated yesterday, I’m delighted that at that workshop there was some attempt to explain 
to fishermen the difference in their goals as fishermen trying to load a hold and the scientists 
who were trying to properly sample a population that’s distributed over a wide area.   
 
I think that is not an accomplished task, and it’s going to be a continuing education process.  I 
think if they appreciate that, then we’re closer to our goal of having them buying into the 
scientific efforts.  Further discussion on the monitoring plans?  Dr. Crabtree, did you have 
anything else here before we leave the monitoring program for red snapper and 17A?  All right, 
Gregg. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Just in terms of timing now, because that’s the final action here in Amendment 
17A, so what will happen now is the DEIS will publish.  Our staff will work with the team to 
revise this document according to your motions here, get the proposed rule drafted.  When we 
get together in June, you all will review the public comments from the DEIS and make any 
modifications to the document that are necessary based on those DEIS comments.  Then the 
intent, as we understand it, is to give final approval at the June meeting. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  That’s my understanding as well, Gregg, and I think that’s the timeline that 
we’re going to do our best and need to do our best to meet.  We did have some discussions and 
there were questions last night from the fishing public about the lapse in the interim rule and this 
amendment, and I think that should be the committee and the council’s goal to eliminate any sort 
of lapse in regulations.  It’s certainly not going to benefit or help the goals that we’re trying to 
accomplish with this amendment if we have a wholesale fishery out there for a short period of 
time. 
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MR. WAUGH:  And we will revise this document and give it a thorough editing since you won’t 
see it again after June, so this will be in your first briefing book thoroughly edited for you all to 
give final approval.  I would urge everybody, when you get that, to make sure and go through it 
because our intent then would just to address any changes that you make at the June meeting 
based on the DEIS comments.  We would anticipate a very quick turnaround.  Roy has indicated 
the timing is tight so our intent would be to turn this around very quickly after the June meeting. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Depending on the date of the first briefing book deadline and then the 
date of the end of the comment period for the DEIS, the only thing that you might not see in that 
first edition – and I’m not sure – would be potential responses to comments received under the 
DEIS.  We’ll know better I guess when we get closer to that time period, but you would see that 
at the council meeting, I would think.  You just might not have that in your first briefing book; I 
don’t know. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, are we about to leave 17A? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  We are. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Then it seems to me we need to have a discussion with respect to this benchmark 
assessment if 17A is likely to go into effect sometime following the benchmark.  If the 
benchmark comes out and it says the situation is better than what we currently have in front of 
us, what direction or what options do we need to put in this document so that we can reduce 
some of the impacts of this closed area? 
 
I’m thinking of having the closed area reduced in size, opened several days each week, all the 
various things that we might want to discuss and have put in this document as options.  I don’t 
know whether we do that now or whether we give staff direction to come up with some of those 
things and bring them to us in June and working with the team or how we do that.  I would just 
like some discussion about that. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I guess there are a couple of ways we could go on this.  One would be 
to get the assessment in December that would be new and unforeseen information and request an 
emergency rule.  If that’s the route we go, I don’t know that you have to put anything in this 
document.  You could put in here it is your intent to review this assessment at the December 
meeting and request emergency action, if appropriate, if you think that gives you more comfort 
and the public some. 
 
What we would I think need to do, though, we need to give some thought to how to shrink this 
area.  The most likely scenario – and set aside that the assessment comes out worse, and that’s a 
possibility and we’ll have to deal with that, but if the assessment comes out somewhat better, 
then presumably we would want to decrease the size of the closed area. 
 
That’s not a straightforward thing, though, because where you decrease it has different impacts 
on different states and different people, and that’s the problem.  Now, we could I guess try to do 
something like we did in vermilion snapper where we put some framework in there that if it 
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comes out this way the RA does that.  It’s a lot more complicated to do that than it was with 
vermilion.  The second thing of that is – and that is not in the document now and I don’t know if 
Monica would advise us that would need to go out with a supplemental or not. 
 
I can tell you that if the record justifies that when we come in December if you ask for an 
emergency action to adjust this closed area, we’ll move that through the system as quickly as we 
can.  I think it would only require environmental assessments since we’ve just went through all 
of this EIS analysis, most likely.  We can make it move as quickly as we can.  If you want to go 
the other route, the vermilion snapper route, I think you would have to come up with a lot of 
specifics at this meeting and we’d have to put that in there. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  To Roy’s point, I think if you were to do what was done in 
Amendment 16 in terms of vermilion snapper where you specified potential actions – well, not 
potential – actions the RA would have to follow depending on the assessment outcome, then that 
would be completely different than any other kind of action in this amendment, and I think that 
would need a supplemental DEIS for public comment; bit if that’s the way you want to go, then 
that’s the way we would handle it. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  The emergency rule procedure certainly is much more appealing to me at this 
point.  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  I’m not talking about a framework.  I guess I should have made that clear.  What 
I was talking is having staff begin work on what the options might be so that we don’t have to 
develop all that come December and looking at what other options might be on the table for 
either shrinking the area, opening up a certain amount of time, opening it up, having it close two 
months out of the year, four months out of the year, just the various options that we might want 
to look at in December so that we have begun to move down that road to some extent so we’re 
not creating that all at the December council meeting. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I think what staff needs from you, then, is some guidance as to what 
your priority would be.  Would your priority be to shrink this area geographically as much as you 
can or would your priority be to make the closed area have a seasonal nature to it?  If you shrink 
it, is your priority to shrink it equally in all dimensions or is it to move it further offshore?  It 
would be good if you could give them some direction because we don’t want to ask them to – 
you know, there could be countless permutations of this thing. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, that’s good advice.  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  To me shrinking the closed area is the most difficult one to accomplish, and it 
would not be at the top of my list.  I would say I’d rather see the closed area open several days a 
week for fishing, two, three or four days a week or whatever; or, it only be closed certain months 
out of the year. 
 
We had testimony last night that there are certain months when they catch spawning red snapper 
within a certain area.  I don’t remember where the gentleman was from that made that comment, 
but he says, you know, I think May and June and September and October were the months when 
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they generally catch roed-up red snapper.  That may be an option is that we look at having the 
area closed during the spawning season for red snapper – that’s one option – or just several days 
a week have it closed and have it open other days of the week.  I think those are the two that I 
can think about now, but there may be others, too. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Roy covered part of it, but my question was we used the Dr. Nick Farmer Model 
in developing the closed areas; would it be possible for Dr. Farmer to begin to look at the 
suggestions that Duane had in regards to seasonal-type closures and incorporate those types of 
questions that Duane asked into your model, and we could stay consistent using that type of 
technology in coming up with the – 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I think that, yes, that is possible.  I think what we’re going to have to plan on, 
though, is set aside a fair amount of time at the December council meeting to hash through this 
and be prepared to really sit here and work through exact alternatives; because when we leave 
that meeting, we’ve got to have you vote on this is what we want you to do  That could take us a 
whole day of sitting here and coming up with new ways and new alternatives, but we can do as 
much advance work on it as we possibly can. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, I think some seasonality – if he can incorporate some seasonality, you 
know, monthly, weekly type stuff into that model would be – 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I think to get to the seasonality you’re going to have to have a pretty good 
difference in the new assessment, and we may or may not get that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I agree.  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  I do not like the idea of waiting until December to hash through this.  Do we not 
have a meeting in September; did I miss the memo?  We’ve got a council meeting in September 
that we can begin to hash through this stuff.  We also have a meeting in June.  There is time 
between now and June to talk about some preliminary issues, maybe one or two and then move 
on in September and come in with additional as we begin to talk about it. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  We could certainly at the September meeting come in with some alternatives 
and things we’ve looked at for you to review; if not at June.  We can do that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And perhaps even by September there might be some indication from the 
SEDAR process as to how that might work out. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, the assessment workshop will be over by then; and if every run they’re 
looking at tends to go one direction, yes, that might give us some indication, but there is no way 
of knowing at this point. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  But before everybody starts jumping up and smiling, I would remind you that 
our change today and our preferred alternative is maybe arguably – I’ll just drop the “maybe” – 
arguably on the very, very edge of accomplishing our needed goal in rebuilding this red snapper 
stock. 
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DR. CRABTREE:  And I agree with that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I think that is another issue that as we start talking about modifying and 
liberalizing measures in 17A as it stands right now, that we need to consider as based on the 
results of this assessment.  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  One final comment, if I may, this is very important stuff that I don’t think we 
can resolve completely at a council meeting.  The earlier we can get this information in the 
briefing book packet, the better it is going to be for all of us.  The last minute over-the-transom 
with a right hook is difficult. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Just following up on what Mac said, I would again advise you when you 
exercise the degree of precaution in your choice of reference points you need to make sure that is 
consistent with the degree of precaution you’re willing to apply to the management measures 
you’re putting in place.  The worse situation is to have management measures that are simply out 
of sync with the reference points you’ve chosen.  You need to bear that in mind as we work 
through this. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I’ve got a feeling we’ll hear that said again before all is said and done.  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Well, I just want to remind the council that if and when this box goes in place it 
has effectively reallocated grouper and vermilion to South Carolina and North Carolina.  The 
TAC may or may not be caught because most of the vermilion are in that box.  The council voted 
not to have black sea bass pots in the box.  That took away a little bit. 
 
They just need to understand that they have reallocated by default.  I don’t know if you’re going 
to catch the TAC with the box closed; and if you catch the TAC, I don’t know if it carries 
forward or anything like that.  Gregg could probably tell me, but we need to understand that we 
have reallocated a lot of fish. 
 
MR. SWATZEL:  I think we would probably all agree in a perfect world the best way that this 
could be handled is if we could make our final decisions on Amendment 17A after we get the 
benchmark assessment.  I guess my question would be if for some reason we have a scenario in  
that the council does not agree to move the amendment forward at our June meeting, I guess 
what is the downside?  Couldn’t we continue to work on the amendment and actually have a 
final vote in December?  We’re talking about a six-month window is the only amount of time 
that is between the two. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I think you’d be in violation of the statute at that point, and you’d be 
subject to litigation, you would be at risk of Secretarial action and I think we would probably be 
in a position that the fishery is going to reopen in December for some period of time.  I don’t see 
delaying as necessary because I think we have other ways to deal with the new assessment.  I 
would advise you strongly not to go down that path; that we need to take action in June. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  And to that point, I think we’re going to be out of compliance, anyway, 
because I don’t think there is any way that Rick can write NEPA that covers all the things that 
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are going to happen when we put the box in; you know, the reallocation of the B-liners, people 
moving around, as good as they are – they can’t write a NEPA that will cover all of that, so 
we’re going to be out of compliance on something no matter how well we try.   If we could have 
the leeway and leave it closed until we had this assessment and we knew exactly where we were, 
as best we can, and then made a rule; to me that is logical.   
 
Logic doesn’t seem to fit sometimes.  Maybe we don’t have the leeway but to me that would be 
the logical thing to do, which we would be listened to by a lot of fishermen.  Then we could have 
much better ideas on where the fish were caught for fishing bycatch mortality and what the 
fishing bycatch mortality really is and a lot of these other questions that we need to answer and 
hopefully will be answered in this benchmark.   
 
I agree with Tom, if we could get there and just leave it closed and work on this as our absolutely 
had to go there measure instead of closing it and then trying to back off of it, I think the rest of 
the management plans this box will affect could very well be offset. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  That would make life easier, Charlie, but I’m not sure it is an option under the 
law.  Monica. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I’m going to just throw my legal two cents in.  I absolutely agree with 
Dr. Crabtree.  We’re not at June yet, but I would strongly urge you to keep in mind that I’m 
going to strongly suggest you approve it in June or there is potential litigation as well as 
Secretarial action.  I think you need to stay the course. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And, Charlie, I hear what your saying, and we’ll write the best document we 
can, but anytime we take action we can’t foresee everything that may happen.  That’s just the 
realities of the world.  I do regard Amendment 17A as a short-term best we can do, but I think – 
and I guess we’ll talk about this at some other point in the committee meeting, but I think we 
need to talk about other approaches and other ways we can look at things and start looking at our 
strategy for reopening these fisheries and readdressing this closed area. 
 
The new assessment is part of that.  I think when the Center folks get out and start the monitoring 
we’re going to get a lot more spatial information on where fish are that might allow us to 
pinpoint these areas more.  I think some sort of catch share fish tag program ought to be 
something on the table to look at this.  I think we need to forge ahead on that one as quickly as 
we can, and I think everything ought to be on the table when we do that. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Looking at the workload that you all are suggesting and the need for alternatives 
in September, if you just step back for a moment, red snapper is going to be big at the June 
meeting.  It is going to be big at the December meeting.  Also, at June you will start to see the 
results from the SSC on our other species, both those that are data rich, more importantly those 
that are data poor.  We have the Comprehensive ACL Amendment that is on a deadline as well.   
 
You’re going to be presented with some very difficult choices there as well.  We had been 
thinking of trying to devote more of September to really start getting into that Comprehensive 
ACL Amendment.  Now, it doesn’t mean that we can’t red snapper, but that’s really a time when 
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we have to focus on our Comprehensive ACL Amendment that is going to be addressing all of 
our other species in between what we see as a huge amount of the agenda both in June and 
December being devoted to red snapper. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thanks, Gregg, for a reality check.  We do need to keep all that in mind.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I agree with Gregg, all that is there is going to take time and there are 
deadline and we’ve got to get that done.  On the other hand, I intend to take up Monica Medina’s 
offer for assistance to us and headquarter’s offers and request that they provide us with 
additional resources. 
 
If we’ve got to ask for an emergency council meeting, we can ask them to give us the additional 
funds it would take to do that and try to make sure that we get the resources brought to bear to 
help us address some of these things because I don’t think – I know we’ve got to get these things 
done, but on the other hand I don’t think any of us want to tell the public that we’re too busy to 
address this right now, we’re going to have to wait a couple of years. 
 
To me that is just not acceptable so we’re going to have to figure out a way to make this happen 
and we’ll ask for the resources that we need to do it and hopefully we’ll get some of those and 
can make some progress. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, I think everybody is willing to make that commitment as well, Roy, to the 
best of our ability.  All right, anything else on 17A at this point?  I would note, and Duane 
pointed it out because I forgot it on my agenda this morning, that Dr. Holiman was scheduled to 
give us a presentation on the economic impacts.   
 
He was sick, could not attend, and his information, rather than being presented to us, will be 
incorporated into the document in the future or as soon as possible and presented to the SSC in 
April.  Let’s take a break and be back here ready to go at 1:00. 

 
The Snapper Grouper Committee of the Whole of the South Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council reconvened in the Club Ballroom of the Jekyll Island Club Hotel, Jekyll Island, Georgia, 
Thursday afternoon, March 4, 2010, and was called to order at 1:00 o’clock p.m. by Chairman 
Mac Currin. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  We will resume the Snapper Grouper Committee.  We’re going to move into 
Amendment 18.  Kate is going to talk about some suggestions from the staff for consideration by 
the committee regarding possibly restructuring 18 to some degree and get your reaction to that.  
If you feel strongly that there are measures that not mesh with the suggestions, then we can have 
some conversation about that and consider whether those should be or need to left in 
Amendment 18.  Just kind of take a look at the future based on some of the input and desires that 
we’ve heard expressed by some of the council members that may lay out a more cogent plan 
toward the future.  All right, Kate, let’s jump into 18. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Before we get into the actions and alternatives in Amendment 18, I want to let 
you know that NMFS staff and council staff got together yesterday and we talked about how to 
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incorporate some of the suggestions and the requests that we heard during the Catch Shares 
Workshop and the Catch Shares Committee on Monday.  What we talked about was a possible 
amendment reorganization, so I’m going to over some of the ideas that we came up with and see 
what the council thinks and if some reorganization is something that you would like to see. 
 
We talked about Amendment 18 first with regards to the snowy grouper action.  In 17B snowy 
grouper will no longer be able to be fished due to the deep water closure, so we just assumed that 
action would probably be removed by the council.  That’s for you guys to decide and make a 
motion to do that, but probably be removed for that reason. 
 
We talked about moving the golden tilefish actions and black sea bass actions to a new 
Amendment 21 where Amendment 21 would incorporate catch share type options that would be 
compared to trip limits and to endorsements.  Amendment 18 would keep the northern expansion 
action, the EFH action associated with the northern expansion and data improvement action. 
 
I’m just going to go through this so you’ll have a full understanding and then we can talk some 
more.  That is all that would remain in Amendment 18.  Amendment 20, we would move the 
wreckfish management reference point, spawning season closure and recreational allocation 
actions to the Comprehensive ACL Amendment.   
 
We would keep the Wreckfish ITQ changes to the program actions in Amendment 20, and that’s 
to allow any further complications that come down the line we can delay this, but we cannot 
delay the implementation of a wreckfish ACL so we would put that into the Comprehensive 
ACL Amendment so that the Wreckfish ITQ Program Amendment would not be delayed. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  And it’s just an editorial nitpick, but in the Catch Shares Policy it refers to all 
IFQ catch shares, LAPPs, ITQs as catch shares.  Can we begin to uniformly use the catch shares 
terminology so that we’re not going back and forth? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Yes, we can.  I was just referring to the Wreckfish ITQ Program because that’s 
what it’s officially called in Amendment 5, but I can do with this whatever terminology people 
are comfortable with, sure.  We can do that; we can call it Wreckfish Catch Share Program.  The 
Wreckfish Catch Share Program would remain in Amendment 20. 
 
Then we talked about a possible Amendment 21 with having trip limit actions, effort and 
participation reduction and endorsement actions, so this would include the black sea bass 
participation and effort reductions that we talked about in Amendment 18 as well as the golden 
tilefish endorsement. 
 
Then we talked about catch share action for all quota species except snowy grouper, vermilion, 
golden tilefish, black sea bass, gag, greater amberjack, red grouper and black grouper.  This 
would include analysis of an ITQ-type catch share, cooperatives type catch share, RFA or 
regional fishing association type catch shares. 
 
Even those two things, cooperatives and RFAs need to be organized by the fishermen there 
would still be talk of them in the amendment, and a CDQ or community development quota 
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component type catch shares, all different kinds of catch shares and not just an ITQ, but 
something for small part-time vessels into that. 
 
We talked about basically just putting all of this catch share stuff or things that would be 
compared to catch shares into a new Amendment 21.  We also talked about Amendment 22 
being a long-term red snapper management type amendment.  We didn’t talk about what 
alternatives. – of course, actions would be in there, but it would just be reserved for long-term 
red snapper management. 
 
The purpose of this was to – we talked about previously in the workshop and in the committee 
that we need to come up with some sort of options paper for some sort of catch share program 
compared to trip limits and possibly endorsements of vermilion, golden tilefish and black sea 
bass, so we talked about that. 
 
Now, since we have black sea bass actions in Amendment 18, we have got golden tilefish actions 
in Amendment 18, we thought, well, why don’t we bring that into Amendment 21.  We do 
understand that maybe you want to move those things along a little quicker.  Amendment 21 
would move those along.  Anyway, this is what staff talked about and proposed as a way to move 
Amendment 18 along.  Right now the golden tilefish catch share program is being designed in 
Amendment 18.  It is very nebulous.  We don’t have actions and alternatives fully fleshed out. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  One thing I was hoping that we would at least consider as part of 18 was this 
request by some of the fishermen to consider changing the fishing year for black sea bass.  It 
seemed like 18 would be the place to do it, but now if we’re going to move all those sea bass 
actions to Amendment 21 it is really going to postpone taking any action.   
 
They could get some much needed relief I think if we did change that fishing year, but I don’t 
know when now that it would be delayed doing that to a later amendment.  Not knowing that the 
council would even do that, but I know several of us were contacted by some of the fishermen 
and we at least made a commitment to them to bring it up as a possible action, thinking that if we 
do something, we might be able to do it in 18, and it would possibly get in place in time to give 
them some help this coming year.  I guess if we move all of that to 21, if we did decide to do 
something, it is not going to give them much relief this next winter season. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  If you remember, Amendment 18 has already been out to public hearing, so our 
hope was to get your guidance at this meeting and then give final approval for Amendment 18 at 
the June meeting and be done with 18.  If we add new items to it, then we have to go back out for 
more public hearings. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  It looks to me like we’re trying to group a suite of different – well, it’s sort 
of allocations, but it’s sort of trip- limiting things here, and I’m not against that idea.  I think it 
would be a great thing, but I would like for us to consider trying to make this a little more 
exhaustive in that list, and I would like staff to think a little more about that.   
 
The one that popped to mind for me is I think this would be a really good place for us to have a 
comparative look at state-by-state and regional allocations as well as a potential management 
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measure.  If we don’t go through with catch shares for some of these fisheries, some of these 
other types of allocations might be something that would be worthwhile that we would want to 
consider for some of these species.  We have talked about that.  I know North Carolina is very, 
very interested in the idea of having some other kind of quota management because we can 
manage a state-wide quota for just North Carolina. 
 
By dropping snowy grouper because that’s now covered in 17B, that is where we had initially 
said we were going to discuss the idea of a state-by-state or regional management for this.  I 
don’t want to lose that as a potential item for discussion.  If we’re going to push it back to 21, I 
understand that, and that seemed to be the logical place for me. 
 
I was just wondering if there are other types of management measures that similar to this that the 
council needs to consider that might want to be added to Amendment 21.  I know if there are 
other things.  I just wanted to point that out that maybe we should consider some stuff there. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  The thing that strikes me first is the number of actions that are included in 
Amendment 21 and it is looking like Amendment 13 used to look where that broke that down 
into multiple segments, and 17 as well.  Unless under the catch shares we’re going to have a 
template and you’ve going to have some savings because you’re going to apply each of those 
species into some form of catch shares template, which is going to make it easier, it just seems 
that is an awfully ambitious amendment based on what I’ve seen the past.  I can see this being 
broken down as being too complicated and being divided up as we move down the road, further 
exacerbating the black sea bass issue and the golden tilefish issue.  
 
MS. MERRITT:  I pass, Mr. Chairman, because my items have been covered.  However, can we 
go back to the 18 discussion after we’re finished with this? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  It is all on the table. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  Okay, well, then, back to 18 I would like to go ahead and readdress having the 
black sea bass request from the fishermen that their season to be changed and whether or not we 
can do that.  I think Gregg said that we couldn’t because it has already gone out to public 
hearing? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  No, I just said that Amendment 18 has already gone out to public hearing and 
that action was not included, and our current timeline was to get your final actions at this 
meeting for 18 and then bring it back to you in June for final approval to submit it to the 
Secretary.  If we add another alternative to Amendment 18 that hasn’t been out to public hearing, 
then we’ll have to go back out to public hearings, and it would slow down Amendment 18. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Are the actions on golden tilefish and black sea bass that complicated that we’ve 
got to move them?  Why can’t they stay where they are and let us move forward with those 
actions? 
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MR. CURRIN:  That’s kind of what we’re discussing right now, so let’s get everybody’s kind of 
initial reaction and then we’ll go back to try to lay out a plan, because I have some problems with 
it personally. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  My initial reaction is to leave sea bass and tilefish where they’re at. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, Rita, continue, and, Monica, you’ve got something to George’s point? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, it’s actually just something Gregg just mentioned about public 
hearings.  Couldn’t you have a public hearing, Gregg, at a council meeting or are you talking 
about the process that the council developed where they take a number of things out to the public 
once a year or that one process you were trying? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Well, it would depend on how the council felt on whether they thought a public 
hearing in Orlando, Florida, in June would suffice for a black sea bass fishing year change.  I 
would suspect not and we would want to have more.  More importantly, if you look at the stack 
of amendments that we have that we’re dealing with, if you’re adding an action to Amendment 
18 now, then we would be hard pressed to give final approval to that amendment in June.  We 
would sort of want your final guidance in June and then it would slide over to September. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  To that point. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I noted in Amendment 17B, which is not yet approved by the 
Secretary, your framework allows you to make changes to the fishing year, so that’s a possibility, 
too. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Is that what you were going to say, Ben?  Yes, and that’s an idea I had regarding 
several of things including the trip limits that might could be looked at through framework.   
 
MR. HARTIG:  Certainly, I’d like to see us move ahead with the tilefish stuff and the sea bass 
things.  There is a date certain criteria for setting those endorsements up and we’ve already gone 
to public hearing.  If we move this back any farther, we’re getting farther and farther away from 
those dates certain.   
 
We have more people getting into the tilefish longline fishery now that are going to be coming to 
you all and going, you know, I want to stay in this fishery because we haven’t taken care of this 
earlier.  The other thing is these are bridges to the LAPP or the catch shares possibly.  We need 
to build these bridges now and stay on task with these so hopefully we’ll get to the catch shares 
in the future. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, and that’s kind of how I view the trip limits as well, Ben.  We’ve had 
problems with vermilion this year, we’ve had problems with black sea bass with the fisheries 
closing very early.  We’ve had considerable interest from the industry about some trip limits to 
try to make those fisheries last longer if we can and address some of the financial concerns that 
people are affected by when these fisheries close for long periods of time.  Duane. 
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MR. HARRIS:  I would just like some sense of the timeline of all these things.  What are we 
looking at if we change these amendments around and add these other amendments.  Where are 
looking at seeking final council approval for these amendments because I can’t see voting on this 
change without knowing what we’re doing with respect to timelines. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I suspect that maybe staff can give us a broad guess at what that might look like. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  For Amendment 18, our hope was to finish that at this meeting and final 
approval in June.  17A we would be finished with in June.  The one that has a statutory deadline 
associated with it is the Comprehensive ACL Amendment.  That is the one I was talking about 
this morning that we were hoping to spend time with some in June but then a good bit of 
September. 
 
Our current timeline for that Comprehensive ACL Amendment has us approving for public 
hearing at the December meeting and finishing that up at the March meeting and final approval 
in June 2011.  Then we have an issue with Amendment 20 that has the Wreckfish ACL.  If we 
move that into the Comprehensive ACL Amendment, then that takes care of that statutory 
deadline. 
 
Then the other actions that deal with catch share programs aren’t on a statutory deadline and they 
would fall after the Comprehensive ACL Amendment.  We would be looking to approve those 
for public hearings sometime early in 2011.  There is no timeline associated with them now, but 
just looking at finishing up the others. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, that covers all of these amendments that are up there right now 
that we were just talking about.  We’ve covered 21, 22 and whatever.  If it doesn’t that is what 
I’m kind of looking for is these amendments that you have up there now, I want to see what is in 
them and when we’re looking at addressing those issues. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  And I think Kate could elaborate on this, but the idea with just addressing 
wreckfish in 20 was to work out an outline for an amendment that would then save a lot of time 
with 21.  Realistically for 21 and then 22 is red snapper, I believe, you would be looking at 
approving those for public hearings – 21 sometime in early 2011 would be the earliest that I 
could foresee right now.  However, depending on the level of assistant we get out of that .D.C., 
that could change this, but it also may require another council meeting. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Well, that’s no problem. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Gregg, I want to make sure I heard you correctly in terms of 
Amendment 18 as it exists right now.  The current schedule has the council approving it in June? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Yes, for 18 now the current schedule is to give approval at this meeting and then 
review the final document in June. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  A question for Monica; maybe you could, if you don’t mind, remind us what 
would be involved in terms of doing a framework action and how long that would take. 
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MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, you do not have the 60-day comment period on the amendment 
because those kinds of framework items have been addressed in an amendment, so you have a 
shortened review time period there.  Then you would have a comment period on a proposed rule; 
likely 30 days.  That’s the usual rule comment period.  Then you go to final rule. 
 
That doesn’t discuss, however, developing the document, and I’m not sure how much more 
additional work would need to be done in pulling it out of where it is now.  If we’re talking 
about, for example, a black sea bass fishing year change, pulling it out of where it is now and 
putting it into another document and then dealing with that way, but ideally what really takes the 
time for public comment is at the proposed rule stage. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  I don’t believe it’s a matter of pulling it out because I don’t think there is 
anything in there right now.  This issue just came up so I don’t know that – there hasn’t been any 
work done on it, really, so you’d be starting from scratch. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, David, keep in mind that there was a heck of a lot of work done on it in a 
previous amendment and some of that analysis and the like would have to be updated.  There is 
likely some boilerplate and the like that might make it relatively easy to pull together or least 
provide a template for analysis from a previous amendment.  Monica. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  But, I should have added a large caveat with that.  You can’t do a 
framework to change the fishing year until Amendment 17B has been approved and 
implemented by the Secretary.  That process hasn’t really even been started yet. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Why couldn’t we just add the fishing year to Amendment 18, take final 
action on it in September, and somewhere between now and then go up to the North 
Carolina/South Carolina line and have a public hearing and then we could have another public 
hearing in Orlando and we could have one at the Charleston meeting.   
 
I’m not convinced that 18 is going to be ready for final action or at least as ready as we’d like it 
to be by June, anyway.  We took final action on 17B at the last meeting, but we had so many 
edits and changes after the fact that it is still being edited and all that.  It seems to me we could 
add – if it’s just a fishing year change, we could add it into 18 and take final action in September 
and get all this stuff done. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  I would like to point out the schedule that we’re trying to adhere is the one the 
council put us on; so obviously if the council wants to take a little longer to develop 18 or 
whatever, that’s the council’s decision and not the staff. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Given the last couple minutes of conversation we just had, if it does get 
pushed back to September for approval for Amendment 18, my comment was actually going to 
be asking staff about the additional burden.  I mean why would they suggest pulling golden 
tilefish and black sea bass out of Amendment 18 in the first place; was it because of the 
timeliness of trying to be able to get the actions done and get the amendment prepared and so 
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they needed more time for that?  I guess I’m not sure what their reasoning was for moving it out 
and if we wanted to put it back; what kind of a burden was that going to place on folks? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  You’re not really putting it back; you’re just not taking it out.  That’s not a 
burden at all.  The reason for taking out the golden tilefish catch share alternatives was that it has 
been largely undeveloped, so taking it out would move 18 forward very quickly, more quickly 
than it would than going through a whole entire catch share program.  That was the purpose for 
taking out the golden tilefish catch share. 
 
The reason for taking out the black sea bass trip limits and participation and the golden tilefish 
fishing year and endorsement was that in Amendment 21, that being a catch share type 
amendment, it needs to be compared to something.  The thing it would be compared to would be 
trip limits, endorsements, limits on participation, so we thought, okay, wouldn’t that be 
convenient as long as you didn’t want to move it ahead.  Now, obviously, we realized that some 
people want to move some of those things ahead. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  To that point, Mac, I think though given some of the urgency that is going 
on in these two fisheries, like there is more participation going on certainly in black sea bass, that 
as people are getting pushed out of these other fisheries, I think there are some issues there that 
this council needs to address sooner rather than later to avoid problems that we’re going to face 
that going to get worse in the future.  The derby is going to get worse, and I don’t think there is 
any other way that we can see this fishery headed. 
 
MR. MUNDEN:  Going back to the question that Dave Cupka raised as to the length of time it 
takes for a framework action, the Mid-Atlantic Council framework actions normally take six to 
nine months. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Just to follow up on something Bob said about the schedule, what I was relaying 
was the schedule you all have previously approved.  Any changes you all want to make is 
entirely up to you. Also, this idea of rearranging these actions, this isn’t something we did on our 
own.  This was a direction from the Catch Shares Committee on Monday. 
 
We were asked to work with the regional staff and put together these suggestions and then 
surface them here.  I don’t want you to think we’re sort of thinking up ways to divvy and split 
stuff.  This is responding to directions from the council’s committees. 
 
MR. CURRIN: Thank you for that very important reminder.  All right, we’ve heard a whole lot 
and we need to organize this in some way.  Let’s start with 18.  We’ve got the suggestions as a 
result of Catch Share Committee actions to try to address the desire to move quickly with a look 
at some catch share options for the snapper grouper fishery in particular.   
 
This is one way at least the staff has thought of that could be accomplished in a more timely 
manner than finishing what we’ve got going on right now and have been moving into that.  We 
know the importance of red snapper and they have acknowledged that by setting up another 
Amendment 22 to look at that. 
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I’m hearing some desire from a number of people and I share some of those to move ahead with 
black sea bass issues.  I think Ben would like to see the endorsements at least for golden tile 
move ahead.  The thing I think I mentioned the other day was the possibility of looking at trip 
limits in the vermilion and the black sea bass fishery through a regulatory amendment, which 
could move more quickly; as Red indicated in the Mid-Atlantic at least six to nine months, 
something like that. 
 
To me, Brian, we’ve got issues in the black sea bass fishery; one with participation, but we’ve 
also got issues in the black sea bass fishery and the vermilion this year least.  I presume those 
will continue in the near future regarding seasons ending very, very quickly, which is 
burdensome and difficult for the fishermen. 
 
I presume that we could move a regulatory amendment fairly quickly to deal with analysis of trip 
limits for those two fisheries, which would address part of the problem.  If the desire of the 
committee and the council is to keep the black sea bass and golden tile endorsement issues in 18, 
it looks like perhaps June but maybe September 18 could be approved with those measures in 
them.  They’ve already been out to public hearing.  What is the committee’s desire and let’s start 
with 18, understanding all of this on the board here.  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Well, I’m not so sure this does start with 18, but it just occurs to me that it seems 
that trip limits and fishing year changes need to be somewhat tied together because we might 
change the fishing year and fix the problem with the derby fishery without having to go to trip 
limits, and then trip limits could be considered in the Catch Share Amendment.  If we just 
change the fishing year, I don’t know if that is going to change, without looking at numbers, 
change this derby fishery because it may simply shift it to another area.  I think they’re 
somewhat tied together. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, I would agree that is the case.  Other thoughts?  David. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  That’s true, Duane, except in the case of black sea bass where the majority of the 
fishery is right there, I don’t think that’s going to switch to another area. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  But he said 10 percent of the quota off of Florida. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Well, that’s true, but the majority of the fishery is right there and is. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Which I think speaks to the need to start looking at the participation and effort 
limitation in that black sea bass fishery, which is what 18 was supposed to do, at least begin to 
address that.  Kenny Fex from Snapper Grouper AP had a comment. 
 
MR. FEX:  Kenny Fex, Snapper Grouper AP.  I would like to say that maybe if you split the 
season on the black sea bass and start half when it starts in June or July, whenever you start it, 
and then half in January.  What would happen then is the black sea bass pot fishermen would go 
black sea bass fishing; and then the vermilion snapper, like I would go vermilion snapper, so 
then I wouldn’t be getting into his fishing area because I’ve got my own fishery at the same time. 
 



Snapper Grouper Committee 
Jekyll Island, GA 
March 3-5, 2010 

 

 77

You would be opening both seasons at the same time, so I wouldn’t be doing the black sea bass 
and then I would be doing the vermilion, so that might help that.  I’ve talked with people up 
north to me that do the black sea bass.  They see trip limits as being the thing; and also size 
limits, bringing it up to 12 inches would be an also thing that would limit the amount of fish 
brought in with a better quality of fish.  I just figured I’d interject on that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Kenny.  Keep in mind we did split the vermilion season last year 
thinking that would help some, and it ended in September after starting in June.  I don’t know, 
but there are no trip limits there and perhaps trip limits would help that some.  If it extends it by 
another month or so, I think it would help some people at least and make other people mad.  All 
right, what do we want to include in 18, either leave or add if you want to, and that will by 
process of elimination perhaps help better define 20, 21 and 22?  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, are we going to go through Amendment 18? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Once we decide right now what the committee’s desire is as far as what is going 
to be in 18. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, wouldn’t it make more sense to go Amendment 18 and then talk about 
what we want to take out and what we want to leave in because I’m not sure everybody here 
remembers exactly what all is in Amendment 18. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, we can do that if that is the desire of the committee.  That may help; that’s 
probably a good suggestion, and then we can decide.  One thing the staff suggested that makes a 
lot of sense to me is to take the catch share program for golden tiles out of 18, but we’ll get to 
that as well.  All right, with all that as background, that’s a good suggestion, Roy.  Let’s go 
ahead, Kate, and let’s move through 18 and then we’ll see how it ends up. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Okay, we’re looking at Attachment 8 in the Snapper Grouper File, Amendment 
18, PDF Page 38.  Action 1 extends the Snapper Grouper FMU northward.  No wording has 
changed at all since the last council meeting.  I believe the council had a question for Monica 
about how necessary this action was to take in order to fulfill ACL requirements.  I think she has 
an update for us. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I’ve been thinking about this issue and it has kind of really been 
bothering me.  I kind of talked with some of my colleagues about it.  I guess what is bothering 
me is the fact that we have established – this action would extend through all species in the FMP 
except those you except out, black sea bass, golden tile and scup. 
 
If we use let’s say snowy grouper as an example, because we know there are landings now that 
are occurring off of Virginia.  The current – I say current; it is kind of several years old at this 
point – the current stock assessment for snowy did not account for that fishing mortality either 
because we didn’t know about it, most likely, or because it didn’t occur at that time.  I’m not 
sure. 
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You have the ACL requirements in which you’re tasked with really accounting for all fishing 
mortality.  In 17B, at least for the commercial ACL we essentially adopted what was put in place 
in Amendment 13C in terms of commercial quota and those sorts of things or a commercial 
ACL.  Then a recreational ACL was also established.   
 
That ACL didn’t take into account the mortality off of Virginia so the question is how and when 
do you do that.   One way, a long-term solution and maybe it is the best one, is to extend the 
FMU northward and then at your next stock assessment for a number of these species start to 
account for all that mortality that you know is going on up there and then I guess set a separate 
ACL for that piece of the ACL for that section or however you want to do it.  I guess that’s a 
little bit maybe downs the road. 
 
The other is another option when I was looking at the National Standard 1 Guidelines is I read 
through them and I tried to find maybe something that would be an analogous to this situation, 
and the part I found in the guidelines addressed ACLs for state/federal fisheries.  I would like to 
read to you a little bit: 
 
“For stocks or stock complexes that have harvest in state or territorial waters, FMP and FMP 
amendments should include an ACL for the overall stocks that may be further divided.  For 
example, the ACL could be divided into a federal/ACL and a state/ACL.  However, NMFS 
recognizes that federal management is limited to the portion of the fishery under the federal 
authority” – under the council’s federal authority really is what they mean.   
 
Then they talk about trying to get with either or the territory’s authority or the state’s government 
in terms of matching up compatible regulations and those sorts of things.  I guess in wandering 
through the desert here on the ACL rule I’ve decided that you do have a little bit of flexibility in 
terms of when you decide to extend the FMP northward and then account for the additional 
mortality that you know is going on and maybe you want to wait until you get certain stock 
assessments that take into account the mortality and then apportion it accordingly. 
 
What I was thinking was that – and I’ve talked with my colleagues about this and the fact that 
you should in these regulations for this particular situation I think is really analogous to your 
present situation where you manage in your area and you don’t manage up in Virginia, but you 
know that there is fishing going on.  I’m saying that you could either do it through this 
amendment or you could address it more long term down the road. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  So if I read you correctly, then we would be in a reasonable legal standing if we 
did not address this extension in this amendment; is that correct? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  That’s my read, yes.  However, if you want to go ahead with it, that’s 
fine, too.  I’m just thinking that you probably don’t need to put it in this amendment. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And I thought I heard you say as well that your first option on that, which was 
kind of a long-term approach to this, that we could extend the unit but not address the 
apportionment of the ACL to that area until the next stock assessment or did I misread you? 
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MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, no, I think that’s where I was going.  The problem comes in – 
and this is what has been driving me kind of crazy – is that you know that there is mortality 
going on so I guess you would just – you wouldn’t want to turn a blind eye to that.  It is a 
difficult conundrum, I guess. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  So those fish that are caught in Virginia and landed wouldn’t be counted against 
the ACL that we establish in our Comprehensive ACL Amendment or wherever we establish it? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, for snowy grouper, for example – 
 
MR. HARRIS:  That’s what I’m talking about. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  – you’ve already established in 17B and it wasn’t accounted for is my 
thought in that because what you did in 17B is you adopted – at least for the commercial sector 
you adopted the measures that you put in place in 13C when you really ended overfishing and 
started to rebuild and drop down the quota in terms of what the commercial people could catch. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  I appreciate you reminding me of 17B.  What I’m not understanding is they were 
not accounted for.  Those landings were not accounted for in 17B.  I don’t think they were. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I don’t believe they were when you set your ACL. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  And so our ACL can stand even though we know that those landings are 
occurring; and if we don’t extend the management unit now, does it mean anything, I guess?  I 
mean the landings are going to continue to occur theoretically, so what happens?  Good question. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Good question. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Based on the SEDAR Committee’s recommendation that they’re going to 
make I believe is they’re suggesting that there be a snowy grouper update assessment in 2011.  If 
we are including data that we didn’t include before in an assessment, are we still doing an update 
or are we now doing something different? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  No, I think that’s an update.  We’re just looking at additional landings’ 
information, perhaps new aging information.  The model is not going to change; this would be an 
update. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Okay, which may be, but that’s just one of the questions that I had.  The 
other is this sounded to me like from what Monica was saying, though, is that we know these 
landings are occurring, that we’ve got some wiggle room for right now, but sounded to me like 
that when we do another assessment, because we know these landings are occurring, we need to 
include them in that, and so do we need to have the issue of a northern management unit resolved 
by the time we deal with the results of the next assessment, which sounds to me like it could be 
some time the end of next year, so do we just need to go ahead and make decision now? 
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MR. CURRIN: I think I heard her say is we can make them now or we can wait until we get that 
assessment done and then do it now.  From my perspective we’ve got it pretty fleshed out and an 
agreement with the Mid-Atlantic Council and the New England Council now to extend the unit.  
Their biggest fear is that we’re going to hit them with an ACL that says they can catch 12 snowy 
groupers between the two councils.   
 
That aspect of it, again, from what I read from what Monica says is that we can delay that until 
we do get the new assessment, account for the landings which are being collected up there now, 
perhaps some aging structures from there which also were not a part of the previous assessment.  
We didn’t know the stock existed there basically at that point.  It may change the assessment in 
some way; is that correct? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I think so.  I mean this is kind of a difficult issue as all the issues are 
you guys have, frankly, but, yes, that is kind of my read on it.  I’m certainly not advocating you 
take it out of here.  If you want to leave it in, like you say it is pretty well fleshed, but I guess 
then it gets to how and when you’re going to deal with the fishing that’s going on up there. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, there is no question, Duane, that we are going to have to deal with it 
eventually.  Gregg. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  And at your next meeting you’ll be looking at the results of a red grouper stock 
assessment which probably do include data from the Mid-Atlantic area. 
 
MR. MUNDEN:  The Mid-Atlantic Council still supports the extension of the management unit 
up into its area of jurisdiction.  I have had no communication from anyone from the New 
England Council although their liaison has been present at the Mid-Atlantic Council meetings 
when I have updated the Mid-Atlantic on Amendment 18.  Of course, on the part of the South 
Atlantic as to whether or not they want to go further than the Mid-Atlantic, we do support the 
extension of the management unit. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, my inclination is to suggest to the committee – it’s merely a 
suggestion – that we continue to include this issue in 18, take care of at least part of our problem 
now; and then after the new assessment we can deal with the ACL issue that seems to be okay 
with general counsel.  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  To the point that Red made about the New England Council, when I was in 
Boston in May at the CCC meeting Rick Robins and John Pappalardo and I met and we 
discussed this issue and we all agreed with what is in our management plan they would agree to.  
I think the New England Council does endorse the extension of the management unit, and I don’t 
think they’re going to have any problem with that. 
MR. CURRIN:  Other thoughts from the committee on this particular issue and how to deal with 
it?  Everybody pretty clear on what we can do and need to do?  What is your desire; leave it in? 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Mr. Chairman, to move things along, I would like to make a motion that 
we make Alternative 3 our preferred alternative. 
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MR. CURRIN:  Okay, let’s see if we can get that up on the board and get a page number for 
everyone here.  It is Page 38, I believe, which is where Kate had us before.  Brian’s motion is to 
select Alternative 3 which extend the management boundary for select snapper grouper species 
northward to include the Mid-Atlantic and New England Council jurisdiction.  Second by Duane.  
Discussion?  Any objection to that motion.  I see none and that motion is approved.  All right, we 
have a preferred for extending the FMU.  Wilson. 
 
DR. LANEY:  Mr. Chairman, I’m not on your committee but I had a question, and that is if you 
extend the management unit does that mean that EFH gets extended as well? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  That is a separate action and we’re going to deal with that next.  Monica. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Before we go to the next action, Kate, I have some questions on this 
one in terms of what the council wants to do with permits.  If the FMP is extended, is it your 
intent that any commercial fishing that is from the Virginia/North Carolina border north would or 
would not need the current snapper grouper commercial permit that is required to harvest over 
the bag limits?  I would suggest that whichever way you go on that that we make clear in here so 
that it’s clear for the public and then everyone else. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, I think it may require some modification to Alternative 3 as it currently 
exists in the document now regarding the ACLs and our desire and intent to specify those for the 
sectors.  Perhaps a note stating that upon the completion of the next stock assessment and/or 
update that those actions will occur; does that sound reasonable?  Gregg. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  The way this is worded now and the way it has been presented to the Mid-
Atlantic Council is the South Atlantic will set MSY, ABC, minimum stock size, OFL, ACL and 
then allocate a portion of the ACLs to the Mid-Atlantic; and under Alternative 3 to the Mid-
Atlantic and New England Councils.   
 
It would then be up them to establish whatever regulations, including permits, that they thought 
were necessary.  All we would be doing is saying here is your total allowable catch.  They would 
be responsible for determining how that is divided up recreational/commercial, what the 
measures are.  The one thing that does need to be clarified – and I think we lay this out in here,  
however, NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Region or Northeast Region must ensure that the 
actions will keep the total mortality at or below the levels. 
 
I think we need to clarify that since the Mid-Atlantic and New England will not be adding these 
species to the management unit, there is no regulatory structure for them to tie the regulations to, 
so those regulations would come – the recommendations from the Mid-Atlantic and New 
England would come to the southeast region to be implemented via our regulations.  That is a 
wrinkle that will have to be worked out.  The way it’s set up here now is we just give them a 
total number and they develop all the regulatory measures associated with limiting that catch. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And that was at their request, I do believe.  Monica. 
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MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Then I would put in the discussion that it is not the council’s intent to 
require a commercial snapper grouper permit for that area or however we word that, and staff 
can work – we can work that part out, but I just wanted to make sure that was your intent. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, thank you, and I think that’s the intent.  Is everyone comfortable with 
giving staff the latitude to deal with the modifications to Alternative 3 that we just approved to 
make sure the intent is clear regarding the establishment of the separate ACL for those two areas 
and that it will not occur until after the next update for snowy grouper.  I think that is the intent; 
is that correct?  Are you guys okay with that?   
 
All right, I just didn’t want any confusing language in there that would lead somebody to believe 
that upon passage of this we’re going to be mailing them an ACL and they’re going to have to 
deal with it immediately because that’s not the intent from what I hear around the table.  Okay, 
are we clear?  Now the issue of EFH, Kate. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Action 2, we’re going to call Roger forward to do some explaining for this next 
action, designate Essential Fish Habitat and EFH-Habitat Areas of Particular Concern for 
snapper grouper in extended jurisdictional areas under Action 1.  I’m going to call up a few 
documents.  We have got Alternative 1, no action; Alternate 2, designate EFH and EFH-HAPCs 
or snapper grouper in the northern areas encompassed in Action 1.   What I think the council 
talked about as the preferred in the past, it has not identified officially as the preferred, 
Alternative 3, track the Mid-Atlantic Council’s EFH and EFH-HAPC designation.  I’m going to 
let Roger do a little talking about these.  
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, Roger, tell us what you found out about what they’re doing up there. 
 
MR. PUGLIESE:  Okay, in order to get this down about center and contingent on the movement 
forward on the extension of the plan, designation of EFH with the idea of looking at what has 
already been developed desired by the Mid-Atlantic, it is very clear that they are willing to be 
able to provide this. 
 
What has been provided to you are the EFH designations for black sea bass, golden tilefish and 
scup.  The idea is to look at, at least to begin this process, to look at those as potential proxies for 
the complex, the extension to the north.  In addition, the second document was provided, it 
provided EFH for goosefish, so that you at least had some of the deeper water areas and one that 
extended all the way through the bound of New England. 
 
Now the other areas do actually – the EFH designations are for the entire Mid-Atlantic and New 
England for those other three species.  This was a first attempt to lay out the specific 
designations and track what the Mid-Atlantic has accomplished for these species; in this case, as 
I mentioned, the opportunity to look at it as a proxy because of the mid-shelf habitats, the deeper 
water habitats, some of the ones that would be essentially similar to many of the species that are 
going to be proposed for management. 
 
The other consideration in the EFH designation is the fact that as that is designated, once you 
move past North Carolina, those areas then get into the loop of the Northeast Regional Office in 
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terms of their entire EFH process, permit review, et cetera, so all of that ends up being part of the 
northeast operations for prosecution and implementation of the EFH designation.  I talked 
specifically with Red about this and then how this even dovetails with some of their management 
actions that conserve habitat in the region.   
 
MR. WAUGH:  And what the intent here with Alternative 3 and what Roger has just touched on 
is this would track the EFH and EFH-HAPCs that the Mid-Atlantic has already established and 
established for similar species; so rather than us getting up in their jurisdiction and trying to pick 
areas, we’re using EFH for similar species and just applying that for snapper grouper. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And I think that makes them comfortable and makes me comfortable.  Roy, you 
don’t look comfortable. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, one, I’m not sure they have a similar species.  As best I can tell snowy 
grouper are in a pretty limited amount of area and mostly off of Virginia and what I hear about 
the Norfolk Canyon Area, but not much more than that.  Then you start talking about these other 
species, they seem much more broadly distributed. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, Gregg just reminded me it is not solely about snowy grouper, although 
that’s the focus because of the catches up there.  I think the addition of monkfish or goosefish, 
which tends to be a little deep water species at least part of the year, I think their hope and intent 
is that might also help capture some habitat at least adjacent to if not including snowy grouper 
habitat. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I’m sure it would capture it.  My concern is it goes way, way beyond 
where any of these snapper grouper species actually occur.  The other concern I have is this 
action in this amendment; I mean there is virtually nothing here right now.  There is a paragraph, 
and yet we’re talking about taking final action in June.  It seems to me this isn’t anywhere close 
ready for final action unless I’m missing something. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And I think the selection, if we get that far, of a preferred here may help with 
direction to the staff to flesh out this document more fully. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  But there is no analysis or anything here it seems to me to base the selection 
of a preferred on.  All we have is about a five-sentence paragraph. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, I think there is a fair amount more than that, to be honest with you, Roy, 
and from my perspective at least it’s a matter of rationality and logic as opposed to our council 
going up there and starting from scratch with trying to define EFH-HAPC for species that we just 
found out existed up there.  Granted, we know about where they are.  In defense of the Mid-
Atlantic Council they’ve already designated some of these areas as special gear zones. 
I forget what they’re called, Red, but there are some designations and protections that the Mid-
Council has in place right now that do encompass specifically the habitats where the snowy 
grouper and gray tilefish occur.  I’m pretty comfortable with trying to move, but I may not 
provide you with my level of comfort.  Monica. 
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MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, I guess a couple of questions.  One, just because the FMP gets 
extended up there it doesn’t mean that all 73 species obviously exist north of the North 
Carolina/Virginia Border, so I would think that you’d focus on the species that you know exist 
up there, snowy grouper, tilefish, whatever we talked about, and then see what we know about 
those species because we have the EFH designated.   
 
This is one way to approach it; let’s talk, Roger.  We have EFH designated for snowy grouper 
and for tilefish that we know extend up there.  We know what we think is required for the 
essential fish habitat of those species.  Do we know whether it exists up there?  If it does, then 
we have to look at whether we designate that as EFH.   
 
If you’re using a comparison of similar fish, okay, and looking at that, but I don’t know that you 
could pull in what the Mid-Atlantic has designated as EFH for other species without doing some 
sort of analysis that, yes, that applies to these species, too.  I think you just need to tie it in, if that 
makes sense.  Have you talked with the southeast habitat folks as well to see what they think 
about doing this or how they think it should be approached? 
 
MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, in raising that, I guess one of the biggest concerns is the fact that they’re 
not going to be involved in any of the deliberations for essential fish habitat, and I think they will 
ultimately defer to the Mid-Atlantic Council and northeast region, Northeast Center, et cetera.  
This was an attempt at least to try to bring in what the Mid-Atlantic has.   
 
The intent is that they said that they really do want to be the ones that are looking at the specific 
EFH designations.  I think this tracks what they’re intent originally was; and if they want to go 
further down the road, refine, adjust, they can work with the Center, et cetera, and refine these.  
That’s I think where we were kind of getting to there. 
 
MR. MUNDEN:  Unlike the South Atlantic, the Mid-Atlantic approach to a essential fish habitat 
is to designate the essential fish habitat for a species in the FMP that applies to that species.  In 
addition to that, we have gear-restricted areas that have been established primarily to protect 
scup.  These are north of North Carolina primarily.   
 
We have designated a good number of the deep water canyons as off limits to bottom-disturbing 
gear just within the past year.  I don’t recall the specific acronym we use to describe those deep 
water canyons, but they were protected through the action of the Mid-Atlantic Council.  I think 
that Roger’s proposal is a good one; and speaking for the Mid-Atlantic, we would support that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, it seems like it’s kind of a springboard for them as well to take a look at 
this.  They’ve never had to before with respect to these species, and I would fully expect that 
there may be a good analysis that could result in additional designations as a result of this, but 
that is just speculation on my part.  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  What I know about the Mid-Atlantic Council’s designation for essential 
fish habitat I could write on the back of a postage stamp with a crayon, and I what I know about 
the New England Council’s is even less than that.  If you look at these alternatives that we’ve got 
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in here, Alternative 3 specifically only names the Mid-Atlantic Council.  It says nothing about 
the New England Council. 
 
I think what we’ve got about the Mid-Atlantic Council is response because we’ve actually been 
talking with them in writing and all this.  We’ve gotten that kind of communication back yet 
from the New England Council other than they’re not opposed to this idea.  Our preferred 
alternative for Action 1 now is to include the New England Council. 
 
Somehow I think if we’re going to do this with that as our preferred, we need to consider finding 
out what is happening in the New England Council that is relevant to this discussion and include 
it here also if it is appropriate.  Like I said, I have no idea what goes on up there, but I don’t want 
us just to think is only a Mid-Atlantic Council issue until we’ve explored it. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  And so along those lines, one of the required provisions for an FMP is 
to describe and identify essential fish habitat for the fishery based on the guidelines established 
for the Secretary, so it has got to be established for the snapper grouper fishery.  If you’re saying 
that the EFH that they have designated for a certain specie works as EFH for this fishery, the 
snapper grouper fishery, then, okay, you just need to tie that in and describe it and make sure that 
it meets the requirements that, yes, if the preferred is up to New England and that ends up being 
eventually what you all keep as preferred, then, yes, we’re going to have to look up there, too. 
 
Maybe the fishery doesn’t go that far north; I don’t know, maybe it does, you’re going to have to 
decide and way all the information and then tie in essential fish habitat for the fishery as it exists 
up there, if there is essential fish habitat up there. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  I was just going to relay two things.  One, Roger clarified to me just now that 
the Mid-Atlantic EFH designations do track up into the New England Council’s area.  To Roy’s 
concern, what we’re asking for here is guidance.  You give us a preferred here.  When you see 
the document in June, it will have a lot more analysis and description in it.  I think we just need 
to step back and put this issue in perspective.  You’re talking about designating EFH.  Either 
we’re going to go up there and stomp all over their turf or we’re going to adopt what they have. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  But is has just got to be for the snapper grouper fishery.  I think there 
is a geographic component to that, too. 
 
MR. PUGLIESE:  And, actually, yes, I had gone through and had been looking at their 
designations, identifying the canyons, this is HAPCs and some of the other – they already have 
the spatial.  That is one additional thing; those spatial footprints are already in place. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  To that point, Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, in the amendment now do we have the geographic coordinates of the 
areas we’re selecting or where they are? 
MR. PUGLIESE:  No, not yet.  These materials were put together just to essentially reiterate 
what those specific designations are. 
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MR. CURRIN:  I would imagine that if they’ve designated them, they’re in some sort of 
amendment and could be pulled and locate. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  It just bothers me to be choosing a preferred when we don’t even know 
where the areas are and yet we’re going to choose a preferred. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, I don’t know.  There may be some problems with that, Roy, but I guess 
through a sense of trust that they have done this for species, some of which are the same as the 
ones we manage here in snapper grouper, and knowing that they’ve designated those and they’re 
easily locatable and can be easily drawn into the amendment, after looking at them – although 
staring at a bunch of waypoints is probably not going to tell me a whole heck of a lot – I may 
change my mind.  I don’t know; it doesn’t give me any level of discomfort and maybe it should. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, I’m prepared to make to make a motion.  I simply need to know 
whether it needs – if I move that we select Alternative 3 as our preferred, do we need to add the 
New England Fishery Management Council in that motion?  I would move Alternative 3 to 
track the Mid-Fishery Management Council and the New England Fishery Management 
Council’s EFH and EFH-HAPC designations.  If I can get a second, I’ll explain. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I’ll second. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  A motion by Duane and a second by Brian.  Discussion?  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  It seems to me we have to designate EFH and HAPC in the fishery management 
plan.  I’ve had lots of discussions with Rick Robins and Red Munden and John Pappalardo, and 
they very specifically asked that if we extend the fishery management unit into their areas, that 
they be allowed to come up with the EFH-HAPC designations.  I think that is only appropriate. 
 
I just don’t see this council deciding where EFH and HAPC areas are.  Once we extend the 
management unit, let’s get with them and say, okay, tell us what you intend to do with respect to 
EFH and HAPC, and I think that’s what this alternative does. 
 
DR. LANEY:  Just to comment, I think I understand where Roy is coming from on this because 
they did species-specific EFHs and they did it very differently than the South Atlantic Council 
did.  This council based theirs on habitat.  They based theirs on actual concentrations of 
organisms within the NOAA Grid Cell. 
 
I think there is information out there probably from the relatively new NEAMAP Survey and 
probably from the Northeast Fisheries Science Center Trawl Survey that would allow you to at 
least to – at least allow the Mid-Atlantic Council and the New England Council to take a look at 
the distribution of the South Atlantic snapper grouper species that occur up there. 
 
I don’t think it’s going to be very many of them, but I think that’s what they would have to do in 
terms of defining EFH for these species except for black sea bass, which is, of course, common 
to all those areas.  Does that get at resolving your concern, Roy?  I think there is some evaluation 
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of some existing data are going to have to be done by them to begin to tease out where EFH 
would occur for those species in those two areas. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  My concern is that we’re establishing EFH without knowing what or where it 
is.  I can’t tell from what I’m reading here exactly what we’re doing.  I think choosing a 
preferred right now is just way too premature.  It is not all clear to me if we choose any of these 
alternatives what the impact is, where it is.  I don’t know if there is any EFH up there.  I’m not 
convinced that these snapper grouper species up there aren’t so uncommon that none of the 
habitat up there is essential for them.  I don’t know, but I don’t think there is enough in this 
document to reach that now.  I just think we’re getting ahead of ourselves. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I think in essence what you’re doing is you’re delegating to them to 
do the EFH; and so instead of maybe tracking the Mid-Atlantic and New England, you could say 
you’re delegating it to those councils to establish EFH.  The thing is, though, they’re going to 
have to come up with EFH or tell us there isn’t any EFH in some sort of sound manner for it to 
go into this amendment. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  That’s a good point.  In fact, we’re kind of doing both, in my mind, really.  Our 
intent is to – we know that they have areas designated as – well, do you call your gear-restricted 
areas, Red, EFH or not, I don’t know.  I think you could pretty easily.  Obviously, you view them 
as important.  The prohibition of using bottom-disturbing gear is tacit acknowledgement that the 
habitat is important.  Are they designated EFH, the gear-restricted areas? 
 
MR. MUNDEN:  No, they’re not, Mr. Chairman. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, so they’re not designed but they could be.  They certainly function as an 
EFH to some degree.  They’ve looked at that and that’s where these critters live right now up 
there.  That’s where they’re being caught as best I understand it.  Back to your point, I think what 
we’re doing is we’re asking that we track their current EFH and also delegate to them the 
establishment of EFH for these specific species.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  But then they’re going have to come back to you with that information and 
then it goes in this document and you establish them.  They can’t establish the EFH for snapper 
grouper species.  They don’t have the snapper grouper plan, so it’s going to have to come back to 
you and you’re going to have to establish it.  I don’t think – and, Monica, correct me – that there 
is any procedure by which you could delegate to them establishing the EFH. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO: No, I envisioned it coming back into this plan or into this amendment, 
this document so that you could all look at it. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And that’s when you would select a preferred is when you had that 
information back from them and their recommendations so you could look at it and see what 
they’ve recommended and then decide what to do. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Maybe you could incorporate a lot of things by reference in referring 
to some of their specific amendments instead of having to pull everything into this amendment in 
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terms of resources and descriptions and all kinds of things like that.  I don’t see why you 
couldn’t as long as you ultimately had those documents in front of you to look at, so maybe we 
don’t have to make this a huge amendment but somehow it just has to be tied back in. 
MR. WAUGH: The intent here with our wording as it is drafted is to track what is currently in 
place for similar species right now.  If we get into the mode of trying to work with the Mid-
Atlantic through the Northeast Region and Center and designate new EFH for these species will 
ensure you won’t be approving this during 2010.  That’s easy. 
 
The intent is to use similar species that have EFH for this time around in this amendment.  We’re 
giving them the ability to development management measures and then bring them back to us 
and they will be implemented.  If they see changes that need to be made to EFH for the snapper 
grouper species, then they would use that same avenue to bring changes to us that would be 
implemented and then adjust their EFH designations.  That’s what we had envisioned. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I’m sorry but where does it identify what the similar species are?  All I see 
for the analysis of this is it says Alternative 3 could have a positive biological effect especially if 
there is a joint management plan between the council and the MFMC or the northern regions 
inclusion of the SAFMC’s designation of EFH, EFH-HAPC habitat types. 
 
I mean, I don’t know what the similar species are.  Don’t we need to know that?  Don’t we need 
to know what their habitats are and why we think they’re appropriate?  I just don’t see any of 
that in this document right now. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, it’s not in the document currently, but I think Roger just gave us some 
analysis he has done on what at least he and perhaps others thought are similar species in that 
area.  Correct me if I’m wrong. 
 
MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, and we actually have in hand all the specific designations by life stage 
and they actually started pulling off some of the map presentations that exist on the National 
Marine Fisheries Service Habitat Map, so we’ve built – and I think it will be fairly 
straightforward to especially do by reference a lot of the other information and other 
documentation.   
 
I would hope that we would be able to get any additional input in terms of refining this from the 
Mid-Atlantic Council in terms of getting this into the next iteration of this document.  At least at 
this stage it looks as if tracking kind of the original intent of the Mid-Atlantic’s participation at 
that stage and it would provide us maybe a stage process of establishing something that is 
essentially looking at processes. 
 
To that there is one other point is that in our habitat information are many of the species used for 
habitat so the species can define the habitat.  That’s how we did it with – even though we did 
habitat based, a lot of those were based on species as proxies for the habitat.  This is something 
that we are at leas proposing and providing and do have a lot of that information to be able to 
integrate into the document now. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And that’s what I understood.  Gregg. 
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MR. WAUGH:  And if you were approving this document to go out to public hearing or 
something now, we wouldn’t be asking you for a preferred, but the idea is to let us structure this 
document, fill in the analyses.  We have additional information that we could have e-mailed out 
to you.   
 
Perhaps that was my mistake because I told Roger not to, to cut down on the amount of stuff you 
all were getting dumped on right at the meeting.  We do have that information.  It is not in the 
document yet.  It will certainly be in the document for you to look at in June.  It’s just if we get 
an indication of your preferred that you can certainly change in June if you don’t like how it’s 
written up. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  I’m just curious what a similar species to a snowy would be?  Blueline tile, 
okay. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  That and I’m hearing a lot of rumbling around here from everything from 
monkfish to gray tile. 
 
MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, and I think we’re at least beginning to lay monkfish on the table with that 
distribution into the deep zones.  It you do look at that, it is going to be tracking a lot of those 
deep water areas that are similar to our snowy grouper bottoms. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I’ll work with staff before the next meeting and we’ll talk a lot about 
this and bring something back to you.  I think that if your preferred is in your first action to 
extend the management unit up through New England, I’m assuming your preferred here would 
be to track EFH up through the range of where you’re extending it as well.  Now whether any 
EFH exists up there is another matter, and so we can address that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And I think that’s the intent and I think it’s clear in this motion.  All right, is 
there objection to this motion?  There are two objections.  The motion is approved with two 
objections.  Okay, Kate. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Okay, Action 3, limit participation in the golden tilefish fishery.  Here we have 
two alternatives other than the no action.  One is the golden tilefish gear endorsement.  That is 
Alternative 2.  Alternative 3 is the golden tilefish catch share program.  Then we have 
subalternatives for each of those. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  That’s on Page 43 PDF.   
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  None of the wording has changed since the last meeting for the golden tilefish 
gear endorsement.  For the golden tilefish catch share program, at the last meeting the council 
directed staff to incorporate some of the golden tilefish LAP Exploratory Workgroup suggestions 
and we have done that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Comments on this action and alternatives?  I guess my initial reaction is, boy, 
there sure are a lot of them. 
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MR. HARTIG:  Yes, I know that’s a good one, but do you need a motion to move the 
golden tilefish limited access privilege program to Amendment 21? 
MR. CURRIN:  Which alternative is that, Ben? 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Alternative 3. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, we can entertain a motion to do that and that will help clean up 
immediately.  Motion by Ben to move the golden tilefish catch shares LAPP program to 
Amendment 21.  Motion by Ben; is there a second.  Second by Brian.  Discussion on this 
motion?  Rita. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  Yes, I just want to make sure that we’re clear that the requested alternative 
regarding the gear endorsement by the Golden Tilefish Workgroup is considered under catch 
shares, that it is a form of limited access of catch shares. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  That wasn’t the intent.  The intent is to keep the endorsements – unless I 
misunderstood, Rita – keep the endorsements in this one and not have them be in 21.  That was 
the intent of this motion. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  Okay, I thought you wanted this to be taken out of here and put into 21. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  But only the catch share part of it; the endorsements to remain in the current 
amendment. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, that’s the original motion. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  And that would be my preference as well. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  That’s what the motion would do is simply move that Alternative 3 into another 
amendment.  Further discussion?  Any objection to that motion?  I see none; that motion is 
approved.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  What is a typical golden tile longline trip; how many pounds do they 
normally bring in; do you know? 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Well, we have some in the audience.  Scotty could answer your question 
directly.  It has changed over time.  They used to stay out two days or three days to make sure 
they had the 4,000.  This year they’ve changed.  They’re catching so many fish in one trip that 
they’re making day trips.  Scotty could address it.  The best trip I heard Bobby say was, what, 
3,900 in one day and then you’re catching what – well, you can answer it; I’m not going to put 
words in your mouth. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Come on up, Bobby, and identify yourself. 
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MR. CARDIN:  Robert Cardin.  The golden tilefish fishery is really changing.  It basically is 
becoming a day boat fishery.  One day we had 3,972; another day we had 3,940; several 3,000 
pound days.  Thank you. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And we have at least one alternative in here which would be to have a total of 
5,000 pounds between 2005, 2006 and 2007, so over a three-year period it is like if somebody 
made one longline trip – it seems like pretty low qualifiers in here I guess is what I’m getting at.  
I’m wondering if we could thin this out a little bit. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  That would be wonderful if we could get some suggestions from those who are 
involved in the fishery. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I’m looking at Subalternative 2G, to receive a golden tilefish longline 
endorsement an individual must have a total of 5,000 pounds with longline gear between 2005, 
2006 and 2007.  That seems awfully low to me. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Chapter 4 includes how many people this actually ends up including, and I can 
switch over to Chapter 4 and we can take a look at that. 
 
MR. CARDIN:  If I may, only to that point, I’m talking about a high-line boat, top crew, top 
boat.  There are still single fishermen that run a longline by themselves.  I didn’t mean to say that 
everybody fishes that well.  Thank you. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Actually, maybe I’m mistaken.  Chapter 4 I thought did include the number of 
individuals, and I’m going to search in the text now to see if that is there.  I thought it would be 
up in the alternatives but it’s not.  Okay, yes, we’ve got Table 4-6 on PDF Page 185; number of 
endorsements resulting from Subalternative 2A to 2E – now you were talking about an 
alternative below that, so we’ve got Table 4 to 7 as a longline subalternative. 
 
Subalternative 2G includes 13 people, so that is they had to have used longline gear and have 
that registered as the type of gear that they used on those logbook trips, and they had to achieve 
5,000 pounds aggregated between 2005 and 2007, and that’s 13 people.  It is rather low but there 
just aren’t that many people doing longlining or there weren’t during those years. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  That alternative captures anywhere from ten to seventeen, in that range, which is 
not a very broad range.  I guess the one question I would have is whether there are individuals 
that are not present in some of those throughout that range from ten to seventeen.  I don’t know 
that.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, my concern is just if we let everyone with any amount of landings in, 
then we’re going to continue to have the same derby fishery, it seems to me, and the quota is 
going to get caught real fast if we don’t do something to limit effort with the endorsement.  I 
mean, I think the intent of the endorsement is to have the season go longer, right? 
 

(A response from the audience of “no”.) 
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DR. CRABTREE:  No?  Okay. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  The intent of the endorsement was we’ve got this situation where most of the 
fishing, of course, is occurring January, February, March, April, the early part of the year, and 
that is when South Carolina and North Carolina fishermen are not able to go out because of the 
weather. 
 
One intent of the endorsement was to make sure that – I’m sorry, I’m talking more about 
changing the fishing year.  The intent of the endorsement was that we see people going out for 
tilefish that haven’t gone out for tilefish in the past, and so it was to limit participation to 
historical participants. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Ben, I’ll pick on you because you know more about it than most of us sitting 
around the table.  Are there alternatives here that you feel like we could safely remove from this 
document for further analysis at this point without jeopardizing the desires and intent of the 
Golden Tile AP? 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Yes, that’s the problem I have.  Kate worked extensively with them.  Some of 
the workshop participants are here or at least Bobby.  Some of these are labeled as workshop – 
they’re derived by the workshop and others have marks.  It is hard to explain because you’ve got 
a very low level of participation put forward by the workgroup and they wanted to encompass 
two new fishermen in the fishery that had got in by 2007. 
 
They wanted them in and they made a conscious decision to include them, but in order to include 
them they had to come down with relatively low numbers to include those two people.  That’s 
why we’re seeing some pretty low qualification numbers in here.  It’s not going to bear out for 
the highliners, but there were two people that they wanted to have included.  I certainly don’t 
want to get of rid of any of the ones that were – you know, would get rid of those two people or 
those alternatives.  As long as we don’t do that, that would be fine. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  So we’re okay at this point, then, with the large suite of alternatives that we have 
for both longline endorsements and hook-and-line endorsements?  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  In looking at this and trying to consider reducing the number of 
subalternatives, would it be possible – I mean, I’m looking at 2-I and 2-J, and it’s looking at a 
different average number of pounds between 2003 and 2007, the best three of five years.  When 
you look at the number of fishermen that it includes, the numbers actually go up. 
 
What you’re doing to do that, though, is you’re going to clearly – some fishermen were fishing 
in some of those earlier years who probably are not fishing now, and do we want to give those 
people endorsements?  By the time this goes through, it is going to have been maybe eight years 
or so since they have participated in this fishery. 
 
Are we willing to give people who participated in the fishery eight years ago an endorsement to 
participate in the future?  I’ll go ahead and just make a motion right at this point to get it on the 
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table.  I make a motion that we move Subalternatives 2-I and 2-J to the considered but 
rejected appendix. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Brian to move Subalternatives 2-I and 2-J to the considered but 
rejected; is there a second?   
MR. HARTIG:  Yes, I’ll second it. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Second by Ben.  Discussion?  Ben. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I just ask Kate; don’t we also have some alternatives that came forward from the 
Snapper Grouper Advisory Panel, also, concerning this or not? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  The Snapper Grouper Advisory Panel endorsed the alternatives chosen by the 
LAP Exploratory Workgroup.  The Snapper Grouper Advisory Panel endorsed the preferred 
alternatives of the Golden Tilefish LAP Exploratory Workgroup. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  I’m just kind of curious.  We’ve got a new either assessment or a benchmark 
coming.  Are we trying to – where might the TAC of golden tile go considering the number of 
fishermen?  I’m a little bit concerned about long term ending up with ten fishermen with a very 
high TAC to play with in the long term.  I don’t know where you think the TAC may be going, 
but I’m thinking long term. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I couldn’t answer that question.  Gregg. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  This was not a species that was overfished, so it’s not under a rebuilding 
program.  We’re essentially at MSY and the catch limits that are being put in through 17B would 
be at the OY level.  Unless something big changes, then that’s the long-term yield we’re looking 
at right now. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Well, just to that point because I’ve been talking with some of the docks that 
pack those fish down there; namely, John down at Kings, and he thinks these numbers should be 
a lot higher than what they are.  Now whether the science will support that or not, I don’t know.  
Like I say, I don’t want the numbers to go way up and the number of fishermen to be locked at a 
very small number. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Well, the very lowest that you would have for the longline fishermen is ten 
with Subalternative 2H; ten longliners.  You have got to add that to the hook and liners, and there 
you’ve got anywhere from 7 to 26, with 2A and 2B being the alternatives chosen – or the 
alternatives talked about by the exploratory workgroup, so you’re might be looking around 30 
participants – 30 endorsements, that is; some of them overlap.  Some of them qualified for both 
longline and hook and line, although not many. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Okay, and that being said, they’re catching I think all of those fish in South 
Florida for the most part, I think.  There are tilefish grounds off here and I don’t know of 
anybody that’s worked them in quite a while.  They’re working small areas and that catch seems 
to be sustainable for that small area, and we’ve still got areas that aren’t really being fished.  I’m 



Snapper Grouper Committee 
Jekyll Island, GA 
March 3-5, 2010 

 

 94

thinking the fishery could probably hold more fishermen than this in the long run; and once we 
do some better assessments – anyway, that’s my point and I will sit. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Just to let people know, there are at least five, six, maybe even ten 
endorsement that are in South Carolina and in North Carolina. 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, further discussion on this motion?  Is there any objection to the 
motion?  I see none; that motion is approved.  Any other alternatives that anyone feels strongly 
about or redundant in any way or might be removed from the document at this point?  Any desire 
to select a preferred?  We would need one regarding the hook-and-line fishermen and one 
regarding the longline industry.  We do have suggested preferreds, I believe, from the 
workgroup.  I couldn’t tell you what those are right now, but Kate might be able to identify 
those. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Yes, Alternative 2F is a preferred by the workgroup for the longline 
participants, and I believe 2A is the preferred for hook and line although they might have 
identified 2A and 2B and did not choose a preferred.  I’ve got to take a look. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  What is your pleasure, folks? 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I move 2F as our preferred alternative. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Ben to select Alternative 2F as a preferred and that would cover the 
longline gear endorsement.  Is there a second?  Second by Duane.  Discussion?  And, again, I 
believe this is one that was the recommendation from the workgroup; is that correct, Kate?  
Okay.  Any objection to the motion?  I see none and that motion is approved.  Ben. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I’m a little bit reticent to move the Golden Tilefish Workgroup’s hook-and-line 
endorsement to a preferred because there was only one real hook-and-line fisherman at that 
meeting.  We might not want to have a preferred on the hook and line. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Everyone okay with that at this point?  Gregg. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Well, what would need to happen for you to pick a preferred?  I mean, we’ve 
already gone to public hearing where we’re looking to revise this document for you all to look 
again in June and then perhaps either June, more likely September final approval. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Kate, can we see the list of the number of participants again.  I would like 
to see what the difference is between 2A and 2B and see if there is much of a difference there. 
MR. QUIGLEY:  Subalternative 2A and 2B were identified by the workgroup, and like Ben said 
there was one hook-and-line fisherman present.  We tried to get others but weren’t able to, but 21 
and 26 endorsements are 2A and 2B.  2C, 2D and 2E were put together by council staff. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I would note that 2A is an average of 330 pounds of fish a year out of the three 
years; yes, your best three out of five during that period.  Brian. 
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DR. CHEUVRONT:  Actually, I would like to make the motion that we select 
Subalternative 2A as our preferred. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Brian to select 2A as a preferred; is there a second.  Second by Rita.  
Discussion?  Again, these were two recommendations from the workgroup with the caveat that 
only one hook-and-line guy was there.  Bobby, you also did some hook-and-line fishing; didn’t 
you, and didn’t you participate with that workgroup or were you the only hook-and-line guy 
there? 
 
MR. CARDIN:  Actually I was a bystander. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I just want to give some rationale as to why I thought that this one should 
be chosen as opposed to one of the others.  You’re looking at five years of which you had to 
choose – within those three years you had to catch a total of a thousand pounds.  If you’re going 
to be a professional fisherman in a fishery, I think over three years you ought to be able to catch 
at least a thousand pounds.  One of the goals of this council is to professionalize the fisheries, so 
I couldn’t help but think that is the better of the two alternatives to choose from. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Some of these are so small because the fishery didn’t come back until 2004, the 
hook-and-line fishery so – no, no, even so.  No, you’re right. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, any further discussion on this motion?  Is there any objection to this 
motion?  I see none; that motion is approved.  All right, Kate, let’s see if we can move on. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  I’m going to switch back to Chapter 2 just because it’s a lot easier to go 
through than Chapter 4.  Page PDF Page 48, Action 4, limit participation in the black sea bass 
pot fishery, and the IPT has got a couple of questions.  I want to ask Jack McGovern to come 
forward and explain some of their questions and confirmation we want to get from the council.  
The text you see in yellow, valid federal commercial snapper grouper permit has been added.  
 
DR. McGOVERN:  All right, that was one of the qualifications that we needed from the council, 
if that was their intent for these alternatives to just be valid active snapper grouper permits.  The 
other issue had to do with three control dates and the ability to track landings associated with 
permits.  In December 1998 the limited entry program went into effect and we have the 
continuous permit system, so we can track – well, permits can track landings especially with 
permits pretty  well after December of 1998.  Prior to that, it’s a lot more difficult. 
 
The data set that the IPT used had data from December of 1998 to the present to use.  In order to 
go all the way back to 1992 or analyze Alternative 4, we’ll need to get permits to really delve 
into this and it will be labor intensive.  We just need to make sure it’s council’s intent to go all 
the way back to 1992 and Alternative 4 is also an alternative they really want to consider. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you for that, Jack.  First, the wording that is suggested by the IPT to 
include the restriction of a valid federal commercial snapper grouper permit; does that seem 
reasonable to everyone?  Any objection to including that language?  Brian. 
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DR. CHEUVRONT:  I’m not objecting; I’m just assuming that we’re okay with that.  I want to 
get a clarification here.  I went back and looked at these control dates for black sea bass and the 
history from the different amendments.  If I remember correctly from what I read – and this is 
several months ago – the ’05 date was set for participation in the black sea bass fishery, and the 
control that we set in December of 2008 was specifically for participation in the black sea bass 
pot fishery, and that was the distinction I think that was made.  I don’t know if that’s going to 
influence anybody’s vote on this or the discussion, but I’m thinking that is an issue here. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, I think we’re covered fine with it because they’re both black sea bass 
fisheries, but the intent with this action is to address only those fish that were caught pots. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Exactly; I just wanted to make sure did the additional refinement of adding 
a control date in December of 2008 that specifically covered black sea bass pots; was that 
somehow a different distinction because if we already had the control date of October 2005, then 
adding another control date of 2008 seemed irrelevant. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  As the one who made that motion to the committee and the council back in 
December of ’08, my intent there was to make sure that when we finally got to this point and 
were talking about this that the previous control date that had been established was not deemed 
to be stale in some way and that way we’d have to establish a new one then.  I think our guidance 
we got from the last meeting was that it would be okay to consider any and all of these previous 
control dates; is that correct, Monica? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, sure, I think you should consider them.  When you get down to 
choosing more limiting factors, then you have to look at part participation and including 
historical participation and present participation.  There are a number of factors that I’m sure 
Kate will have in the document that the council has to go through. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Okay, I’m going to then suggest that we use Alternative 3 as our preferred 
alternative for this action, and then later I’m going to make another motion to move Alternative 4 
to the considered but rejected, but let’s deal with this one first. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, motion by Brian to select Alternative 3 to limit tag distribution and 
black sea bass pots fishermen with valid federal commercial snapper grouper permits that 
landed at least one pound of black sea bass caught with pot gear by the control date of 
10/14/05.  Is there a second?  Seconded by Ben.  Discussion.  Yes, Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  A couple of things; one, when you say one pound of sea bass; is that one 
pound landed between 1998?  And then with the issue Jack brought up; did we provide any 
clarification to that? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  We haven’t yet.  Brian might want to clarify that motion to reflect Jack’s point 
of concern. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I don’t know if that would change the motion or not, but we need to 
clarify that and maybe we can do that when we come to taking Alternative 4 out.  I guess my 
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question on this is the Act requires that in limited entry programs you consider past or historical 
and present participation, and this control date is going on four and a half, almost five years old.  
By the time this is implemented, it will be five years old so how are we considering present 
participation in the fishery if anyone who came in the last five years is going to be left behind? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I think it would be helpful if I read what the Act says.  I think I have 
alluded to it a number of times.  It’s one of the discretionary provisions in an FMP, and it states, 
“The council may establish a limited entry system for the fishery in order to achieve optimum 
yield if, in developing such system, the council and the Secretary take into account:   
 
“A, present participation in the fishery; B, historical fishing practices in and dependence on the 
fishery; C, the economics of the fishery; D, the capability of fishing vessels used in the fishery to 
engage in other fisheries; E, the cultural and social framework relevant to the fishery and any 
affected fishing community; F, the fair and equitable distribution of access privileges in the 
fishery; and, G, any other relevant consideration.”  Those will all have to be addressed when 
you’re looking at further limiting the entry to the fishery. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  And part of the benefit of choosing a control date is you are putting everybody 
on notice that if you enter after that data, you’re doing so at your own risk.  You’re not 
guaranteed future participation in that fishery.  Everybody was put on notice that was a 
possibility. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, and that was my understanding of what that control date actually meant as 
well.  Rita. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  I think when we did talk about 12/4 last December or the December ’08 
meeting, we’ve lead people to believe that would be the date.  I don’t know if we’ve really had 
that much of an increase during those prior years or since then.  Aren’t we more worried about 
what is going to happen as a result of these new amendments and increasing the participation and 
the effort on these fish?  With that mind, I would think that going to 12/04/08 would be more in 
line with our intention. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, the motion currently is to select Alternative 3, but you have an option to 
vote against that and propose a different one if it were to fail.  Kate. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Just a little bit of additional information that is in the text.  Alternative 2 would 
allow for 123 black sea bass pot fishermen.  Alternative 3 would allow for 102 fishermen. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  So a difference of 21 individuals, which as Brian noted off the record is a 20 
percent increase.  Roy. 
 
MR. CRABTREE:  Gregg is exactly right; these control dates were put out, but what always 
bothers me with these things is when you put a control date out, if you’re going to use it, you 
need to move rather quickly on it.  When you put a control date out and then wait five years, that 
gets dicey. 
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I’m guessing these 21 people who won’t qualify have come in at various intervals, but we 
potentially have guys out there who have been in this fishery now for – by the time this is 
implemented, they will have been in it for five years and we’re going to tell them you’re out, and 
that is going to be a tough thing to explain to them. 
 
I’m not telling you that you can’t do this and we’ll have to get some more guidance from Monica 
again, but the older these control dates get, the more difficult I think it becomes to say that you 
are taking into account historical and present participation in the fishery, and that is kind of the 
problem when you set control dates.  This has happened in this amendment.  It’s gotten pushed 
from amendment to amendment and we’ve kept putting it off and now it’s pretty old. 
 
MR. CURRIN;  Yes, I think you’re right, that is a very good point, Roy, because the council’s 
intent in this fishery has been around this table for many, many years as evidenced by the three 
control dates spanning 11 years.  No one should be really surprised by any kind of action that the 
council takes along these lines.  Monica. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  And along those lines when you’re considering whether that control 
date is too old or stale or whatever we want to call it, you look to the record as a whole and the 
rationale for going with that control date as opposed to other control dates.  We look at the 
record and the reasons the council wanted to do it. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And just to further complicate things, because it’s just one pound you could 
have a guy who caught one pound of – who got out of the fishery in 2000 but he caught one 
pound or unless we decide we’re only going to back to 1998, I guess you could have somebody 
who caught one pound in the fishery 15 years ago and he is in, and he hasn’t caught a fish since 
then, but then you’ve got a guy who has been in it for five straight years and might be the 
highliner in the fishery, for all I know, but he wouldn’t qualify.  I don’t know if that had 
happened or not, and I haven’t studied this thoroughly enough to see if that would happen, but 
I’d sure hate to try and explain to anybody how that is right. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Okay, I hear you, Roy.  I would like to alter my motion. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Do you want to withdraw it and then just offer another one? 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Yes, let’s withdraw this motion. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Is that okay with the seconder, Ben?  The motion is withdrawn. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  And offer another motion to choose Black Sea Bass Alternative 2 as 
our preferred. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  A motion by Brian to select Alternative 2 as the preferred by the committee.  Is 
there a second?  Second by Rita.  Further discussion on this motion?  Roy, I realize this may get 
at some of the points that you made but may not get at all of your concerns. 
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DR. CRABTREE:  No, I’m comfortable with that; that’s a real recent control date, and I think 
it’s much more reasonable. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Okay, and I’d also like to make our intention is that we only want to count 
those landings since 1998. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Isn’t it December 1998, Jack? 
 
DR. McGOVERN:  That is correct. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  So December 1998. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  That’s fine, and the second motion that I just made wasn’t the second 
motion I was talking about earlier.  I would like to make my other motion when – 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, let’s deal with this one or either you’ve got to include with this.  Let’s deal 
with this one and then we’ll very quickly deal with your second motion and then we’re going to 
take a quick break and get Carolyn up here.  Further discussion on this motion?  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Just a quick question; it seems odd that participation is one pound where if you 
have been buying tags and traps and stuff, and I can see fishermen having traps that they’ve been 
buying every year since whenever they got their boat or whenever they decided they might need 
to do this fishery, I would think participation would just be buying the tags every year and not 
necessarily to have one pound; and if you wanted to use a poundage, it would a lot higher than 
one pound.  Just an observation. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, and it has been noted and I don’t know that there would be anybody who 
would qualify with one pound.  It would be interesting to look at the distribution of those people 
who would qualify and what their landings were, but I don’t know that we have that information 
before us, but it’s a good point.  Further discussion on this motion?  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Well, that being said, would the maker of the motion consider just using the 
fact that they had bought the tags instead of the one pound as a friendly amendment? 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  No, I wouldn’t because I think a lot of people are buying tags as a way to 
show participation in the fishery with absolutely no intent of fishing it, hoping that something 
like this would happen and they could sell their endorsement, and that’s not a participant in the 
fishery, in my mind. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I want to ask Jack to comment on this.  There appears to be a table on Page 
199, and, Jack, is there a difference between using the one pound and just using if they had tags 
or not, as Charlie has brought up? 
 
DR. McGOVERN:  Yes, there is a big difference because a lot of fishermen request tags who 
don’t fish pots.  I think that table shows like in 2008 165 fishermen requested tags.  If you go 
down, you can only see that about 50 vessels fished pots per year, so it’s a pretty big difference. 
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MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, and I think that is exactly Brian’s concern.  Further discussion on the 
motion?  Is there any objection to the motion?  I see none and that motion is approved.  All right, 
let’s take five minutes, please, and then we’re going to come back and let Carolyn give us the 
SSC’s report. 

 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, let’s get everybody back to the table so we can allow Carolyn to 
present the ABC Control Rule from the SSC.  We will take that up later on our agenda or we will 
deal with it now.  It is under Attachment 11 in your briefing book. 
 
DR. BELCHER:  Basically, I’m going to get you caught up on where we are with the ABC 
Control Rule for the South Atlantic.  Not much has changed since we presented it to you back in 
June of 2009, but I’ll go ahead and run through it for those of you that are new to the group and 
haven’t seen it. 
 
First off, we had a meeting back in March of 2009 – and it was actually here at Jekyll – where  
the sole agenda item that we worked on was the draft and development of the ABC Control Rule 
for South Atlantic species.  The main characteristic that we developed relative to the ABC 
Control Rule, first off, was determining how wide the buffer between OFL and ABC is going to 
be.  We incorporated a tiered system based on data and assessment information availability.  I 
will go through each of the dimensions and tiers so that you can see how this was applied. 
 
Basically, it gives us an objective format, transparent and works the same across all of our 
species.  I’m going to go into some of the more specific caveats relative to how we’re going to 
do this.  So, again, objective criteria, numerical scoring that can be applied across all the stocks.  
The main thing is it acknowledges the cumulative nature of uncertainty. 
 
The caveats of the control rule is it is applicable when we have the OFL stated in fish weight and 
some measure of statistical about OFL can be estimated.  For those of you that are familiar with 
the P-star approach that we’ve applied to some of our higher level stock assessments where 
we’re looking at probability values, this is basically the crux of how that’s going to be applied. 
 
It is going to generate a penalty that’s applied to the P-star values.  It is based on the premise that 
for ABC equal to OFL we have an implied value of 50 percent for the probability of overfishing, 
so this would be, obviously, the ideal situation in a perfect world with all uncertainty 
characterized you’d be able to set your probability of overfishing equal to 50 percent. 
 
Probability of overfishing applies to the entire projection period of management so it is not an 
annual where you’re looking at 25 percent on an annual basis if you have a stream of data.  It’s 
25 percent relative to the entire catch stream.  The framework, as we designed it, is comprised of 
two levels. 
 
You have dimensions which are critical characteristics of uncertainty that we’re looking at 
evaluation.  Within each of the dimensions we then have tiers which are objective levels that 
reflect the range of information available.  Currently we assume equal weighting.  In discussions 
we’ve had at both the national SSC level and among other councils’ SSCs, especially Mid-
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Atlantic and the Gulf, this has been a little bit of cause for discussion and debate, because we 
really don’t know much about how these levels of uncertainty really interrelate with one another, 
so how do you best weight that, which one do you give higher weight, which one is lower 
weight? 
 
Based on the fact we really don’t know how to characterize that, we’re going to go ahead and set 
everything at equal weight.  As we work through the process with more examples in the future, 
there is a chance those weightings will shift, but the idea is right now all the dimensions have 
equal weights, the tiers within each of the dimensions have equal weights relative to themselves, 
and then it’s a cumulative effect, meaning that they’re additive. 
 
There is no interaction between them.  They just stack up one of top of the other through simple 
math.  The four dimensions that we’ve applied, the first one is assessment information, so this 
looks at the available data and assessment outputs; are we dealing with proxies, actual measures 
of biomass, how are we looking at fishing mortality rates, and that information that’s available to 
us helps us determine the strength of the assessment that has been applied to the data. 
 
Characterization of uncertainty, what this means is how well did we incorporate model 
uncertainty into the stock assessment; do we have characterization for environmental parameters, 
is it just based on recruitment, did we do sensitivity runs or is there none?  Those are the types of 
characteristics we’re looking at there. 
 
Stock status, this incorporates the different combinations of overfished/overfishing states and 
how that is going to have an effect on what the possibility is of the outcomes in the future.  Then 
the new thing that has kind of been folded in is incorporating this productivity and susceptibility, 
which are basically biological characteristics of the species that we’re looking at. 
 
It looks at biological risk; do we have a highly productive stock; what is their susceptibility, their 
vulnerability to the fishing gear that they’re being collected with.  Back in June of 2009 we had 
looked at two I wouldn’t really say competing approaches, but two similar approaches to 
addressing this issue.  After discussions within the group last June, we picked the MRAG 
approach as opposed to the National Marine Fisheries approach.   
 
With overfished stocks and rebuilding plan selection, this penalty that we’re going to work with 
– and I’ll show you examples in a few minutes – basically can give us an idea of the probability 
of rebuilding success that we should be applying to our projections.  The suggestion that factor a 
penalty we can use for that purpose; and basically we take the same penalty or probability of 
overfishing that we use and subtract it from a hundred percent to determine the rebuilding 
success. 
If we’re looking at, say, a 25 percent chance of overfishing, we’d be looking at projections that 
would have to have a 75 percent chance of rebuilding success.  The probability value applies to 
the entire projection period and not annual values.  It is basically based on the management 
period.  You want to look at the overall success of that stream. 
 
Getting to the specifics of each of our dimensions, under the assessment information we have 
five different classifications for tiers; starting at the top with a zero penalty, meaning we have 
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about as good an assessment as we can possibly get.  How we characterize that is you have a 
quantitative assessment that provides both estimates of exploitation and biomass and we have 
MSY-derived benchmarks.  Think of these almost as in the top tier there as the best case 
scenario. 
 
Then as we move down through the tiers, you see that we have a little less understanding of what 
is actually going on through these stock assessments.  We have reliable measures of exploitation 
or biomass, but we have no MSY benchmarks.  We’re using proxy reference points.  We’re not 
really hitting more at the actual numbers; we’re kind of estimating them and getting less concrete 
estimates for those values, so it gives us a decrement. 
 
As you move down to the bottom, you see situations where you have scarce or unreliable catch 
records.  Obviously, that’s the worse case scenario, the highest degree of uncertainty, so it gets a 
maximum penalty, which in this case because we’re looking at four tiers and the total decrement 
that we’re looking at is about 40 percent. I need to back off a little bit there. 
 
Working within what the council gave us for guidelines where they’re looking at a range 
between a 10 percent chance of probability of overfishing and 40 percent chance, we’ve actually 
made the top line 50 percent.  In a perfect situation we should be able to get ABC equal to OFL; 
but at the same time given our lower level to be a 10 percent change; so with that, each of 
dimensions contribute to 10 percent penalty that is available there.  All worse case scenarios, it 
gets the full penalty; and within each of that, it decrements accordingly. 
 
With uncertainty characterization; again a complete characterization you’re looking at both the 
uncertainty in the assessment inputs and environmental conditions are included.  Right now we 
have no assessments that have done this.  Most of ours tend to fall into the next tier, which is 
high tier, and the idea being that it reflects more than just uncertainty in future recruitment. 
 
As you move down through your levels, you get to the point where you have no characterization 
of uncertainty and it will get you the full 10 percent decrement, and in that situation you have 
single-point estimates, no sensitivities or any kind of uncertainty evaluation.  Basically, a lot of 
our older assessments are situations where you may be looking at catch stream analyses. 
 
Stock status; not all of the SSCs are actually considering this as part of their uncertainty.  We felt 
comfortable with including it in there.  There were issues with the other committees as to 
whether this was part of double-counting, but given overfished and overfishing kind of being a 
qualitative application to a quantitative situation, you really don’t know.  You’re saying it’s 
overfished but in actuality is it? 
 
In certain situations when we have very good confidence about what we’re assessment, when 
you have a state where you have neither a overfished nor overfishing state – obviously, that’s 
what we would hope for – but you’d also want coupled with that, that you have a stock at the  
high biomass and low exploitation relative to its benchmarks; so, again, perfect world scenario, 
we don’t have to be buffering away from our OFL level. 
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If you’re a little bit farther away from marks, meaning that the stocks may be in close proximity 
to your benchmarks, you’d have to give yourself bit more uncertainty, so we give a penalty of 
2.5 percent with that.  In situations where we don’t have stock status know, we get full penalty 
weights because obviously we don’t know what we’re shooting for.  We don’t know if we really 
have a stock overfished or overfishing or if it might be perfectly healthy; and as such obviously 
you have to assign yourself a higher penalty. 
 
The productivity and susceptibility has to do with assigning biological risks – low, medium and 
high – which is based on productivity, vulnerability and susceptibility.  For populations that have 
high productivity, are not vulnerable to the gear and are not as vulnerable and don’t have 
susceptibility issues, we don’t have to assign really a buffer penalty. 
 
In situations where we’re dealing with low productivity, high vulnerability and high 
susceptibility, you really don’t know what the outcome is going to be or how it’s going to 
respond in the future, so you’re uncertainty is higher and therefore you apply a higher weighting 
there.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Can you just give us an idea?  For example, red snapper as the fish of the 
day, where would that fall in terms of productivity? 
 
DR. BELCHER:  I’ll show you that in an example in a minute.  Most of our species tend to be 
medium to high risk.  As scores come through a procedure that was formulated through MRAG 
based on a report that came out of Australia and the classifications were based on this paper by 
Hobday et all in 2007, so the range of values that are actually outputted – and that’s how you 
assign this high, moderate and low – MRAG America has already done this for a lot of the South 
Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico species, so that’s where we have gotten our information and have 
been lucky enough to have that already in front of us. 
 
At this point I will work through a few examples with you of how we would apply this.  For gag 
grouper we have assessment information that is obviously at the highest level.  We have a 
quantitative assessment.  It provides estimates of exploitation and biomass and includes MSY-
derived benchmarks.  It is not penalized based on the assessment. 
 
Our uncertainty characterization is in the medium range, meaning that there are sensitivities that 
have been run, but it’s not a full characterization of the uncertainty.  Our stock status is not 
overfished but we have overfishing occurring, so it gets a 5 percent penalty.  Under the PSA it is 
assigned a high risk category.  Adding up those penalties, we find we have a total penalty of 20 
percent, which we decrement from the ideal of 50 percent probability of overfishing to arrive at a 
P-value of 30 percent, indicating that our ABC level would be set at a probability of overfishing 
of 30 percent.   
For red snapper we have assessment information that obviously the assessment wasn’t as strong 
because we’re working with proxy references, so it has a decrement of 2.5 percent.  The 
uncertainty characterization, which pretty much is in the norm for most of our assessments, is in 
the medium range, so it gets a 5 percent decrement.   
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Stock status; overfished, overfishing is occurring, that gets a 7.5 percent decrement; and in it’s in 
the medium risk category for a PSA.  Total penalty is 20 percent, so we’re looking at a 
probability of overfishing being equal to 30 percent.  Because this one would fall under a 
rebuilding plan, you’re probability for rebuilding success would be set to 70 percent. 
 
For something like Goliath grouper – and this is just, again, for an example and I don’t want you 
to get too caught up on what the actual outcome is because obviously this is based on what we 
currently have, and this particular species is getting ready to go through an assessment.  Again, 
looking through it you see scarce, unreliable catch records.   
 
This is a species that has been obviously under moratorium for a long period of time so there is 
not a lot of information on it, so it gets the full weight.  Uncertainty characterization, it doesn’t 
have any applied to it.  We don’t know much about the current stock status, whether it’s 
overfished or undergoing overfishing.  It also falls into a PSA category of high risk.  The total 
penalty that applies to it is 40 percent, so anything that we would be looking at for landings 
would be a probability of overfishing of 10 percent.  And, again, it’s just because of the fact that 
there is so little data there. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Carolyn, why would you have an unknown overfished and not overfishing?  
There is no take allowed so explain that. 
 
DR. BELCHER:  Well, that is the point is we don’t have any biological benchmarks by which to 
assess it, and the ones that we did have were old enough on to the current definitions of 
overfished/overfishing, so we really don’t know what the current state is of that population. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Okay, but it just doesn’t make a lot of sense to me. 
 
DR. BELCHER:  Some of the discussion we had is do you look at it relative to old declarations 
of overfished/overfishing?  The definitions have changed in the time period, too, which kind of 
gets at our situation with looking at penalties.  When you have an older assessment, that kind of 
weighs into assessment information and gives us higher penalties as well. 
 
With the stock status, that was kind of something that caused us a little bit of discussion points 
and pause because with some of these species that haven’t been through SEDAR, the 
declarations were made under a different criterion.  This species again it’s more because you 
really don’t know what the current status of the population is.  You assumed it’s not overfished 
or overfishing. 
 
We also talked about what is called the depletion threshold.  What we were recommending was 
to adopt the 10 percent threshold, and this is based on a precedent that the Pacific Fishery 
Management Council has set. Basically what they’ve done is if biomass is estimated below 10 
percent of a virgin condition, then you don’t allow directed fishing to occur. 
 
What we also incorporated into our discussions was in cases where biomass estimates are 
considered unreliable or you have SPR values that are at or below 10 percent, directed fishing 
should not be allowed either.  In the case of red snapper where we were looking at 3 percent, it 



Snapper Grouper Committee 
Jekyll Island, GA 
March 3-5, 2010 

 

 105

would fall under the depletion threshold and we would look to end directed fishing.  Obviously, 
red snapper did not come under this rule because the original assessment was done prior to the 
development of the rule and the ABC requirement. 
 
Further needs; the biggest stumbling point that we’re dealing with right now is what do we do for 
OFL values for species where we have little to no data?  We had a conference call in January of 
this year to talk about this and basically came up with a few of the new – there are a few papers 
that have been looked at relative to depletion-corrected catch stream data.  McCall’s group out 
on the west coast has developed different ways to look at it. 
 
A lot it has to do with determining stable periods within a fishery and using that information to 
determine what your OFL is going to be looking at.  We talked about the status quo, which has 
been in use for a while, with the 75 percent of average catch.  Our group, in and of itself, does 
not want to use average catch streams because it does still have some degree of subjective call as 
to what your time period is going to be. 
 
We have requested data streams and catch data for the April 2010 meeting that we’re going to be 
having to see if we have a chance to come up with some ABC values for species that we have not 
been able to assess and we can actually try to at least fill in those squares that we currently can’t 
get at and won’t have SEDAR stock assessments to actually help us fill them in. 
 
We’re looking at quantitative methods as an improvement over average catch approaches I’ve 
just described.  In the future we will obviously be tweaking this methodology.  Again, this issue 
of equal weighting within and among dimensions and tiers probably will be changed out and 
addressed over time, but until we really start putting this process into place we really won’t know 
what the performance looks like.  With that, I’ll open it up for questions. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Carolyn, very much.  Questions for Carolyn about the ABC Control 
Rule and where it is right now?  Obviously, a lot accomplished but still work to do.  Bob. 
 
MR. GILL:  Bob Gill, Gulf Council.  Thank you for the presentation.  I was intrigued by the 
equal weighting decisions that you all made not only on the dimensions but also on the tiers.  
You characterized some of the discussion on that and some of the rationale for equal weighting 
on the tiers as opposed to equal weighting on the dimensions. 
 
DR. BELCHER:  It is basically the same methodology or same thought process went into the 
equal weights.  Again, it’s not knowing the best way to see which one has a higher impact.  You 
would assume, obviously, that you would have a higher degree of separation but without any 
way to really quantify that, it was a decision call that we felt would be subjective than informed, 
and as such decided to start with equal weights to avoid some of that potential conflict. 
MR. CURRIN:  Other questions for Carolyn?  You may have just answered this, but any concern 
at all from anybody that the tiers or the gradations that you have established – I mean, you’re 
basically looking at 25 percent increments for penalties – that they’re not fine enough?  Even one 
penalty is a pretty big hammer.  I don’t know that you can do any better, but it just occurred to 
me that, man, you mess up a little bit and instead of a slap on the wrist you get hit in the head 
with a hammer. 
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DR. BELCHER:  Well, and some of that was viewed that it is the alternative to just the fact of – 
it was also implying incentives for people to get better stock assessments and better 
characterization because it will bring – with every gain that you get you come up higher and 
have a reduced penalty.  There have been discussions and it is going to require some tweaking.  
There is a lot of discussion and even – I wouldn’t say debate, but there is a lot of definite table 
discussion amongst the different councils and the SSCs on how best to handle this, and we’re not 
all doing it the same way. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, that was another question.  I guess where it really hit me the hardest – I 
mean, looking at all the penalties that are assessed in 25 percent increments, but when you start 
looking at the productivity and susceptibility analysis it is 50 percent. 
 
DR. BELCHER:  You mean give 5 and 2 and 2.5 percent, yes. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes.  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Carolyn, explain to me when you had one of the slides up there, and I think it 
might have been the fourth one, and you were talking about sensitivities, where you were talking 
about if you don’t have very many sensitivity runs, you get a different rating – I’m trying to 
think back to a recent stock assessment, let’s say vermilion snapper or Spanish – I can’t 
remember which one it was that we kept making the scientists go back and do more sensitivity 
runs.  Am I understanding this right, that more – okay, I didn’t think I was, so please help me 
understand that. 
 
DR. BELCHER:  Okay, if you look up to the slide, basically what it looks at is it is the type of 
evaluation you apply to the uncertainty.  In certain situations you’re actually able to put in more 
of a distribution around what your outcomes are.  In the medium-type situation with the 
sensitivities, the sensitivities are getting an idea on how some your estimates or how some of 
your inputs impact your outcomes, like changes in mortality and that kind of deal. 
 
With the higher runs, actually more of that is built into the model, the sensitivities aren’t the way 
by which you see how much jitter occurs in the model.  It is actually built in and there is some 
uncertainty that actually is like a cloud that comes around the outputs of the model itself.  It is 
not tweaking here and tweaking there.  It’s looking at it as an all-encompassing uncertainty 
characterization, which is a better way to do it.  It is more embedded in the model than external 
to the model. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  Thanks for the presentation.  I think that really goes a long way to 
understanding the SSC’s approach to this path is.  I know that we received at the Center a request 
from the SSC for a considerable load of data to support getting this work done.  We are going to 
be able to provide some of those data exactly on time; some of them a little bit late; and some of 
them are not going to be able to be done in time for that SSC meeting. 
 
I realize how critical it is that we provide that information and get this work done in time to meet 
our mandated deadline.  Our approach to that is to get as much of those data to the SSC as we 
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possibly can prior to the meeting so they can begin their homework, but that in addition to that 
we develop kind of Plan B that we can brief at the SSC meeting and work on in conjunction with 
SSC members. 
 
My plan is dedicate resources to hire a very senior stock assessment scientist who would be 
working exclusively on helping to do the analytical work, to carry out some of those analyses at 
the bidding of the SSC according to the protocols that they’ve blessed.  I believe that the 
combination of the work that the SSC will be able to get done at the meeting plus to discuss and 
lay out a protocol will enable us to achieve getting that work done in time for SSC peer review 
and still get it to the council for their consideration for the September meeting. 
 
I guess at this point I can name the senior stock assessment scientist.  It would be Dr. Mike 
Prager, who has announced that he is going to be retiring in early April, and that would afford us 
the ability to shed all other duties that he might be involved in other than planning his retirement 
and focus exclusively on this type of work. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Bonnie, for that and tell Prager that he can’t do anything until he 
gets all this done and his retirement is going to be delayed.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, first, I want everyone on the council to recognize the importance of 
this.  It is technical and it’s hard to follow and it’s hard to understand, but it’s going to have big 
impacts I suspect on what the allowable catch levels are going to be.  What we’ve got to figure 
out, Carolyn – and we’re going to need some advice from you guys – is we’re going to have to 
take what you’ve done, but we’ve got to develop alternatives for the council to consider. 
 
I mean, you’ve all come up with one way to come up with what the risk of overfishing may be, 
but the council may decide other ways.  I think in order for the council to start looking at this, 
we’re going to need to see some real examples of here is what the catches would be if the risk is 
this, here is what the catches will be if it is this, because we’re going to have to balance the risk 
of overfishing versus the impacts on the fishery. 
 
That’s going to mean some real-world examples on these stocks.  I think we need to see some of 
those for assessed stocks in some of our major fisheries, and then we need to see it on data-poor 
stocks and across the gamut.  I think, Gregg, we need to – or John or whoever is working on this 
from the staff, we need to start putting this into a form of alternatives so that the council can 
make the decisions about what levels of risk of overfishing they’re going to accept. 
 
DR. BELCHER:  Where this kind of shakes out I think, too, did you all get the documents that 
basically was our summary of the ABC Control Rule?  If you look to the back of that document, 
there is a table that shows how this has been worked out for each of the species, which tiers that 
each species is set at and what that P-value is. 
 
Based on what was originally proposed to us, for the majority of those that have been through the 
exercise, with the exception of things obviously like Goliath and those that haven’t been through 
a SEDAR review, most of them the probabilities are well above a P-value of 25 percent, which is 
what the council was actually looking at setting levels at was my understanding. 
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DR. CRABTREE:  Well, the council has never decided on 25 percent.  The council talked about 
a range, but there has never been any set of alternatives to evaluate risk of overfishing and there 
has never been any analysis whatsoever to base the determination about risk of overfishing.  To 
me this is one of the most important decisions that you’re going to make.   
 
It’s fundamental to everything you’re doing, and there is going to have to be a thorough analysis 
of all of that in order for them to make those decisions.  I think the intent here is to incorporate 
some sort of ABC Control Rule into the ACL Comprehensive Amendment, which means if 
we’re going to pull all of this off in the time we’ve got we need to get that type of analysis pulled 
together so that the council can start working through some of that very quickly.  I think there is 
going to be a great deal of discussion in the end about what the risk of overfishing ought to be. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  And when we get to the Comprehensive ACL Amendment later today or 
tomorrow, we’ll be asking for some guidance and we have some questions there. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Just out of interest, Carolyn, and after thinking about it I don’t know if it would 
have any applicability; have we applied this to any stocks from which the SSC has provided us 
with an ABC in the past to see how apples and oranges is comparable to see how a 
recommendation under this rule would compare to a recommendation that was made in the past 
in terms of how close were the – 
 
DR. BELCHER:  We have not done that, no.  That I was a question I posed to John, and I 
apologize but my memory is not holding them captive.  We did apply the ABC Control Rule, this 
specific format to two species in 17 as far as how we determined what the ABC was.  John was 
thinking it was gag grouper and vermilion.  Like I said, I’m sorry that I can’t recant right off the 
top of my head. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Gag and vermilion, John, that was the question. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  We did to gag and vermilion, but as most of you know you’ve never 
really had ABCs on things like gag and vermilion.  You’ve had ABCs on king mackerel.  They 
looked at it for king mackerel at the last meeting and they realized that the projections that they 
had weren’t compatible with the ABC Control Rule and the way that the SSC is looking at the 
risk of overfishing. 
 
They requested new projections that they expect to have at the April meeting to look at.  I think 
given Roy’s comments about analyzing the risk of overfishing, it would help if you guys could 
spell out some sort of what is your thinking and what you might like to see because I’m really 
clear on just how that would be constructed and what type of analysis you might be envisioning. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  What I would want to see is if we say, okay, we’ll accept a 30 percent risk of 
overfishing, what would the catch level be versus if we said we’ll accept a 50 percent risk or a 20 
percent risk.  When I see things starting to talk about 10 percent risk, I wouldn’t be surprised if 
that means close the fishery down and you still can’t get there. 
 



Snapper Grouper Committee 
Jekyll Island, GA 
March 3-5, 2010 

 

 109

I want to see what is the impact on the fishery of making that choice.  I also would advise you we 
ought not be applying these ABC control rules on decisions we’re making now until the council 
has made that evaluation and made that determination because I don’t see how we can apply a 
control rule unless the council has formally made a decision about the risk of overfishing.  We 
need to be careful that these aren’t applied somehow along the way until we get to that.  I want to 
basically see what are the economic impacts on the fisheries in terms of how it is going to affect 
the catches. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  And you have that available for things that have been assessed because 
when they generate that P-star they can generate the landings associated with any of the 
probability levels.  Most of the assessments have given that for a range.  I know the recent ones 
are vermilion and gag and I believe even the ones that we should be getting and coming up here 
will have a range of that included, so the information is in the assessment. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Okay, but we’re going to need it written up in a document in the form of 
alternatives; here is an SSC recommended ABC Control Rule.  Now if you make this decision 
about risk that’s different from the SSC recommendation, here is how the catches would vary.  
Do you follow me?   
 
I don’t know how complicated that is going to get but I suspect it will get fairly complicated.  
Whether it has to be done species by species or we can group some of these things and do it I 
don’t know, but we’re going to have to somehow have a basis for deciding what the risk level the 
council is willing to set.  That is a policy decision that the council has to make. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  We’re kind of getting into the discussion that we’re going to have in the 
Comprehensive ACL Amendment, so let’s get back and make sure there are no more questions 
for Carolyn on where the SSC is with developing an ABC Control Rule.  All right, I see no more 
questions.  Thank you very much; we appreciate it.  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Would it be possible for us to get a copy of this presentation?  Thank you, 
because I would just like to be able to look at it and study it a little more. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  We’ve got the report but Carolyn is going to send the presentation out which 
kind of outlines very succinctly the procedure.  She will get that to you.  All right, we will get 
back to Amendment 18, where we left off. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  And we have another motion coming up. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And Brian has been itching to make another motion.  This goes to the issue that 
Jack brought regarding Alternative 4 and the fact that that control date is before the time that 
there were some changes in the regulations and recording of landings that would generate a 
tremendous amount of work to try to analyze this alternative.  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Just to cut to the chaise, I make the motion that we move the Black 
Sea Bass Pot Fishery Alternative 4, under Action 4, to the considered but rejected 
alternatives. 



Snapper Grouper Committee 
Jekyll Island, GA 
March 3-5, 2010 

 

 110

 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Brian; is there a second?  Second by David.  Discussion on this 
motion?  I see no discussion; is there any opposition to this motion?  I see no opposition and 
that motion passes.  All right, I think there are some other – now keep in mind the suggestion 
the staff made about rearranging all these things.  We’ve had some discussion about keeping 
things in here, so I’m assuming that by approving and selecting preferreds on these actions, the 
intent is to keep them in Amendment 18.  I just want to remind you so we don’t forget.  Kate, I 
think we’re on Page 50 now, Action 5; is that correct? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  That’s correct, Action 5, limit effort in the black sea bass pot fishery.  Okay, 
none of the wording has changed since the last time, so we’ve got Alternative 2, which limits 
black sea bass pot tags to 100 per vessel annually.  Alternative 3 is 50 per vessel; Alternative 4, 
25 per vessel. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I believe that Tom Burgess, one of our AP members, has sent to the council 
members the results of some inquiries he made in the Sneads Ferry area among black sea bass 
pot fishermen there.  Everybody should have received that on this particular issue.  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  I talked to Tom for a long time one day, and I want to try to remember what he 
told me.  I’m sure he has talked with some other people, too.  I think he said there was only one 
fisherman that was fishing a hundred pots, very, very few.  I think it was one, and that most 
people were fishing 25 to 30 pots.  I’m trying to see if anybody else remembers that because I 
think that kind of goes to this decision. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I knew Brian and Rita would have their hands up.  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I’ve talked pretty extensively with Tom.  As a matter of fact, I’ve talked to 
him every week or two.  I think one of the things that was brought up in the thing that he sent in 
– and it affects this as well – was the notion of having to bring pots back in.  I think Tom, 
himself, fishes about 35 pots, and there are a number of other fishermen who fish that many and 
a few more. 
 
I think when you get to hundred-pot category you’ve got two or three fishermen who are fishing 
in that hundred-pot range or more.  I think it’s real hard in my mind for me to pick a number of 
pots until we’ve dealt with the issue about bringing the pots in at night because that could very 
much affect how we could vote on this issue, depending on how that goes. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, that’s a very good point, Brian.  In fact, the selection of the alternative to 
bring the pots back to shore each night would do a number of things.  One, it would de facto 
limit the number of pots to what could be carried on the vessel.  That doesn’t discount the fact 
that people can get innovative about how they stack pots that may or may not but could be a 
safety issue.  It would address that to a large degree and also address some issues about protected 
species and the amount of warp in the water and the like.  Rita. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  I’m kind of the same opinion; however, if you’ll recall when we talked about 
this issue before about bringing the pots in I believe – and Otha may be able to help us recall 
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exactly what we were talking about – it became pretty much unenforceable or very difficult to 
enforce, whether or not they were taken in and exceptions to the rule and where they’re stored 
and safety issues.  There were just a lot of things that came up at the time, but I think the biggest 
part of it had to do with the reality of being able to enforce the rule. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I’m just going back to Brian’s comment and maybe we should move 
ahead and make a decision on to bring them in and then come back to this one, and that sequence 
might make more sense. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  That does make sense and I’m certainly okay and willing to do that, so let’s skip 
to Action 6, which is a few pages down.  Yes, it’s PDF Page 53 and there are three alternatives 
there; status quo or no action basically and then Alternative 2 to bring the pots back to shore at 
the conclusion of each trip.   
 
That doesn’t preclude someone going out and spending the night with their pots, but if the boat 
comes back to the dock he better have all the pots that he has got tags for on his boat or be able 
to account for those.  Then the third is to allow them to stay in for 72 hours without checking.  
George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Mr. Chairman, if you’re ready for a motion, I would like to make the 
motion that we select Alternative 2 as our preferred. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by George to select Alternative 2 as our preferred, and that is the 
alternative that states that black sea bass pots must be brought back to shore at the conclusion of 
each trip.  Second by Duane.  Discussion?  Rita. 
 
MS. MERRITT:   If I had to take an alternative, I’d want Alternative 3.  Alternative 3 would be 
my preference only because I think the 72 hours does at least eliminate some of the safety issues 
that we talked about as well as enforcement.  However, I haven’t seen an science yet that backs 
this up.  There was a cooperative research study done, but I believe the configurations of the pot 
lends itself to be a much more eco-friendly type of gear where there is less of the ghost fishing 
going on with them. 
 
I just haven’t seen the evidence that says that this is a problem.   As far as damage control that 
has been an issue with I guess the lobster traps and pots that have been used mostly down in 
Florida and up in New England, I haven’t seen any evidence of that occurring with the black sea 
bass pot.  If there is, I’ve love to hear it. 
MR. CUPKA:  Mr. Chairman, I’d be concerned and I think this would help out not so much in 
terms of ecological impacts but in terms of protected resources.  At the time of the year they’re 
fishing these, this happens to be the time that we’ve got a lot of marine mammal activity out 
there, unfortunately, so the more we can get those vertical lines out of the water the better off we 
would be. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And the version I have for Alternative 3 says allow fishermen to leave pots in 
the water for no more than 72 hours, so that means that the fisherman could return to the dock 
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while the traps are out there and that the 72 hours would start at the time he put the trap in the 
water; and as soon as he pulled it back on the boat he is okay.   
 
I can see how Alternative 3 does have some enforcement issues with it, more so than Alternative   
2.  The problem I have – and I’ve heard this in testimony over time – is that people put traps out 
there and they’re out there untended for extended periods of time and the fish die and the trap 
rebaits, and it does seem in that sense to be wasteful. 
 
I’ve never run across a trap fishery where people don’t lose traps.  If you put traps out there and 
leave them out there, you’re going to lose some traps, and that’s always a source of concern to 
me.  Alternative 3 doesn’t really seem to me to be very workable, so I think at this point I’ll 
probably support the preferred alternative to bring them in at the end of the trip.  It sounds like, 
from what I’ve heard from most, that is what probably most of the fishery does now, anyway. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  That’s what I’m hearing as well.  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  That’s what Tom Burgess indicated to me, too, that is the common practice now, 
and he said the fishermen he had talked to had no problem with this provision. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  Well, I want to go back to David’s point.  If I’m not mistaken the large whale 
take reduction team reviewed the gear and they actually have new breakaway clips of some kind 
that has proved itself to be more eco-friendly in mammal interactions.  I think Red was at the 
same meeting I was in when that was discussed, so he may want to elaborate on that. 
 
I guess the other point would be that the black sea bass fishery, at least in North Carolina, is 
very, very different from one area to the other.  In Tom’s area, which is sort of in the middle of 
our state, the Sneads Ferry area, it is prosecuted in just a very different way.  I think we’ve talked 
about this earlier in another fishery that sometimes the fishing methods are very different and we 
need to keep that in mind.   
 
You have a totally different point of view from the Topsail, Hempstead down through the 
southern part of our state to the South Carolina line at least.  I don’t know how they do it down 
there, but it is done very differently and they do use more pots.  They tend to do other fisheries 
while they have them out and then come back, so sometimes they are overnight trips, which 
might indicate to a law enforcement officer thinking that they’ve finished their trip when leaving 
when in fact they were just going to another type of fishery, doing multiple fisheries. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Getting back to Duane’s comment about talking with Tom Burgess, it is 
interesting to note, though, that Tom fishes by taking pots out late in the day, fishes them 
overnight, and then goes back to the next day to tend his traps, and there are a number – I can’t 
give you a definite number, but there are several other fishermen who fish their traps that way, so 
there is some variety in how they do that.  I think Tom indicated in that letter that he sent that 
they could live with having to bring traps in at night.  I guess the point of clarification that I 
wanted to make is that this is going to involve a change in the way they fish for a number of 
fishermen to bring these trips in everyday. 
 



Snapper Grouper Committee 
Jekyll Island, GA 
March 3-5, 2010 

 

 113

MR. MUNDEN:  Tom Burgess serves on the Atlantic Large Whale Take Reduction Team and I 
also serve on that team. As Rita pointed out, the Atlantic Large Whale Reduction Plan requires 
weak links in vertical lines as well as ground lines in pot gear in addition to gill net gear.  The 
focus of the last meeting of the Take Reduction Team was to reduce the number of vertical lines 
in the water column. 
 
Tom was there and he made a presentation on the number of pots that North Carolina fishermen 
fish.  Even though it’s recognized as a problem by the Take Reduction Team, the number of 
vertical lines in the whole southeast region is miniscule as compared to what is set in New 
England in the lobster pot fishery.  Again, the focus of the team is one size fits all, get vertical 
lines out of the water, so this would be in agreement with what the Take Reduction Team is 
attempting to accomplish. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Mr. Chairman, I also serve on the Atlantic Large Whale Take Reduction Team, 
and Red is right that the number of lines compared to the lobster traps are nowhere close, but the 
unfortunate part is a lot of times these fisheries get reclassified based on their similarity to other 
fisheries.  
 
In this case I think our sea bass pot fishery got reclassified because it was a pot just like lobster 
pots, and so they’ve got the weak link requirement now.  The only problem I see with weak links 
is that these traps are so light there is nothing for them to ground these pots where they can exert 
enough pressure to break those links.  It’s one of those things you’re required to do it, but I really 
don’t think it is very effective. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Two things; the one to the break links, I got a call about a month ago asking me 
how many black sea bass pots we fished, and I said none when the whales are here because the 
season ends.  Now if you changed the start date of the season again, yes, you will possible, 
probably have some pots in the water, but as it is right now it’s closed in the middle of December 
before the whales even got here, and it didn’t until they left, so it didn’t really matter. 
 
We did talk about how the break links may or may not hold.  The other thing is leaving traps in 
the water, period.  I talked to Tom Burgess, as a lot of you did, and as he said, a lot of those guys 
brought their traps in, so you’re talking about mandating something that they’re already doing, 
but there is a safety factor in here. 
 
There are just some times when, one, you just don’t want to or can’t get those traps in.  I’ve also 
heard them talk about they’re find recreational boats tied up to their buoys for anchors.  The first 
time you lose a pot or a trap or a recreational boat drags it off somewhere where you can’t find it 
and the Coast Guard comes along and finds it, you’ve got a violation. 
 
I’m going to have to vote against this motion because you’re not going to get much because most 
of the guys are bringing their pots in and the potential for a violation when you’re trying to do 
what you’re supposed to do.  I could see maybe 72 hours but you still need to figure out 
something for – you’re going to lose a trip, I don’t care what you do.  I’m going to vote against 
it. 
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MR. CURRIN:  All right, let’s go ahead and vote on this, if we can.  I’d ask that all in favor of 
the motion to select Alternative 2 as the preferred raise your hands, 9; all opposed, 2; any 
abstentions.  I see no abstentions.   The motion carries nine to two.  Monica. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I was waiting to see whether the motion carried, and I was thinking 
along the lines of one of the things Charlie brought up.  I wondered if you would want staff to 
work up with enforcement’s help and bring back to you at the next meeting some sort of 
exception.  Maybe the person would have to call in and report to enforcement or something on a 
safety-at-sea kind of thing for National Standard 10 in case there was bad weather or something 
like that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, that sounds like a good thing to do. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Yes, and Tom mentioned that to me. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, sort of safety-at-sea exception or exemption.  Okay, that could very well 
simplify – thanks for the suggestion to come down here first – the action that the committee may 
want to take on the previous action, which is one to limit effort in the black sea bass pot fishery, 
and there are a number of alternatives there; stepping down pot numbers.  Certainly tags are still 
required as best I understand, but there is a suite of alternatives there from 25 to 50. 
 
I think if I interpret correctly what the previous action at least indicates is that the maximum pots 
that anybody could fish would be what they could safely put on their boat and take offshore and 
come back.  There may be a need to keep this action in the amendment, but I’m having a hard 
time seeing why it needs to be there now unless there are other thoughts from the committee. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I wouldn’t be upset to see this action removed, but somebody – and I don’t 
think it was you, Mac, but somebody had mentioned that somebody could come up with some 
kind of technology, some way to allow them to stack even more pots on the vessel.  There are 
photographs out there of vessels with black sea bass pots on them that it’s scary.  You’re 
wondering how can they maneuver that vessel even in calm inshore waters with that many 
number of pots on there.  I would at least like there to be a discussion of this.  That’s enough to 
say about it right now. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, that’s what we’re doing right now is discussing this as to what is the desire 
of the committee as far as this action and whether you want to keep it in there, take it out, modify 
it, eliminate some of the alternatives.  What are your thoughts on this?  Anybody got any strong 
feelings one way or the other?  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, I’d like to see us leave it in there and pick a preferred alternative.  
I’d just feel better about that than just taking it out and ignoring the issue and leaving it up to this 
bringing the traps back in every once-a-day rule or once-a-trip rule. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I agree with Duane.  I think we need a limit and I’m thinking somewhere in 
the either 50 or 25 neighborhood.  It looks to me when you look at the tables, there are some 
folks fishing more than 25 or 30 traps, but there are very few that are fishing those large numbers 
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of traps, although there are some, but it looks like most people are fishing 50 or fewer, so it 
doesn’t seem like 50 really would affect that many people, and that might be a reasonable place 
to come down to. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Kate just told me that there is a table on Page 199, and we referred to it earlier I 
think in our previous discussion, but that’s the tag requests from various years and the like 
number of vessels with landings and the pots and the like.  David. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Mr. Chairman, I’d like to make a motion that we select Alternative 3 as our 
preferred based on testimony that we’ve had from numerous fishermen.  Even last night we 
heard from one of the Longs, and that family has been fishing black sea bass for three or four 
generations, and they’re very effective and efficient fishermen.  I think Chris said last night he 
only uses about 30 traps.  It seems like we’ve talked to a number of them; and if we set it at 50, I 
think that would encompass the majority of fishermen and certainly we don’t need someone 
taking a hundred traps out there. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by David to select Alternative 3 as the preferred; second by Duane.  
Discussion on this issue?  Rita. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  I would like to speak against that as the preferred alternative.  In North 
Carolina we’ve only got about 22 boats, and we’ve got a petition just from one area alone with 
seven or eight people on it who are in favor of being able to have a hundred.  These people don’t 
even fish a hundred pots and they can live with it. 
 
It’s a very small fishery for us.  I don’t know of any science that says that 25 pots versus a 
hundred pots are creating a problem, but yet it’s creating a significant economic impact to a very 
small number of people.  I just find that’s inequitable to only place the burden upon those who 
have had the history of having the higher number with larger boats and have the history that 
stands there, and now their income or their ability to fish is being cut in half.  Thank you. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Two questions; one, does this apply just to vessels with a federal snapper 
grouper permit?  The second is we say that the black sea bass pot in the water or at sea on a 
vessel have to have the attached identification tag, but if they’re bringing them back to shore 
why wouldn’t we want them to have to have that tag when they’re tied to the dock, also? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, I think it’s critical that the tags are attached to the traps everywhere, so I 
presume that’s okay with the motioner and the seconder is to make that clarification.  That would 
have been my assumption.  Further discussion on this motion?  I think the intent is with valid 
federal snapper grouper permits.  I think that’s the intent, Gregg. 
   
There was a clarification made in an earlier motion when you guys asked for some clarification 
to that effect, I believe.  Further discussion?  Any objection to the motion?  The motion is 
approved with one objection.  Any abstentions?  I see none so that motion is approved.  All right, 
Kate. 
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MS. QUIGLEY:  Okay, we’re going on to Action 7, PDF Page 54, separate snowy grouper 
commercial quota into regions/states. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Recall that this is one where the staff suggested that action in 17B may have 
made this moot to some degree or at least not as necessary as thought at one time.  What is your 
pleasure on this action; do you want to keep it in 18 or remove it?  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I don’t see that this action is necessary at this time.  With the actions that 
we’ve put in place in 17B, I think the fishery is – 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I believe I was the one who originally pushed to have this in Amendment 
18, but given the actions that occurred in Amendment 17 I think to some degree does make this 
moot.  However, earlier today I requested that we look at this issue of regional/state quotas in 
Amendment 21. 
 
I think while it doesn’t seem appropriate at this point to be discussing it here, I think the broader 
overall objective of having this be given a full consideration has not gone away.  I just now don’t 
think that it’s necessarily appropriate to have it here in 18 because it’s not going to have any 
impact on any outcome for particularly the snowy grouper fishery, but there may be other 
fisheries that we could consider this for in the future. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  So would you like to move that we remove this action from Amendment 18, but 
consider state and regional quotas in Amendment 21? 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I think that needs to come from somebody else. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I would move that we remove Action 7 from Amendment 18 and 
consider it in a subsequent amendment.  Is it 22 we’re talking about, Kate. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  21 I think was the – 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And that we revisit the issue in Amendment 21. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Second. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Roy; second by David.  Discussion on that motion?  Is everybody 
clear?  Ben. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Just one quick thing; this will fall right into what George wants to talk about; 
how do we reopen these fisheries once the closure is lifted. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  It certainly fits right in; doesn’t it?  Further discussion on this motion?  Okay, 
we’re getting ready to vote on the motion to move Action 7 to the considered but rejected 
appendix and revisit the issue in Amendment 21.  Is there any objection to this motion?  I see 
none; that motion is approved.  All right, I think Action 8 is to adjust the golden tilefish fishing 
year, and that’s on Page 56. 
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MS. QUIGLEY:  For this action we’ve got several different alternatives; Alternative 2, change 
the start date to September 1st; Alternative 3, change the start date to August 1st; Alternative 4, 
change the start date to May 1st; and then we’ve got Alternative 5, close the longline fishery 
when the 300-pound trip limit for golden tilefish goes into effect.  The IPT is requesting that we 
split this action into two different actions.  One would be changing the start date of the golden 
tilefish fishing year, and the second action would be to change the trip limit.  That is just to make 
it cleaner for analysis. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Kate.  Thoughts on this; I know in the past I’ve heard some of the 
fishermen say if you change the fishing year’s start date you don’t have to worry about the trip 
limits, but I’m not sure whether that’s still the case or not.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, it seems to make sense to me to separate the action into two unless 
someone has a reason not to, so I would move that we separate this into two actions as 
suggested by the IPT. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Second 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Roy; second by Duane to separate Action 8 into two separate actions, 
one dealing with the change in the golden tile fishing year and the second dealing with trip 
limits.  Discussion on that motion?  Any objection to that motion?  I see none; that motion is 
approved.  All right, let’s talk about the new Action 8, then, which will be the changes to the 
fishing year.  Thoughts on that; are you ready to select a preferred?  Ben. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Well, I’ve heard a lot of discussion from the South Carolina boats and from the 
Florida boats.  The Florida boats don’t seem to care when it is.  The South Carolina guys say the 
weather is a problem, but I will tell you that when I did the first documentation of this and when 
I looked at the landings from the Carolinas versus Florida and I started the fishing year at the 
same time, there was virtually no difference in the participation from those gears at that time. 
 
I mean, it goes back a while; it was a while when I did that analysis.  In fairness we need to fish 
in September, but I’ll move it forward to August to allow at least South Carolina more 
participation, given the calmer waters of August and September during those times, except for 
the hurricanes.  That’s the motion, change the start of the golden tilefish fishing year to 
August 1st. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  So that is the motion to select Alternative 3 as the preferred alternative. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Right, Alternative 3 as our preferred. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Second by George.  Discussion on that motion?  Any objection to that 
motion?  I see none and that motion is approved.  Now to the issue of the trip limits, which 
are basically a number of subalternatives.  There were some under the previous alternatives, too, 
some under Alternative 3 and Alternative 4.  These were regarding to change the trip limits, 
retain the 300-pound limit when some percentage of the quota was caught or variations.  Gregg. 
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MR. WAUGH:  Part of the no action is the 300-pound limit when 75 percent of the quota is 
taken, so you need a new alternative to remove that if, indeed, you plan on doing that, but we 
don’t need to add another alternative to retain it. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you.  What  is your desire here, folks, regarding these trip limits?  Ben. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  When I wrote that paper, basically it was a win-win.  We got to fish; the 
longlines could probably finish out the quota; and we wouldn’t need the step down at the end 
based on the season change.  Unless Roy has a problem with trying to track the quota; I mean, 
certainly, when you step down to 300 you can track it a lot easier, but do you have a problem 
with allowing longline boats at a 4,000 pound trip limit to finish out the quota? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, we’ll do the best we can but they can catch a lot of fish fast; and 
because people want notice, we have to make projections and their uncertainty, so having it step 
down makes it easier.  I’m not a big fan of trip limits and I think they just force economic 
inefficiency on fishermen.  If you want to take it out, I think that’s okay. 
 
I believe, Jack, in 17B we set the quota for golden tile at the optimum yield level so that we do 
have a buffer between that and the overfishing level, so we can do the best we can with it and see 
how it goes and come back and review it.  If you want to eliminate the trip limit, I’d say do what 
you think is right. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  I’m trying to make it as clean as possible, and let’s eliminate the trip limits.  I’ll 
move – which alternative is that? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, it’s part of each one of them, Ben, and now it’s a separate action. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Okay, do you want me to make a new motion to remove the 300-pound 
trip limit when 75 percent of the quota is taken. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, motion by Ben to remove the 300-pound limit that occurs when 75 
percent of the quota is met.  Is there a second? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Second by Duane.  Discussion?  There has been some discussion of that already.  
Any further discussion of that motion?  Any objection to that motion?  All right, seeing none, 
that motion is approved; and I guess the no action, as you indicated, Gregg, would have left that 
there, and this alternative will remove it.  That might be sufficient, and there are perhaps other 
alternatives that might be reasonable, I don’t know, when considering when it’s already in place, 
either leaving it or removing it; is that sufficient, Monica, as far as a range of alternatives on this 
action? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I think this one is pretty clear-cut. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, thank you; I just want to make sure.  There is another Alternative 5 there; 
.Kate just reminded me.  This is one I think I’ve suggested just because I was concerned that 
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what I had heard the last couple of years is when the 75 percent of the quota and the trip limit 
went to 300 pounds, the longliners were still fishing on 300 pounds, and some of the hook-and-
line guys, you know, it closed early and they didn’t get to fish at all.  I don’t know that in view of 
the starting of the fishery year changing and removing that trip limit, that Alternative 5 makes 
much sense anymore.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I would leave it in case we, at the last minute, change and keep the trip 
limit, and then you might want to reconsider it, so I don’t think I would take it out.  I just 
wouldn’t select it. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  That’s good advice so that will be third alternative under that consideration.  
Monica. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:   No, I think you answered my question, so it would go in with the trip 
limit alternatives? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  That would make sense unless staff can tell me that it doesn’t, so that would be a 
third alternative under the trip limit.  Kate, are you okay with that, that makes sense, so we’ve 
got actually Action 8 or 9 or whatever it will be, or 8A and 8B of whatever for that previous 
action.  Okay, Kate. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Okay, we have improvement to data reporting, Action 9, and this is split up 
into three parts, commercial, for-hire and recreational.  Under commercial there are five different 
alternatives; Alternative 1, the no action.  Alternative 2 requires federally permitted snapper 
grouper dealers, if selected, to report electronically; Alternative 3, require all permitted snapper 
grouper dealers to report electronically; Alternative 4, require all vessels with a federal snapper 
grouper commercial permit to have an electronic logbook tied to the vessel’s GPS on board the 
vessel.   
 
This would require a hundred percent of vessels to have an electronic logbook; whereas, under 
current data reporting programs they only require electronic logbooks if selected.  Alternative 5 
is provide the option for fishermen to submit their logbook entries electronically via an electronic 
version of the logbook made available online.  Of course, more than one alternative can be 
chosen here. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, what is your pleasure here, folks?  Alternative 5 is one that was suggested 
by one of the fishermen who liked that idea.  He thought it would be more timely and help assist 
the National Marine Fisheries Service with the timeliness of the data if they could enter that. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  Mr. Chairman, I do agree with the comments made at the public hearing about 
Alternative 5.  I find that having the option to submit the logbook online or on the boat gives the 
fishermen the ability to not have to make adjustments or require new equipment on their boat.  
They’re used to doing their logbooks, anyway, so I think that this would not be difficult for them 
to meet the requirement versus having to put new equipment on their boat and being a higher 
expense for them in the long run.  I would motion that we make Number 5 as our preferred 
alternative. 
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MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Rita to select Alternative 5 as a preferred; is there a second?  
Seconded by Mark.  Discussion?  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  My question for all of these is there is nothing that ties the reporting to a time-
certain requirement.  We have problems now and issues logbooks being filled out late, people 
being dinged about filling and completing logbooks, and in none of these alternatives is there a 
time certain at which time a logbook has to be completed either at sea, while they’re under VMS 
control for the alternative that has VMS or when they get back to the dock or at the conclusion of 
a trip online. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, I’m not sure whether there exists now requirements, Roy or Monica, about 
the timeliness of logbook reporting or requirements that they have to be submitted within some 
date or something. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, the way works out is when you come in to renew your permit, which 
expires on your birthday month, you have to be up to date on your logbooks.  There are folks that 
come in and they are not up to date on their logbooks and submit a bunch of logbooks all at once 
at that point. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Are you guys able to deal with the influx of data if there is a more timely 
requirement put on the fishermen to – 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, that you would have to ask Bonnie because the data – the logbooks go 
the Center and not to us. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, and that raises another question, Bonnie, regarding Alternative 5, which I 
think is a good one, but can the Center spin up a system that would allow fishermen to go online 
and enter their logbook data without having to mail a hard copy, and would that be advantageous 
to you guys? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  Yes, electronic reporting is certainly the direction that we’re heading to go in 
these fisheries.  There is some setup time and some initial expenditure in making sure that this 
system is prepared to convert.  I know we’ve got some reporting that is electronic already.  Like I 
say, it’s definitely the direction that we need to be going. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  So this doesn’t give you pause at all if we were to – 
 
DR. PONWITH:  The preferred alternative does not give me pause except I will need to consult 
to find out if a hundred percent decided to do it whether we are in a position to absorb that 
amount of participation.  The one that does concern me is the “require all” – you know, the 
Alternative 2, require all – until we have the system in place to be able to actually handle that 
influx of information. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, Alternative 3 requires that all of them do it now and I think 2 is just if 
selected.  Monica. 
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MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  A current dealer reporting requirement for South Atlantic snapper 
grouper is on a monthly basis, so they’re supposed to send it in each month. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  I was trying to respond when you asked the question if there was a time-certain 
requirement on logbooks now and there is.  One of the good things about going electronically, 
I’m hoping, is that at least the fishermen will now get some confirmation of having done that.  
As it stands now you’re required within so many days of the end of the trip to send in your 
logbooks, which is done, but you don’t find out whether it was received or not until you’re 
renewing your permit next year.  That’s when you all of a sudden discover, oh, they didn’t this or 
it has been lost in the mail, whatever has happened; or that you did accidentally miss one.  I see it 
as a real plus from both sides of the fence. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Mr. Chairman, what I’m going to say here is we’re talking about the commercial 
side of this but it applies across the sectors.  I think the genie is out of the bottle, and people 
know that they’re reporting and what they’re going to report will probably have or could have 
significant consequences on their ability to continue to fish in a particular fishery. 
 
I think it was Reagan who said “trust but verify”, and how do we verify any of the reporting 
mechanisms for every sector, commercial, recreational, for-hire?  It just like a lot of money and a 
lot of effort to go into something and how much confidence do we have then in what is actually 
reported? 
 
I’ve had sidebar conversations with people who have indicated – but this is a lot of money and a 
lot of effort that could be directly possibly towards something else if we’re not going to believe 
or get accurate data.  You’re always going to have outliers, you’re going to have people who will 
cooperate; do they offset, I don’t know.  Is it worth the expense to have people lying to you on 
the one hand and people giving you accurate on the other?  I don’t know; it just concerns me a 
bit. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, that’s always been the problem with the logbooks is their accuracy and 
the only way I know of to check it is to have an observer program.  What we’re finding with 
observer programs is that they’re catching a lot of stuff they’re not reporting in their logbooks, 
turtles, things like that.  But having said that, I don’t think we’re talking a big expense to set up a 
way to enter their logbook information online.   
 
I just don’t think it’s that difficult anymore to go into a web application and set up forms for 
them so they punch it in and it goes to the Center.  It might even be that’s a timesaver in the end 
because right now you get paper logbooks, and somebody has got to sit there and read everything 
in them and enter it into a computer.   
 
If you did it right this way, the fishermen are doing the keypunch for you and it comes in and 
you have to do some Q&A, but that doesn’t mean it’s going to be accurate or not.  I’ll probably 
support this, but I think after we dispense with this motion, to me the bigger issue and the bigger 
need right now is to address the dealer reporting.   
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As we’re moving towards more quotas and more emphasis on quotas, it is my understanding if 
you’re in the quota-monitoring system right now most of them already report electronically, and 
it’s usually at two-week intervals.  Like we’re talking about the golden tile quota, if you want 
more accurate tracking of these quota then we need electronic reporting from the dealers and we 
need it at more frequent intervals. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And we’re going to get to that as soon as we deal with this.  There are several 
options for the committee to select alternatives here as preferreds.  These are not mutually 
exclusive.   
 
MR. GEIGER:  And I agree with you a hundred percent.  I think an entry via the internet or a 
computer is probably the least costly and the best way to go.  Again, there is no date certain that 
this has to occur.  I mean, it would be easy for us to put a date certain in there, that it has to be 
completed within 24 hours of the dealer action so their logbook action could be traced to a trip 
ticket and the trip ticket could be traced back to their particular trip.  Then you could check to 
verify that they completed the logbook action within the time constraint that was identified 
within the regulation. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  In theory, yes; in practice, I don’t know.  The trip ticket program, remember, 
is run by the states, and we get trip ticket data delivered to us in various fashions, but I don’t 
think we know what is reported on the trip ticket that quickly.  I think to make what you’re 
talking about working, you’d have to switch to an electronic trip ticket system.  I know at least in 
Florida they have some software for electronic trip tickets, but I think they still have a lot of 
paper trip tickets in other places so.  That might be something to strive to get at, but I’m not sure 
that all of the agencies and states are capable of meeting that at this point. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  And I understand those concerns.  My thinking is the federal agent who walks 
into a dealer, he’s got a laptop, he has access to the logbook reporting system, he checks the 
dealer’s trip tickets, he sees trip tickets for a certain vessel, he could go and see if the logbook 
was completed on a certain date on his laptop that he carries into the dealer’s office.  I mean, it’s 
a simple process. – 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And that might be doable. 
 
MR. GEIGER: – and it doesn’t appear to be – you know, I just think if we’re going to have this, 
let’s put some teeth into it and mandate it.  We’ve heard public testimony frequently about 
people who forget to complete their logbooks, have their wives complete them months after trips 
to comply with the logbook requirements so they can get their permits renewed. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And we’re kind of talking about another alternative up there, George, that we 
haven’t started to address yet.  This is one is just simply to provide an option for the fishermen to 
do it and not require that they do it.  We can have that discussion and there are alternatives up 
above here that could be selected if the committee so desired that would require all of them to do 
it.   
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You heard Bonnie say that they may not be quite set up to handle that expense and all that yet, 
but we’ll get to that after we deal with this motion.  Any further discussion on this motion to 
provide an option for a fisherman to submit logbooks online if he so desires?  Any objection to 
this motion?  I see none and that motion is approved.   
 
Now if you go up that page, that’s Alternative 5 under this action.  There are a number of other 
actions, one of which Roy just mentioned as being important, he thought, which is to require all 
permitted snapper grouper dealers to report electronically.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I guess my inclination would be to apply it to “if selected”, but I’d like 
to hear some of Bonnie’s comments on that.  I know right now there are some dealers out there 
who have very minor amounts of landings and so aren’t selected in the quota monitoring 
program.  I’d like hear, Bonnie, if you have any guidance whether we ought to go with “if 
selected” or not, but I would support requiring electronic reporting at this time. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  You all have heard ACCSP has a program that tracks dealer reporting and quota 
monitoring.  It’s in place North Carolina north.  ACCSP has offered to provide that software 
down here.  We’ve also heard that there are monies available to help fix some of the issues down 
here.  We can just spin this into a part of our catch shares work.  If you look, this was e-mailed to 
you, this is the final reporting through December 31, 2009.  Vermilion snapper, for the second 
part of the year, July 1, 2009, through 12/31/09 went over the quota by 19 percent. 
 
Now we’re going to start putting in accountability measures on the industry, and so the industry 
is going to start having their future quotas reduced because we’re not tracking it closely enough.  
There are concerns that not all the dealers have computers.  Computers are very expensive.  
Given all these ACLs that we’re going to be faced with, can we really tolerate having dealers that 
can’t provide their catch information electronically? 
 
I would argue just from the industry’s standpoint we can’t because it’s the industry that is going 
to be paying in terms of losing future catches for the quota going over.  I would certainly like to 
see us choose an alternative that doesn’t leave it to “if selected” because this quota report shows 
that the “if selected” program is not doing the job.  We’re overrunning quotas that we’re tracking 
now, so I think it’s time to go to a hundred percent dealer reporting.  This gives the National 
Marine Fisheries Service the authority to require weekly or daily reporting as they see fit. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  But I don’t think that’s quite fair on vermilion snapper because you 
remember the quota was implemented in the middle of the year when Amendment 16 went in 
place.  It was new and they didn’t have things set up.  Typically I can tell you from experience 
with quotas for many years now, we typically don’t miss that badly.   
 
But we are, with the current system, probably going to be plus or minus 10 percent on one end or 
the other, and we have a very difficult time coming much closer to that.  Part of this, though, 
regardless of what system you put in place, part of this is people want notice, and in some 
fisheries they want – like the longline fisheries where people are taking extended trips they want 
ten days’ notice. 
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Well, even if the reporting is real time, we’ve got to put a notice together and send it to the 
Federal Register and publish it and then give them ten days, and that means we’ve got to project 
out two weeks, and you can miss when that happens, depending on the fishery.  I do believe part 
of the problem with vermilion snapper there was because of the newness of the regulations. 
 
But having said that, I do agree with Gregg that we need to move towards electronic reporting 
and a system that is more timely and works better.  I don’t know exactly what system that is yet, 
and I think we need some guidance from the Center as how to go with this.  I don’t know if the 
ACCSP is the way to go or what, and I don’t want to do something that’s going to disrupt things 
and create more problems than it solves. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  No, me either, but certainly electronic dealer reporting would seem to me would 
cut down on the lateness and tardiness of many dealers reporting, which can be a real problem 
monitoring quotas.  Bonnie. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  And just to reiterate one of the things that Roy mentioned and that is that when 
you see that you are creeping up to a quota and you prepare the action to let people know, that is 
exactly what happens, people want as long as possible so they don’t ice up and buy bait to know 
that there is going to be a closure.  Knowledge that a closure is imminent changes the rate of 
harvest, which can be the cause of overshooting.  That said, if you can indulge me a moment to 
make a phone call, I would be able to give you a little bit more definitive guidance on the 
Science Center’s readiness, I guess, to put in mandatory. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I’m sure we can do that; we’ll take a five-minute break here in a minute.  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Yes, related to some of what Bonnie was just saying, since we work with 
quotas in North Carolina, we find that when we get close to the end of the quota a funny thing 
happens.  Suddenly we get a flurry of trip tickets and an increased amount of landings, so what 
people are attempting to do is to hold the quota open longer. 
 
They know they’re getting close because we send out updates on what is going on with the 
quota; and so when they think they’re going to get close to the end of the quota, to beat the rule 
what they’ll do is they’ll turn in their trip tickets with the higher landings so that what is reported 
electronically and what they report to the state is legal, but it’s funny how we get this huge 
amount landings.   
 
We know what people are doing is they’re not reporting landings until the very end.  That’s why, 
for example, what we do is we have short seasons that maybe only last ten days or two weeks, 
that forces the fishermen to turn everything in, we evaluate the data, and we may close the 
fishery for a week or two at a time while we do that before we open it up again to avoid this 
quota busting.  Been there, done that, we’ve figured out a way around it. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  It’s a game and people figure out how to play it to their advantage.  Do you want 
to take a five-minute break; let’s do that maybe give Bonnie a little bit of time to look into this; 
and if not, we can come back and address it later.  But look at those other alternatives because 
there are some other ones there for consideration as well. 
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MR. CURRIN:  Okay, let’s go ahead and get started.  Bonnie was able to make her phone call 
and I think has some information to share with us. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to phone a friend.  The 
recommendation under the commercial category would be to split into two components, 
commercial dealing with dealers and commercial alternatives dealing with vessels.  Under the 
alternatives dealing with dealers the Center would endorse a mandatory electronic dealer 
reporting alternative. 
 
Now, that said, in the interest of full disclosure, right now the electronic dealer reporting is being 
run by the individual states in conjunction with the ACCSP, so the electronic dealer reporting is 
being done by the states.  The states that are farthest along in sort of a maturity of those systems 
right now are Florida and North Carolina. 
 
Georgia has said they’re prepared to go to electronic dealer reporting.  It’s just not as far along.  
What I think a good thing to do would be to touch bases with the states and the ACCSP to make 
sure they’re ready.  The way the system is set up right now is for the states to gather those data 
and then we go to the states on a weekly basis to draw the data that we use for the quota 
monitoring.  That’s the dealer reporting piece. 
 
The vessel reporting piece, the ultimate goal is to go to an electronic logbook.  We endorse going 
to that electronic logbook, but that’s going to have to be a phased approach; that it will take some 
time to get people set up and entered into that program.  I don’t know how you would word that 
in an alternative, but I think the ultimate goal is to align ourselves to go to an electronic logbook. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, thank you, Bonnie, and to that end are we taking positive steps toward 
that goal at this point of electronic reporting for all fishermen or is it just kind of a dream?  I 
mean, is there a plan to get there in a timeframe; and if not, it really is important I think that we 
actively start moving toward attainment of that goal. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  I agree, and I can’t speak – I mean, if I were given a hundred percent 
continuum, where on the continuum are we in terms of setting that so that we can to that, but that 
would be – I agree that is an important thing to have a plan for.  It’s basically establishing where 
we are in the process of getting ourselves prepared for that and what it would take to actually 
achieve a hundred percent compliance to the point where we’re prepared to go mandatory. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, questions for Bonnie or comments?  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And, Bonnie, when you say the Center would endorse electronic dealer 
reporting, would that be by all dealers? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  Yes.  At this stage as long as the states are confident that they’re prepared to 
go to a hundred percent mandatory dealer reporting electronically, we would endorse that. 
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DR. CRABTREE:  Okay, and then the alternative we just passed on the logbooks, though, just so 
everyone understands, was not an electronic logbook.  It was just a form on the web that you 
could go in. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Understand that.  All right, there are alternatives here that address both dealers 
and commercial fishermen.  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Bonnie, in your comments just now, at the very end you talked about logbooks; 
did you mean dealer logbooks or vessel logbooks? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  Well, I talked about both dealers and vessels.  The vessels that are keeping 
logbooks, that logbook program is run by the Center.  The dealer reports that are electronic, 
those are being run by the states.  The stipulation on the mandatory electronic dealer reports are 
until all of the states are ready to go mandatory, we shouldn’t go mandatory.  We can’t be 
running dual systems on that.  That is going to cause some real problems, and so until we’re 
ready to move as a block into the mandatory, we should hold back. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Followup up to that, also, in the electronic logbook program; in the experimental 
program that was run was there a verification process that went along with that? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  I know we’re doing a verification process for the electronic logbooks in the 
for-hire industry.  In fact, that’s one of the key considerations of whether we could go to an 
electronic logbook.  They have to be developed in parallel.  For the commercial, I have to think 
that there is a on-the-ground validation process for those commercial data.  I’m just going to 
have to look up and find out what that process looks like. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I guess where that leaves the question is if we go ahead and adopt 
Alternative 3 as the preferred alternative and that requirement, then, is implement by the end of 
the year; are we going to be prepared at that point to implement it or not?  Unless we build some 
contingency in here somehow that is contingent on the states doing something, but if we put 
some contingency in there on it, then I’m not sure exactly what it does. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, it sounds like from what Bonnie said, that it is going to require at the very 
least the cooperation of the states and at the very most perhaps a kick from the states to the 
dealers and the states requiring that at least snapper grouper dealers submit reports to the states 
electronically.  I don’t know what kind of box that puts us in.  I guess if the folks from Georgia 
and South Carolina – unfortunately, Robert is not here – can comment on the feasibility of that, I 
know you guys’ budgets are in trouble and I don’t know what this requires.  Doug. 
 
MR. HAYMANS:  Mr. Chairman, I am a first-time caller, but the dealers are already reporting to 
us no matter the mechanism it’s written.  We get it in by the tenth of the month; and as we enter 
it, we’re reporting to ACCSP on a weekly basis.  Assuming you don’t want it daily, if we don’t 
have to give it to you daily, NMFS can go to ACCSP and pull it as often as they want to without 
having to come to the states. 
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Although ideally creating an electronic entry platform for the dealer, that’s what you would 
want, you’re going to get it electronically from us, anyway, because we’re going to report it to 
ACCSP.  We have tried through ACCSP grants in the past to get an electronic platform built.  
We just haven’t had that happen yet.  It is part of our technology plan now.  It is in our 
technology plan to get it done.  Although with our state budgets where they are, we don’t know 
when it’s going to get finished. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  But your requirements are that they report monthly? 
 
MR. HAYMANS:  Yes.  Well, all of our dealers report by the tenth of the month and that is the 
case across all of the ACCSP states. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, I think with the exception of quota-monitored species in North Carolina, I 
think that’s the case as well; is it not, Brian? 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Yes, quota-monitored species in North Carolina we report daily. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I mean, maybe just trying to push it so it’s a little more timely with weekly 
reporting would perhaps make it a little more timely.  I don’t know; would that stretch you guys 
trying to do that? 
 
MR. WOODWARD:   We’ve got very few dealers; we’ve got eight, maybe.  Depending on how 
all this plays out, there may be less of them.  It’s not an unmanageable thing.  We’ve just got to 
get over a few internal hurdles to finish that electronic reporting platform. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, thank you, Spud.  I guess we’ll have to wait until we hear from Robert on 
that as far as South Carolina and where they are with implementation.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I guess, Bonnie, if the data is being reported into ACCSP and that is where 
we’re drawing it from; is there any reason why we can’t draw the quota numbers and tally them 
up more frequently than – I think right now we do monthly and then when we get close we do 
two weeks, but is there a reason why we can’t do that more frequently if it’s just a matter of 
going in and pulling the numbers from ACCSP? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  To the extent that all of the dealer data is there, yes, it could be pulled from 
ACCSP, but I don’t know if it’s all being reported.  You mean to ACCSP in lieu of creating a 
mandatory electronic dealer reporting? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, I agree with Doug’s point.  If they’ve just got a handful of dealers and 
they’re entering it into ACCSP every week, then I don’t know – yes, electronic reporting is nice, 
but maybe what we ought to do is at the council meeting maybe we could have someone from 
the Center kind of go through the workings of quota monitoring to us, and we could deal with 
some questions at that point before we take final action on this; if that would be possible. 
I know it’s complicated and I want to make sure we don’t do something that doesn’t help or is 
counterproductive, but at the same time I would like to find a way to improve the timeliness of 
the reporting so that we can hit these quotas accurately.  I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, that we 
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ask that the Center have someone here who can go through with us how this works and exactly 
when they get the data and how often and what would improve it. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  That sounds like a good suggestion to me.  Doug. 
 
MR. HAYMANS:  I would say that any fiscal support from the Center to help finish some of 
these platforms would be a good idea. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  I think if we have somebody from the Center, we perhaps should have someone 
from ACCSP here as well, so we get the whole picture and not just part of the picture.  I would 
also – and I don’t know whether this is correct or not and I don’t know whether David can 
address it or not; I would assume that South Carolina’s system right now is very similar to 
Georgia’s system.  You’re getting the data in and you enter it and it goes to ACCSP in probably 
the same timeframe; do you know if that’s true or not? 
 
MR. CUPKA:  That was pretty much the case when I retired almost four years ago, but there 
have been a lot of changes made and a lot of budget problems, a lot of staffing things, so I’d hate 
to say, but I wouldn’t be surprised if it wasn’t quite similar to Georgia. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, fortunately, this is one action where I think the lack of us having a 
preferred at this point is not going to impede the staff analysis and progress on the amendment 
nearly as badly as others.   
 
We can request that the Center have somebody at our next meeting to explain the quota 
monitoring system and we can get into some details of how we can improve that and plans to do 
so along those lines, if that suits everybody.  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  And could I respectfully request that the Center be able to talk about the 
verification process at the next meeting?  Thank you. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, and that will allow us the opportunity to have Robert here and feeling 
better, we hope, and can enter into this fray as well.  I think that may – well, let’s see, we’ve got 
actions or alternatives for the for-hire sector as well, and we may run into the same sort of 
problem here, I’m not sure, but let’s look at those alternatives.   
 
They begin on Page 61 in the document.  We did hear Bonnie say that they’re moving to 
improve the platform and the reporting for the for-hire sector as we speak, but I think it’s still on 
an “as selected” basis.  I think our goals would be that we get the whole sector under full 
electronic reporting.  Tom. 
 
MR. SWATZEL:  I do know that there is a pilot program for electronic reporting underway in 
the for-hire sector.  We volunteered to participate in that.  I’ve seen the software.  It’s a pretty 
simple program.  I would certainly urge that we go in this direction.  I would say that if you’re 
going to require it, I think weekly is more along the lines of what you need to do instead of daily.  
Daily is pretty burdensome to do that.   
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I know I’m speaking to the choir, but if you want the data right now concerning 2009 in the for-
hire sector, all those pieces of paper went to the National Marine Fisheries Office and they’ve 
had to hire a contractor to reenter the data.  You still don’t have the information for 2009, so it is 
vital to have electronic reporting.  I certainly would say that Alternative 2 is the direction you 
want to go, but, again, it really depends on how far along the pilot program comes along. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Tom, let me ask you something similar along the lines of a request from Bobby 
Cardin to provide an opportunity for those who are interested in reporting online; do you think 
there would be much interest or desire among folks in your sector to participate in that?  Then, of 
course, there is a question for Bonnie as to whether that would become burdensome as well? 
 
MR. SWATZEL:  Well, I think it’s just as burdensome to have to write it out, and that means 
that somebody else then has to reenter the data.  Of course, keep in mind there are a lot fewer of 
the for-hire sector left, so there are a lot fewer participants a least as far as I know.  I don’t think 
it’s burdensome.  I think it’s actually easier. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  Yes, I think it’s wonderful that we’ve got – I think we have eight vessels right 
now participating in the pilot project, testing out software for electronic logbooks in the for-hire 
fishery.  We have a contract right now for a sample statistician, a scientist who is very adept in 
sample design, working on the dockside validation of that electronic reporting and how we 
would do that. 
 
As George rightly mentions, that’s one of the key components to a successful self-reported 
system is that you’ve got a way to calibrate it against groundtruth data.  I think right now that the 
will to go to electronic reporting in the for-hire industry is as strong as I’ve ever seen it in terms 
of the participants, and certainly the members of congress are equally excited about seeing this 
happen.  I think the thing that stands between us and full implementation at this stage, speaking 
optimistically that I think the pilot study is going to end up being a success, are the resources to 
do the full implementation.  I think that’s kind of the state of play for that right now. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  So it wouldn’t be feasible or beneficial in any way if we tried to establish a 
methodology similar to what we suggested for the commercial industry earlier for the for-hire 
sector to voluntarily enter logbook data outside the eight-vessel pilot project which you’ve got 
going on with verification and all of that; just more timely to provide the data to you guys, allow 
them that option.  You know, it may cause more problems than it’s worth, I don’t know, but 
that’s kind of the question. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  To answer that question, right now we have an estimation system in place, and 
the electronic reporting would cause changes in the way that estimation process is run.  I think 
what I would like to do is defer and check to make sure that a partial shift via voluntary 
reporting, if the time is right for that.  I’m hesitant to say yes, and that is because the pilot study 
is ongoing even as we speak, and I’d hate to make a commitment to doing that until we see what 
the results of the pilot are. 
MR. CURRIN:  I understand.  Roy. 
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DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, I think where we’re going in the for-hire sector is electronic logbooks 
on board the vessel.  I think there is limited utility to having weekly get on the internet and enter 
what you caught that week.  I’ve been involved in those kinds of surveys before, and you get 
relatively low participation and things in it, but I think the electronic logbook system is where 
we’re heading.  It is just a matter, like Bonnie said, of working out the logistics and when can we 
get there. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  The biggest concern we get pinged on at public hearings – and you heard it 
yesterday, too – is data, data, data.  The Magnuson Act gives the council the authority to specify 
the data that you all feel we need to do the job.  Certainly, we have congress’ ear; and if we don’t 
put in the measures now to collect the data, how we need it and when we need it, we’re missing a 
golden opportunity. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Other thoughts from the committee?  Are we content to wait for the presentation 
at the next meeting from the Center on – I guess that will be more or less restricted – well, it will 
be logbooks as well as for-hire logbooks and perhaps that pilot project as well.  I just wonder 
whether we need to take some action on this for-hire section now or wait.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  So we ask the Center to talk to us about the dealer reporting, but, Bonnie, 
could we get an update on the status of the progress towards electronic logbooks as well? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  Yes, we should be in a good position to give an update report on that pilot. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And then if we wanted to select a preferred alternative, we could do it at that 
time. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, and I see exactly what Gregg is getting at, and I’m very sympathetic and in 
agreement with him; that whatever we can do to help facilitate moving this sort of methodology 
into common use as quickly as we can; and if this pressure applied through actions in the 
amendment is going to generate some more interest in implementation, then I’m certainly willing 
to try to do that.  If we can’t do it that way and have to back off, well, we’re stuck where we are.  
Kate. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  I just want to remind people that there is no alternative here that requires 
vessels operating with a federal for-hire permit to maintain an electronic logbook.  There is 
nothing here like that.  There is simply Alternative 4 which says require vessels operating with a 
federal for-hire permit to maintain a logbook for discard characteristics.   
 
If it’s the intent of the council at the next meeting to perhaps entertain the idea of choosing a 
preferred where electronic logbooks would become mandatory, there is no alternative for that 
here.    Right now 15B says require vessels operating with a federal for-hire permit to maintain 
an electronic logbook if selected.  That is what 15B says, I believe. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, and I think that’s equivalent, then, to Alternative 3, is it not, in this 
document which requires selected vessels with a for-hire permit to report electronically?  Is that 
the same? 
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DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I read that as meaning they come home and get on the internet and 
punch in stuff and not a logbook. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, that’s right, report electronically.  I think it’s premature to require 
electronic logbook reporting when we don’t have the electronic logbooks available other than the 
eight that are going on in the pilot project.  Now, there is an action here about discards from the 
for-hire sector, which if selected to maintain a logbook for discards.  I presume that’s something 
that’s not going on right now, although I think some of them are trying to track those.  I don’t 
know how they’re doing it.  Bill, come on up and have a seat and identify yourself. 
 
MR. KELLY:  I’m Bill Kelly, representing Florida Keys Commercial Fishermen’s Association, 
but as you all know for a number of years I’ve appeared before you representing the for-hire 
fishing fleet.  One of the last things that we did discuss prior to me representing the commercial 
side was some lengthy discussions with Steve Leopold, who is the president of the Islamorada 
Charterboat Association; Andy Griffith from Key West, who is one of their top charter 
fishermen; and a number of fishing captains from South Florida, the Miami/Fort Lauderdale 
area. 
 
They were all anxious to move forward with an electronic reporting system because they realized 
now the importance of this data keeping and how essential it is to their business.  I can speak for 
South Florida and the Keys, and I think you would find universal support for it through those 
areas. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you very much, Bill.  All right, and then as Kate pointed out there is not 
an alternative in here currently that would require the for-hire sector to report electronically.  Is 
that an alternative that – yes, for electronic logbooks.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I think Kate said we required them if selected in Amendment 15B, so all we 
would need is the Center to select them and we could have it, so I guess the only thing we could 
put in there is to change the “if selected” to require – 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Exactly, to make mandatory. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  – it, but I don’t know that we want to do that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, I’m not sure that we’re there now.  I want to do it, but I’m not sure that 
we’re there and that it would be meaningful to do that.  Again, it’s one of those things where it 
might if it proceeded down the line, get to your office and the secretary’s office and say this is 
what they want to do and we’re not capable of doing it at this point, and I don’t know whether 
that helps or hurts our cause.  All right, I guess we’re okay with the alternatives as selected for 
the for-hire sector at least at this point.  Rita. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  I just have a question for those who know more about the for-hire industry.  
Would it be much of a problem to just combine two and four where you would put your discards 
on the same logbook? 
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MR. CURRIN:  It would seem to be not too difficult.  It would depend on the platform and the 
setup of the logbook itself.  Tom. 
 
MR. SWATZEL:  Well, the discards are already in the current paper log in terms of the fish that 
are released.  We have to count those so it’s already on the current paper. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And I would presume also those data are being collected in the pilot program 
with the electronic logbooks that are on the eight vessels in the for-hire sector now.  Rita. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  Why do we have Alternative 4 if it’s already on their logbooks?  Should we 
just move it to rejected? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I don’t know. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  If it’s being required now, then we don’t need Alternative 4, so the current 
logbook records the size and the reason for discarding? 
 
MR. CURRIN: Tom, you can answer that, I’m sure. 
 
MR. SWATZEL:  Well, I don’t know if it states the reason for discarding.  I mean, probably a 
hundred percent of the discards on a headboat will be it doesn’t meet the size limit, but we don’t 
have a blank that says the reason.  I think we have to estimate the weight of it, but there is 
nothing about length. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And I think that’s only in the headboat survey, and there is no logbook 
requirement in charterboats.  It doesn’t cover – 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, so it is meaningful in here.  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  And we’ve heard testimony that it would be beneficial to know depths at which 
these discards were made; so at some point if you review this program, perhaps you can add 
depth of release. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  That’s something that I remember talking with John Mariner about six years 
ago, I think, and the importance of depth in the headboat survey information, and I assumed that 
it was changed but perhaps it has not.  If not, it certainly would be timely to make sure that’s a 
component of the headboat survey. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Well, I think it should be a component of all these logbook programs. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I agree.  All right, so Alternative 4 is meaningful and leave that in now unless 
there is a desire to select that as a preferred at this point.  I see no hands up, so let’s move on, 
then, to the private recreational, and that’s on Page 62.  We’ve had some discussion of this 
before and the no action is to retain the existing MRIP data reporting system.   
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Alternative 2 is to implement a voluntary logbook for discard characteristics for vessels with a 
state recreational fishing license.  There are certainly some problems with all voluntary logbook 
things, verification being one of them, George, usefulness of the data.  It does generate some 
data.  We’ve, in our state at least, looked at some ways of trying to make the data useful so that 
we just weren’t collecting a bunch of data that we couldn’t analyze and use in some way, and 
there are still some problems.  David. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  I’m surprised George hasn’t said something, but this Alternative 2, do we want to 
say size and reason for discarding and depth? 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Well, if I may, the reason I didn’t say it, I just said that when they’re reviewing 
these logbook programs voluntary across all sectors, that should be included and not just in the 
headboat sector, but for all logbook programs. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Yes, but it wouldn’t hurt to put the verbiage. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  No, I agree with you, it would hurt to put verification. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, any desire by the committee to select a preferred here under the private 
recreational at this point or defer all these measures until our next meeting?  What are your 
thoughts?  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Well, I support Alternative 2; and I think based on what we’ve heard in public 
testimony, we’ve heard an awful lot of people say they want to participate in this voluntary 
logbook program of some sort, whether they reported on the internet or they have an electronic 
pad to make the entries on. 
 
I would support that as long as built into this program there is some form of verification such as 
we heard from the pilot program from Sea Grant in North Carolina where they have people make 
the entries and then they randomly select people who have made these entries on their cell 
phone, and they’re met at the dock and what is in their cooler is verified against what they 
identified as being landed.  You certainly can’t verify discards for everybody, but at least there is 
verification for what they landed.  If that is accurate you would have to assume that possibly 
their discards are as accurate. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And I’m not a statistician even though I minored in statistics at one point in my 
life, but the best remember there is a problem with voluntary logbooks in that they’re not 
randomly selected so there are inherent biases in just saying who would like to do this, and you 
get a certain class of people.  I might suggest that we add a third alternative here that would 
implement a logbook in the recreational sector for discards for the size and depth and reason for 
discarding if selected, so that a proper process might be established to randomly select a group of 
licensees that would give perhaps meaningful statistical information that could be useful.  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT.  Yes, I appreciate you saying that, Mac, because the Alternative 2, while I 
like the idea for getting fishermen involved in collecting data.  For all the reasons you’ve 
suggested, I’m thinking the data probably wouldn’t be statistically useful.  I’m thinking about if 
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we collect these data they need to have the potential for ending up somehow to be used in a stock 
assessment somewhere. 
 
I could see getting to a data workshop and people talking about the data they have available and 
this would be dismissed almost immediately out of hand, this Alternative 2, if that’s the way the 
data were collected, except for perhaps as a way to maybe describe the fishery but not to use the 
actual data for the analysis. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, and that’s what we want to avoid, Brian, I think.  I want to make that 
whatever programs we try to spin up are going to be useful in the management of these species. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Right, we’ve got to have something that’s going to pass muster at SEDAR. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Oh, absolutely, it has to be useable.  If it’s not useable and we have people 
submitting data and they find out it’s being summarily dismissed for whatever reason – I mean 
for whatever reason – you’re opening up a larger can of worms than not having them collect the 
data, I believe. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, Dick, I think has some insight perhaps on this as well. 
 
MR. BRAME:  Dick Brame with the Coastal Conservation Association, but I’m speaking as a 
member of the operations team for MRIP.  MRIP is designed to have – part of the license frame 
was designed so you could pick panel surveys.  One of the biggest problems we have in 
recreational data is discard data. 
 
In fact, as Brian said, a lot of this that you have under here you don’t even need.  I mean, it will 
be looked at under MRIP, because the way to get, as you said, the discard data is to have a 
statistically valid design where you randomly select people, and they have to measure or 
photograph or do something to get their discards.  I mean, that’s how they validate.  What you all 
would say would be additive to what MRIP in going to be doing.  MRIP is designed to do this 
kind of stuff. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, here is what we did in Amendment 15B, and this is applied to private 
recreational vessels; “Owner or operator of vessel that lands or fishes for in the South Atlantic 
snapper grouper from the EEZ selected to report by the Center must maintain a fishing record for 
each trip or a portion of such trips as specified by the SRD on forms provided by the SRD.  
Completed fishing records must be submitted to the SRD monthly and must either be made 
available to an authorized statistical reporting agent or be postmarked not later than seven days 
after the end of the month.” 
 
We’ve already put in the authority for the Center to require logbooks on these folks.  I think 
there are a lot of logistic difficulties with it in terms of who to select since they don’t have 
federal permits and what would happen if they just didn’t comply because they don’t have a 
permit that we can revoke or anything.  I think the Center already has the authority to ask for 
these reporting. 
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MR. CURRIN:  So it sounds like this action is somewhat redundant in view of what MRIP is 
planning to do, hopes to do and also what we passed in 15B.  I assume in 15B it was if selected 
as well, Roy, which would allow for a random design.  What is your pleasure on this action?  
Does it need to remain here?  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Yes, I’m thinking more and more that we don’t even need to have 
this action here, so I’ll go ahead and make the motion that we move Action 2.1.9.3 to the 
considered but rejected appendix. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Brian; second by George to move this action to the considered but 
rejected appendix.  Discussion on the action?  Certainly, we don’t need to be redundant.  Any 
objection to that motion?  I see none; that motion is approved.  Okay, Kate, is that it for 18?  
Well, it’s good for now until the next time.  It’s checked off one of the four or five amendments 
that the Snapper Grouper Committee deals with and has been for the last few meetings, anyway. 
 
All right we’re on to our next agenda item, and with your consent I’d like to at least begin 
Amendment 20 and see how far we can get through that and come in tomorrow morning at 8:00 
o’clock, and I think we’ve got a good change of being able to finish that off this afternoon in a 
relatively timely manner and come back in tomorrow morning at 8:00 and jump into the 
Comprehensive ACL Amendment;, with one item under Other Business, which is Duane’s letter, 
should finish up snapper grouper.  I think we can do that in less than two hours tomorrow.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, before we started through 18, we were talking about some of catch 
share and trip limit alternatives and what to do with those, and then we decided to hold off on 
that until we went through 18.  Kate, did we take care of them and are we clear on where we’re 
going or do we need to talk about that some more? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  From what I understand and from what I recall, the snowy grouper action was 
removed and that discussion will take place in Amendment 21.  Then the golden tilefish catch 
shares program was moved to Amendment 21 as well.  Other than those two things, everything 
else has been kept in Amendment 18. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Are we also talking about with – I don’t know if it’s Amendment 21 or 22, 
whatever it was, we were talking about vermilion snapper and some other species and did we 
decide what to do with those or do we need to talk about that? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  That has not yet been decided. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, I think that’s what you’re talking about, trip limits for vermilion and for 
black sea bass, perhaps, to try to extend the fishing year. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, trip limits for those but also I think it’s time for us to put down on 
paper the outline of a catch share program so that when these fishermen come in they have 
something more concrete to look at, and I would like to see us start fleshing that out.  I think we 
have real problems with vermilion snapper that are going to get worse and worse.  Obviously, 
black sea bass is closed for a long period of time, so I would like to see us start putting some of 
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those together in terms of an amendment.  I know staff talked about a way and some 
organizational things to put that together, and I think we ought to do that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And I think that is the intent in 21, Roy.  I think Kate has a slide on that, but 
what I took in notes was vermilion snapper, golden tile, black sea bass, amberjack, red grouper, 
black grouper and gag would be looked at with respect to catch shares. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Okay, I just wanted to make sure that we had decided that because I know we 
were talking about it, and then we went through 18, so if that’s clear to staff and everyone, but 
Kate doesn’t look it’s clear. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  It wasn’t officially decided so a motion would be good. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, we didn’t vote on that but that was the outline and then we went into 18.  It 
would be proper for someone to – 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I would make a motion that Amendment 21 include trip limit 
action; effort participation, reduction and endorsement action; catch share action for quota 
species, except snowy grouper; including vermilion, golden tile, black sea bass, gag, greater 
amberjack, red grouper, black grouper.  This would include ITQs, cooperatives, regional 
fishing associations, community developed quota components. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And if you recall, before you finish your motion, Brian was suggesting that 
we also include regional and/or state-by-state quota analyses in that as well. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And regional and/or state-by-state quota analysis. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And I would also note that I think the issues regarding endorsements and the 
black sea bass effort reductions, which were originally up there, are being dealt with in 18.  The 
motion is by Roy; is there a second?  Second by David. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  I’ll second but I have another issue I want to bring up before we leave. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And, Mac, what I’d like to ask staff to do, if this motion passes, is to get with 
the regional office staff and put together a list of what we need.  I know we’re overloaded and 
overworked, and I don’t think we can handle all of this with our existing staff, but I would like to 
see us put together a list of what we would need, if there are going to be additional costs that the 
council is going to have to incur to do this, and kind of a plan forward and some estimation of 
what we would need in terms of funds and labor in order to make this happen. 
 
I am being asked even now to provide such information to Washington.  Unfortunately, I think 
they’re asking me to provide it by close of business Tuesday, and I don’t know if we can do that.  
They asking and I think we need to put that together and get it to them if this passes and see if we 
can’t get a real jolt of activity down here and get a lot of things done over the next year or so. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  So there is no pressure on these catch share things, as Monica said.  Bob 
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MR. MAHOOD:   So if I can get something Monday, you can get it on your list? 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  If you need some money and we can tie it into these issues, yes, let me know 
and I’ll see what I can do. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  Is it long-term money or is it like one-year money? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  You guys can talk about this later.  All right, everybody clear on what the 
motion says?  Discussion.  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER: And I was going to make that suggestion that we seek that help so the motion – 
but we don’t know what we’re going to get.  He may get assistance; he may not get assistance 
because he may not meet the deadline in time.  If we make the motion and commit to doing this 
and we don’t get the assistance, we’re already admitted to the fact that we can’t do it.  There was 
concern about being overloaded.  Can we tie the motion to getting the support that Dr. Crabtree 
indicated is available and NOAA Fisheries is willing to supply? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I think the motion is just to ask for some analysis to outline a program, define a 
program, define what it might cost and – 
 
MR. GEIGER:  It’s to flesh out catch share programs. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  George, my intent is to just get this moving; and if we don’t get the resources 
where needed, then obviously the timeframe is going to be pushed off and we may have to pare 
this down and do pieces of it.  I just think we’ve talked about these types of problems, trip limits, 
catch shares.  We’ve gone around and around and we’ve had groups come in.  I just want to get 
the ball rolling and get some analysis of what we would need right now, and then we can come 
back in June and if we can’t make it happen, then we can’t make it happen. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  And I understand that, but when we make motions to do things, you know, the 
guy with the white beard over there takes that as direction and they work diligently to 
accomplish the motions that we pass at these meeting.  They take it as direction. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And I’m happy to have Gregg working diligently; that doesn’t bother me. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Further discussion on this motion?  I would offer one thing.  I would think it 
would be more expedient and perhaps more useful to look at trip limit actions for at least two 
species, vermilion and black sea bass, in a regulatory amendment that might move a heck of a lot 
quicker than what is now Amendment 21. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And the intent of my motion would be that staff would advise us about things 
like that that could be done in a more expedited fashion. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, thank you, I just wanted to make sure that is not lost.  Further discussion 
on the motion?  Any objection to this motion?  I see no objection so that motion is approved.   
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MR. CUPKA:  Kate, you go back to Amendment 18 and some of the things they had there.  I 
think one of the things we talked about earlier, and I don’t know if we want to move ahead with 
it or not, but I want to bring up.  We had talked about the black sea bass fishing year and whether 
we wanted to make any changes to that or not.  I think it originally was under the Amendment 18 
list. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, we had mentioned it there and had some discussion about it under 18; 
you’re right.  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Yes, and I think we talked about deferring talking about that, but one of the 
concerns that people have is the fact that the fishery closes.  With effort reduction, there is real 
potential and with trap limits and causing people to bring traps home on a daily basis, it very 
well may be that problem will get smoothed out with regard to time. 
 
It just seems almost ludicrous.  I think it was only four years ago that we changed the black sea 
bass fishing year from what it was to what it is and now we’re trying to change it back to what it 
was.  If we didn’t do anything in the interim, except for today where we’ve picked some 
preferreds that will help limit effort in that fishery. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  I don’t necessarily disagree with you, but I just wanted to get on the record that 
we at least discussed it and it didn’t – 
 
MR. GEIGER:  And one other issue – 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Were you finished, David? 
 
MR. CUPKA:  That’s okay, I just wanted to, like I say, get it on the record and make sure it 
didn’t slip between the cracks because we did have a request to at least consider it, and I think 
we ought to honor that.  Thank you. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  And one of the other considerations with regard to that, in talking to a pot 
fisherman who talked about the fact that January period is when the Mid-Atlantic and New 
England boats begin to trawl fish those fish and the price is really depressed at that particular 
time as well.   
 
I don’t know, there are price considerations that we have from other people who participate in 
that fishery, and I think it would be worthwhile to hear from all the people who participate – 
there are not that many of them – and get a consensus as to what we’re trying to achieve and see 
if what we did under previous actions here helps alleviate that closure period by limiting the 
fishery in terms of pots and effort. 
 
MR. HAYMANS:  I thought I understood us to say that we were going to wait for 17B to be 
approved and then we would tackle seasonality under that timeframe; is that not how we said we 
were going to handle it? 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Under the framework. 
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MR. CUPKA:  I understand that was one of the options, but another option would be to put it in 
18 and as Roy suggested have a couple of hearings in the area and include it in there, so that was 
one of the options but not all of them. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  What is the committee’s desire on this issue?  Keep in mind if we add this, it is 
going to require some additional public hearings that will necessarily have to occur in the South 
Carolina area at some point.  Rita. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  I would like to see it put into Amendment 18 and I so move. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Rita to ask staff to develop some alternatives to change the 
black sea bass fishing year starting date.  Is there a second?  Second by David.   
 
MR. WAUGH:  Could you all give us some guidance on the fishing year because if you ask us to 
bring you guidance and we bring that back in June, then we go out to public hearings, it comes 
back to you in September and then final action in December. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, what I remember hearing, Gregg, was primarily the beginning of the year, 
December and/or January starting date as opposed to a June starting date.  Is that sufficient or is 
there any desire to look at any other alternatives other than those?  Rita. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  Yes, I think we heard an earlier suggestion by Kenny Fex about perhaps a split 
year, which will allow alternative fishing such as vermilion, and I’ve also heard through some 
side conversations perhaps a split year that would allow charter fishermen to use the summer 
months to do their charters in half a year split somehow prior to that, like an October, maybe an 
October start date through perhaps November and include December, and then perhaps pick it up 
again in March and go three months and then they would be able to have the summer for the 
chartering and catch both ends of the winter fishing. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I’m not sure I know what you’re suggesting.  I think what you’re getting at is 
splitting season like we did with vermilion so that we have part of the quota associated with 
some season and another part of the quota where you – so you’re talking about two seasons then. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  Two separate seasons like vermilion. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Like January through June and then June through December. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  Yes, but I’d like to see staff kind of come up with an option there because I’m 
not sure a lot of it would probably depend upon how the landings’ information – 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And that’s currently not part of this motion that’s up there.  Well, Gregg has 
been trying to capture it here.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, this has really mushroomed beyond – where we started I thought was 
changing the commercial sea bass season back to December or January.  Now we’re getting into 
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the charter fishery and everything else and that is starting to get overly complicated I’m afraid to 
put in Amendment 18.   
 
I would support this I think if it was something very simple that wasn’t going to take a lot, but if 
we’re going to get into a whole deal here, it might be better to deal with that somewhere else 
because I have no clue about the charter fishermen.  I haven’t heard anyone bring that up. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I think Rita’s intent there was that a split season would allow those who charter 
fish part of the year and commercially fish part of the year to participate when their commercial 
season, you know, in the wintertime when they were not chartering.  I’m not sure it’s suggesting 
that there are split seasons for charterboats and all that.   
 
There are really two options I think, Rita, and don’t let me put words in your mouth, but I think 
what she is suggesting is look at one alternative which is a change in the start date to January and 
then another alternative which would be to divide the quota into two seasons, and it’s not clear 
what those seasons might be, what you’re suggesting there.  Even that complicates it more. 
 
MR. MERRITT:  You did a good job of explaining what I said. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  That was certainly my intent when I seconded it, and the thing is that some of 
these fishermen that are fishing commercially or would like to fish commercially in the 
wintertime have historically fished commercially in the wintertime.  In the summertime they 
charter and it gives them an alternative fishery to operate in, but the way it’s set up now they 
have to do one or the other.  This would allow them to do both, charter in the summer and bass 
pot in the winter. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, so, really, if I interpreted it correctly, Rita, you’re really asking for a 
couple of alternatives in addition to the no action, which would leave it opening in June; to split 
the season, one; and then, two, to look at a change in the start date. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  Yes, thank you, Mr. Chairman.. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Is that clear to you guys?  All right, further discussion on this motion?  All right, 
the motion is to add consideration of a change in the black sea bass fishing year with either a 
December or January 1 start date and an alternative to split the year with two seasons.  It might 
help staff if we can give them some guidance on how to split that season so that they’re not 
picking and choosing months.  Would a January through June season with a July through 
December as the second split be acceptable?  David. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  In my discussion with Chris – and, of course, he’s just one individual, but he was 
I believe suggesting something like a November through April and then a May through whenever 
the other six months ends. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  If that’s the way we want to do it, that will be fine.  I’m just looking for some 
guidance for staff so they’re not picking and choosing a bunch of months that are meaningless to 
anybody.  Let’s eliminate the January through – there you go.  Do you want it divided equally 
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into six months; do you want them to look at the proportional catch that occurs during those 
periods and divide it proportionally over a series of years, average landings over a series of 
years?  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Yes, I think that’s a good idea because we don’t know for a fact that the 
landings are equally distributed throughout the year. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  For the last five years, perhaps, average landings during those periods over five 
years as far as proportioning a percentage of the fishery.  All right, and that’s just kind of 
guidance, I think, I hope.  Any further discussion on the motion?  Is there objection to the 
motion?  I see none; that motion is approved.  Are you guys okay with that, Gregg; do you think 
you’ve got the intent?  If you need clarification, ask it. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Is the intent that we work this up and just take this action out to public hearings 
or do we take the entire now what is Amendment 18 out to public hearings?  The second part of 
that would be is it your intent that those hearings be done between now and the June meeting, 
and do we need to do – what was done for this, an EA or EIS – EIS, so do we need to do a 
supplemental – well, has the EIS been filed? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Kate just indicated it was an EIS before because of the LAPP that was 
associated with it.  That has been removed.  I can’t answer that question.  Monica. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  So there has been no DEIS published on this and so we’ll evaluate to 
see where it should be in terms of the required NEPA document.  In terms of you I guess taking 
one action out for public hearing or the whole amendment, I guess that’s up to you, however you 
want to handle it.  I think you’ve taken the other parts of this amendment out for the council part 
of public hearings, right, so maybe you would just need to take this one.  I’m not sure what you 
would like to do on that. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  I guess if the DEIS hasn’t been filed yet, then the DEIS, that public comment 
period will cover the whole amendment, so perhaps we want to synchronize and just do public 
hearings on the whole amendment or you’re going to have a situation where the DEIS is out for 
the whole amendment and we’re holding public hearings on one part of the amendment.  That’s 
going to be a little confusing. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  The synchrony would seem to be best to me. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I think earlier, though, Gregg, it was brought up that it was thought to 
need an EIS because of the LAPP portion of it, so maybe it no longer needs an EIS and an EA 
might be appropriate, so we have to look at that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, are we done with 18 now?  We have got to vote on this; don’t we.  Is 
there opposition to this motion?  I think we did that; didn’t we?  Okay, Roy. 
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DR. CRABTREE:  Now, Kate, going back to what we were looking at prior to going through 
Amendment 18, I believe there was one more bullet that pertained to what would have been 
Amendment 22 and red snapper and the recreational fishery; am I correct? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Yes, we have Amendment 22, long-term red snapper management. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Could we see that?  Oh, that’s all it was!  Okay, similar to the last 
motion we passed with respect to Amendment 21, I would like to move that staff develop a 
plan for how we might go about preparing an Amendment 22 to look at long-term red 
snapper management and that they give us some estimates of what resources might be 
needed and additional funding to do that.  That’s my motion.  I’m not, George, saying we’re 
going to start work on this right now, but I’m asking staff to put together a plan for how we 
might pull together and what it would take to do that.   
 
For example, I think one thing we probably ought to talk about doing is pulling together some 
kind of ad hoc recreational group to talk about some of these actions and probably a number of 
things like that we’d need to do.  I think we need to start putting together a plan to work on this. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Roy; is there a second?  Second by Charlie.  Discussion?  It has got 
to be done and the sooner we get started the better off we’re going to be, we hope.  Any further 
discussion on the motion?  Any objection to the motion?  I see none; the motion is approved.  
Charlie, you had something? 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  I hate to bring up 18 and those traps in the water, but I asked Charlie what 
would happen if somebody lost a trap and he found it floating around, and he said, “Well, I’d 
pull it up and see if I could identify it, and then send the owner a violation.”  We talked about it a 
little bit, and I would like for LE and staff to get together and see if they could work out a plan 
that would cover any lost gear. Theoretically, anytime you put traps out, whatever you don’t 
find, if it’s left out there, you’ve got potential violations for people that are trying to do the right 
thing. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Isn’t that the case now, though? 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  But if there was a way where they report lost gear to the Coast Guard or 
something, then at least they could sleep at night knowing there is not a violation out there or 
I’ve got some gear lost but everybody knows what is going on; and if nothing else, have LE and 
staff work out something.  That is what I would like to see. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, Kate said she would work on that with the law enforcement folks. 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Charlie, I think there is a lost trap program already in place.  I will 
look for it and point it out to you.  I’ll work with staff; and if that’s in fact true, then we’ll bring 
that back up to you, but I believe there is one in place. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Well, that’s fine, I just don’t sleep well with a potential violation floating 
around, even something as simple as that when I’m trying to do what we need to do. 
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MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  It would be floating, maybe. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, not all of them float if they get too deep.  All right, is that it on 18, then?  
All right, it’s now six o’clock; do you want to try to move on with 20?  All right, before we 
leave, Monica. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Could I bring up one issue?  I would like to bring up one issue so you 
could sleep on it and think about it and see what you want to do in the morning just in case you 
wanted to take some sort of action.  I’ll try to do this in five minutes or less.  This has to do with 
wreckfish and the fact that we believe that wreckfish fishermen now need – I shouldn’t say now. 
 
We believe wreckfish fishermen need a snapper grouper permit as well to operate in the 
wreckfish fishery.  Just a real quick history – and I’ve really condensed this into a few points – 
the Wreckfish ITQ Program went into effect in 1992, and the wreckfish permit was required than 
and it still is required to operate in the fishery.  To get a commercial vessel permit for wreckfish 
you also must be a wreckfish shareholder.  That has been existence since 1992. 
 
Also in existence for some time, probably since around that time or maybe a little bit before or 
later, there is what we call a commercial vessel permit for snapper grouper.  That permit is issued 
for a number of things, including it must be aboard a vessel so that vessel is eligible for 
exemption from the bag limits for snapper grouper, so when you get a commercial vessel permit, 
that means you can exceed the bag limits. 
 
When Amendment 9 came into being around 1999, I believe, it established a number of things, 
including an aggregate bag limit.  The final rule picks that right up from the amendment, “an 
aggregate bag limit for all snapper grouper species currently not under a bag limit, excluding 
tomtate and blue runner.” 
 
When you look at what has its own bag limit then and now, it’s many species, snapper grouper, 
amberjack, there area number of species, but there is not wreckfish under the bag limit.  By 
establishing an aggregate bag limit for all snapper grouper species currently not under a bag 
limit, excluding tomtate and blue runner, it does not exclude wreckfish from the aggregate bag 
limit.  That aggregate bag limit is 20 fish. 
 
Now, you still need to be a wreckfish permit holder and a shareholder, so there is some 
disconnect about whether there was ever a recreational fishery allowed for wreckfish because 
even in the original ITQ plan they talked about virtually zero to none practically any recreational 
fishing going on for wreckfish. 
 
Now we speed ahead to Amendment 15B, and it’s really since that amendment went into effect, I 
think December 14th of just past year, and we started getting a number of questions that led us to 
start digging into this.  Where we are right now is that Amendment 15B instituted the 
requirement that a snapper grouper harvested or possessed in federal waters on board a vessel 
that does not have a valid commercial vessel permit for South Atlantic snapper grouper may not 
be sold or purchased. 
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In other words, you can’t sell any species harvested under the bag limit any longer for the 
fishery.  Where this leaves us is that the wreckfish fishermen also need a snapper grouper permit.  
Gregg and I have talked about this on numerous occasions this week, and I couldn’t find any 
intent of the council for that to happen or it not to happen, but you’d think if the council had 
intended for it to happen it would have been in an amendment or stated somewhere. 
 
Think about this because there are some wreckfish fishermen – I think there is a few; I can’t 
remember how many, maybe three, maybe two – who do not have a snapper grouper permit.  
That fishery opens back up April 15th.  If the council wanted to do something to take away the 
requirement for having a snapper grouper permit to operate in the wreckfish fishery, you would 
need to do something rather quickly at this meeting.   
 
I’ll answer any questions.  You can think about it overnight and we can talk about it in the 
morning, but I wanted to give you some time to mull over what kind of course you’d like to take, 
if any, to change what we think exists now. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Monica, and I presume since you and perhaps Gregg have done 
some thinking about this that you may hit upon some potential ways to solve this problem and 
dilemma and might be able to offer us some suggestions about ways that might be dealt with. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, the quickest option would be an emergency rule and it would 
have to fit within the emergency criteria, which I can read to you tomorrow morning or tonight.  
It looks to me like it could potentially fit under that criteria.  Now, whether you want to go that 
route is another matter.  I know some people have thought that the snapper grouper permit was 
already required to operate in the wreckfish fishery. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, I did. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Some thought you didn’t have to have it.  It’s just a number of 
different places.  Now I know we’re going to deal with wreckfish in Amendment 20 tomorrow, 
but obviously if you wanted to correct this problem quickly you couldn’t wait for Amendment 20 
or you might not want to. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  If I could just add, we did send a letter out to – I don’t know if we sent it to 
all of the wreckfish fishermen or just the affected wreckfish participants. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  No, all of them. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  All of them, informing them that they have to have a snapper grouper permit, 
so they’ve been notified and are aware of the requirement. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Jack, are wreckfish a grouper species? 
 
DR. McGOVERN:  They’re grouper-like; they’re not in the same family as the groupers.  
They’re not Serranids   
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MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  But they are one of the 73 species listed within the Snapper Grouper 
FMP.    
 
MR. DeBRANGO:  Greg DeBrango, Wreckfish AP.  I hear her talking about all this; and with 
the language I believe it is in 17B with the 240 out, is there going to be some kind of language 
written in there where the rod-and-reel recreational can go out and catch a wreckfish, can go out 
there and do it?  You know, there are a lot of laws and everything that’s against all this. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Greg, I think that was – I’ll look but I think that was taken into 
account and they were excepted out of that requirement, specifically the wreckfish fishermen. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, thank you, Monica, and we will reconvene at 8:00 o’clock. 

 
The Snapper Grouper Committee of the Whole of the South Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council reconvened in the Club Ballroom of the Jekyll Island Club Hotel, Jekyll Island, Georgia, 
Friday morning, March 5, 2010, and was called to order at 8:00 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Mac 
Currin. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, good morning, everyone.  We’ll reconvene the Snapper Grouper 
Committee as a Committee of the Whole and move directly into Amendment 20.  There are a 
couple of attachments, nine and ten.  I think staff has put together an outline of a new structure 
perhaps for that document for our consideration this morning, and I will turn it over to Kate. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  What we might want to do first is just review what Monica went over last night 
and decide what the approach is for that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Anybody come up with workable solutions to deal with the problem we’ve got 
with the wreckfish fishermen who were actually permitted to fish for wreckfish but don’t have 
snapper grouper permits and according to the law are required to at least for now.  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  It seems like several meetings ago or maybe even a couple of years ago the 
council has kind of taken on as policy to include the requirement to have a snapper grouper 
permit or a federal permit not just for snapper grouper but in all fisheries to sell fish.  As we 
moved through our FMPs, we are adopting that I guess almost as policy.  I would say that this is 
no exception to that policy.   If you do not require a federal permit, it opens the door again to 
allowing recreational sales and all the things that go with that.  I would say for purposes of 
consistency it would seem to me that a federal permit should be required to sell any fish in the 
South Atlantic. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  I think George pretty much got the gist of what I had to say, but just by way of 
history and probably to repeat what we said the last time we discussed this is the original 
shareholders of wreckfish did have to have federal snapper grouper permits.  I think that the few 
that got their permits without having had that, I really think was just maybe an administrative 
error versus intent.  Thank you. 
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MR. PHILLIPS:  Well, you’ve still got – we need to figure out a way to let those fish up in North 
Carolina be landed legally, so maybe you might want to consider some kind of exception so that 
charter/headboat could buy some coupons or shares or something and legally land them. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I’m not sure that’s the issue right now.  I think the issue is to deal with the 
commercial wreckfish fishermen who are currently fishing – and there are a couple of them – 
that do not have federal snapper grouper permits.  It has been discovered, I guess – and correct 
me if I’m wrong – but that’s against the law right now and we’ve got to solve that dilemma one 
way or the other, either by issuing them permits or exempting them from the requirement for a 
permit.  Monica, do you want to make sure that we follow the right track. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Jack is checking but I think we’re talking about two or three people 
and not more than that necessarily, but he is going to double-check.  The other item that I wanted 
to bring up is it is up to you whether you want to do an emergency rule or anything like that.  I 
was not encouraging you to do that.  I was just giving you your options.  You could also deal 
with it in Amendment 20 or not deal with it.  If you don’t deal with it, then there is a requirement 
to have a snapper grouper permit in addition to a wreckfish permit. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, and the season is starting I think I heard you say very soon. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  The states starts April 15th, so these people either have to get a 
snapper grouper permit before then if they don’t have it or they don’t get one.  That part is up to 
them but they’re going to be required to have one. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  The last time we checked – this is Mike Travis and I, but it would be great if 
Jack could check the numbers again – there were 11 of the 25 shareholders that did not hold 
snapper grouper permits; and of the active fishermen – last year there were seven active 
fishermen.  There are a few new people in the fishery, a few people who have bought in for the 
first time.   
 
The last time we checked I believe there were three to four active fishermen fishing without 
snapper grouper permits.  Some of these people had just entered the fishery, and they said that no 
one had made them aware that they needed to have a snapper grouper permit because it’s not 
clearly written anywhere, so they didn’t purchase one and now they’re not going to be able to 
fish, et cetera. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Just that Jack checked and apparently there are three. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, three that are currently fishing that are active or is this out of all the 
permit holders? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Three that have landings within the last year. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  To respond to what Charlie had said, it really isn’t that difficult for those 
people who want to get into the wreckfish fishery so long as you currently have a snapper 
grouper permit.  Because of all of the previous actions we’ve taken, there is a renewed interest in 
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this fishery by people who have snapper grouper permits.  It’s not difficult at all; it’s not even 
that expensive because of the way shares can be transferred. 
 
The ones that will feel it the most, the biggest investment, will be those people who don’t have 
the permit and move to get a new snapper grouper permit and probably have to buy it from 
someone who is an existing holder of one.  Those are available so I don’t think we’re really 
leaving people out. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, we’ve got a dilemma with these people that didn’t know they had to have 
one and they’ve got to have one now and they’re expensive, as we know, 20,000 bucks, but 
that’s the requirement.  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Mr. Chairman, I guess I have a question for Monica.  I don’t think we’ve really 
ever done this, but it seems like it’s unfair for people who have received notice that they need a 
snapper grouper permit to fish in this fishing year which starts April 15th.  I think it places undue 
burden on people to have to shop around to buy a snapper grouper permit and could be help up, 
literally help up to exorbitant prices because people know that they’re in this particular situation. 
 
Would it be possible, Monica, to address this with a date certain that allow people to fish under 
the current rules based on the confusion that existed this year and put a date certain in the 
amendment that by opening fishing season next year or by some date certain prior to the fishing 
season opening next year, that they be required to be in possession of a federal snapper grouper 
permit? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, the problem with that is that the law exists right now that they 
have to have one, so I don’t think that the service has the authority to say we’re not going to 
require you to abide by this currently existing requirement until next year, and that’s the rub. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  To that point, Mr. Chairman, and I understand that, but we also talked about the 
fact that we might be able to issue an emergency rule exempting them for one year from this 
policy and then – 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, I discussed the use of an emergency rule, and what you would 
want to request in that I guess would be up to you and we will develop some discussion.  An 
emergency rule would be just that; it would be a temporary measure that could last up to a year.  
It’s just like the interim rule we did for red snapper. 
 
It lasts for basically six months and then it can be renewed for another six months if the council 
is actively working on an amendment to cure the problem.  Now there are conditions with an 
emergency rule and you can’t use it for everything.  In this case, looking at the emergency 
discussion – and I can read you the criteria and maybe that will help – “results from recent 
unforeseen events or recently discovered circumstances; and it presents a serious conservation or 
management problem in the fishery; and can be addressed through emergency regulations for 
which the immediate benefits outweigh the value of advanced notice, public comment, liberative 
consideration on participants as you would expect to have under the normal rulemaking process.” 
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And then for justification they discuss ecological reasons; for example, to prevent overfishing, 
but there is economic – that’s a factor – and the social reasons, so economic, “to prevent 
significant direct economic loss or preserve a significant economic opportunity that otherwise 
might be forgone,” and then social is their example to prevent significant community impacts or 
conflict between user groups. 
 
I think economic seems to fit in more here in that there is an opportunity that would be lost 
perhaps for these people, although they do have the option of purchasing a snapper grouper 
permit, so it’s not like they’re excluded from the fishery altogether and they cannot participate.  
It’s whether they would want to buy a permit.  I would think if you would want to use an 
emergency rule we should build the discussion more along I guess the economic reasons more 
than anything that I can see in here, but it seems to fit in some of the criteria “recent, unforeseen 
events or recently discovered circumstances” and all that.  
 
MR. CUPKA:  Mr. Chairman, just a comment; I know there was one fisherman who was very 
instrumental in the development of this fishery and who had fished for a number of years, and 
subsequent to that, for personal reasons, lost his snapper grouper permit.  He called several of us 
to see if he could get that back, and there wasn’t any way to reissue it to him.  There wasn’t any 
reason. 
 
I mean, this was a person that was involved with the fishery from the very beginning, and so in 
his mind it was clear that you had to have a snapper grouper permit to participate in this fishery.  
In some ways it doesn’t seem fair now to figure out some way to let these other people in when 
we didn’t accommodate him early on.  Certainly, some of the fishermen knew that you had to 
have that snapper grouper permit to participate in that fishery. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  You don’t necessarily have to buy a permit to get back in. There are a lot of 
people that are more than willing to lease their permit for a few thousand dollars for a year while 
he’s looking to buy a permit. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I just hate these leasing issues, Charlie, but just to make it clear there 
is no leasing of permits allowed.  You lease a vessel with the permit and then those parties enter 
into an agreement, and the person who leased it is considered the vessel owner for those 
purposes and all that.  It gets complicated, but you’re right that exists as well. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  I’ve know we’ve gone around and around with this, and Monica and I have 
talked, too.  I know there are ways that you can still fish it.  It may be that he can have another 
shareholder’s shares transferred to him temporarily while he is getting a permit, but here is my 
point.  I think the National Marine Fisheries needs to find a way to exempt these people because 
I don’t that this was an intentional kind of incident to occur to them. 
 
I do think the intent has always been that they should have them; and that when they lost them, 
they should have been told at that time that they needed the permit to continue fishing, but 
they’ve been continuing fishing.  They were reissued their shares every year, they’ve gotten their 
coupons, they’ve gotten their vessel permits. 
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I just really feel that there should be a way to either exempt them, do a waiver, do something.  I 
really don’t think that – I think by default they be given snapper grouper permits.  I would like to 
make a motion to leave it up to SERO or the permits – I guess it would be the permits office to 
find a way to grandfather these two individuals.  Thank you. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  We’re getting that motion up there, Rita, but I think there are some comments 
about the structure of that – a couple of those comments, in fact.  Let’s try to get a second first to 
the motion.  Is there a second?  I see no second so the motion dies for lack of a second.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And we can’t do that, Rita.  This is the responsibility of this council and this 
plan is the responsibility of the council.  If you want to make some change you have to ask for a 
specific change or fix to this through an emergency rule or some other thing, but we have no 
authority.   
 
I mean, we’ve had countless numbers of people – lots of people lose their permits every year in 
all of these fisheries because they don’t renew them on time.  They all have all kinds of reasons 
why.  That’s really what happened here.  The council has discussed this repeatedly over the 
years, but if you want to do something or remedy or fix something here you’re going to have to 
ask us specifically to do something through some request. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, there are kind of two ways I see that occurred to me that it might be 
addressed.  We could be hardnosed and say, you know, you guys screwed up and you let your 
permits lapse, you didn’t buy the permits that you should have and you need to buy permits and 
put the responsibility on them.  There are permits available through the market.  They are 
expensive. 
 
Now, if you feel that is not fair to these individuals, perhaps – and this is a question – can we 
establish and issue to those three individuals or whoever it is a non-transferable snapper grouper 
permit.  We’d probably have to establish something else, but I don’t want to see these people 
given a permit that has some value, thirty or forty thousand dollars on the market, whatever they 
are, when they’ve screwed up and have failed to renew one that they had before. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  I agree with that. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  And I hear what you’re saying and I agree with that, but to me there has been 
some confusion, and this isn’t a clear case of people who have allowed either their snapper 
grouper permit to lapse – that may be the case as Mr. Cupka indicated – and I recognize that.  
There is confusion here in the way the rule was written or the original plan was written, and I 
think that confusion to me speaks that we should make an exception for those people for this one 
year by emergency plan and then include in the plan the requirement in subsequent years to be in 
possession of a federal permit. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  So your suggestion would be to exempt them for the one year through 
emergency rule? 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Through emergency rule. 
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MR. CURRIN:  This coming year or whenever that could go into effect; and then after that 
require that they purchase a snapper grouper permit to comply with the law and operate their 
fishery. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Yes. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  The only problem I have with this – and I’d love to see the few people that we 
have out there fishing legally, but I know in one case a person has been fishing without a snapper 
grouper permit for a number of years or knowing that they needed a snapper grouper permit in 
this fishery.  I think there is a tremendous amount of confusion when you look at the regulations. 
 
You have to pick and put the pieces together of a puzzle to get to the final conclusion.  Monica, I 
think what must have happened is back when they consolidated the regulations something got 
changed because it was very clear initially in the wreckfish program you had to have a snapper 
grouper permit.  The wreckfish permit was on top of that, and it was like a special endorsement 
to fish for wreckfish.  That’s how the program was built, and some people, for very legitimate 
reasons, failed renew their permits. 
 
But like Roy said, everytime we’ve dealt with a new permit process we’d run into all these 
hardship issues and they’re tough to deal with.  I know David and Susan have dealt with a lot of 
them, and I think the first one probably was wreckfish when they were on a panel here.  I’m not 
sure how many folks with a wreckfish permit and want to fish are late entrants; in other words, 
bought their wreckfish permit from an original owner or whatever.  If they were in it originally 
they knew that they had to have that snapper grouper permit. 
 
MS.. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, I won’t take you through the painstaking process if you’ve got 
an extra 45 minutes to hour and we can go – 
 
MR. CURRIN:  No, we don’t. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  – through all the amendments and discuss whether we think this was 
the outcome the council thought of or not.  It’s not the model of clarity.  I think the wreckfish 
program existed over here and we were doing all these other things with snapper grouper and 
some things got swept in perhaps unintentionally, I’m assuming, because there is not a lot of – 
there is no council discussion on including wreckfish into the aggregate bag limit or some other 
places. 
 
Be that as it may, we are where we are, but remember when you’re talking about a year, you’re 
talking about also it’s going to last six months; and if you’re working on some sort of fix to the 
problem in an amendment, then it can be extended for another six months.  This is something 
that you would need to get a permanent fix into place.   
 
Well, so you work on an amendment that deals with this issue as well, if you wanted to do it in 
Amendment 20 or wherever, but remember the emergency rule lasts one year; six months with 
comment; and then if you’re working on a fix, then another six months so basically a year if 
you’re working on the issue. 
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DR. CRABTREE:  And so if went down George’s path, though, it was just an emergency rule to 
not require it until the emergency rule expires and then give them more time to buy one, and so 
there wouldn’t be a fix after that.  We essentially just would be giving them a reprieve from the 
requirement.  Could we extend that or would that only be then in place for six months? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I guess we would have to look at what is being done in the wreckfish 
amendment and see how that would possibly – if you could make the construct that what was 
being done in the amendment was addressing this particular issue, maybe there is a way to put it 
in that way, but that’s a little early to decide.  I’m not sure. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  Mulling this over, the motion for the permits office to find a way, I still want to 
put it back on them to find a way for the council to have a method of grandfathering these 
people.  I do not think that these people are 100 percent responsible for this.  I do think part of it 
lays on the permit office. 
 
I also feel if you’re a regional administrator – Roy, no offense to you – I think you’ve got the 
power to make some decisions that are administrative in nature.  If your office, not you 
personally, but by some unintentional error a permit has gone out to someone or not been issued 
to someone because of some error in the office, with the administration of it, that’s where I think 
that there is a partial responsibility there.  Go ahead, Monica. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, it’s great that you think Roy has that kind of power, and then he 
is going to ask me whether he has the authority to do it, and I say, “No, you do not,” because – 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  It’s really Monica has all the power. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, I advise on these matters and I guess my advice could be 
disregarded, but there is no authority for someone at the regional office to grandfather someone 
in like this.  It’s either you do an emergency rule to address this now, black and white, or you 
don’t, and then they have to buy permits or they have to lease a vessel with a permit, as Charlie 
suggested.  I know there is a lot of leasing of vessels going on, so there is that avenue.  That’s 
where it is. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, and it’s just not happen that way, Rita.  Unless this council requests an 
emergency rule, it’s going to be the way it is. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  The committee and the council has got to decide whether you want to exempt 
these people in some way and then we’ll find the methodology to do that, as you’re advocating, 
Rita; or if you don’t, then we say, no, that people need to buy a permit and let them deal with it 
the best way they can, and they’re required to do that by law in order to fish.   
 
There are avenues open to them.  They can either buy a permit or lease a vessel or if we decide 
that we want to try to make these people legitimate for some reason, even though some of them 
have had snapper grouper permits in the past and for whatever reason no longer have them, then 
that’s what we can try to then get the folks at the region to help us craft some means of doing 
that.  That’s kind of the level of decision that we need to make first, I think.  David. 
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MR. CUPKA:  I guess what bothers me a little bit is that is exactly what some of these fishermen 
have been told that there is no way to get a permit back and they have to buy two permits.  Why 
would we tell some of them that and then figure out a way for other ones to be grandfathered?  I 
hate to see it happen, but we ought to be consistent. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  That’s a very good point, David.  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  I would like to make a motion that we do a six-month interim rule – I 
don’t think we need to extend it – and that they need to be compliant at the end of that six 
months.  If they can’t compliant after the end of six months, then they’re out.  That gives 
them some wiggle room; and if they can’t figure out how to get proper permits that 
everybody else has, then it’s on them. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Let me get a second.  There is a second by Duane.  Discussion?  Monica. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, an interim rule is only to address overfishing, so you’d need to 
just change the “interim” to “emergency”. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Emergency rule I think was the intent and it’s okay with the seconder.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And so the intent, Charlie, is this would not be extended; this is a six month – 
 
MR. HARRIS:  That’s my intent. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Discussion on the motion?  Bob, question for clarification. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  And that’s limited to fishermen that do have a wreckfish permit; it’s not 
anybody? 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Right. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I think that’s the intent.  That’s all we’ve been talking about is wreckfish.  Rita. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  I just have a question.  So is the permit’s office now not accepting transfers of 
quota share to anyone who does not have a snapper grouper permit? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  They haven’t had that issue come up, and I’ve told them to talk to me 
about it everytime.  There is nothing that says you can’t have a wreckfish permit if you’re a 
shareholder.  What we’re thinking of is explaining to the person that if they do apply and get the 
shares and the wreckfish permit – it may even be stated right on the front of the permit to fish in 
this fishery you also need a snapper grouper permit, so they’re trying to educate people as they 
call in.  I don’t know that they’ve had the transfer issue come up within this last month, month 
and a half, two months. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Monica, the question I would have was are the fishermen without a snapper 
grouper permit going to be issued their coupons this year? 
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MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, that’s why we need to discuss this.  I’m sure they will.  I mean, 
those coupons, that’s a separate issue and they’ll go out so they’ll get their coupons.  I think 
some extra education has to be given to people, though, to explain – well, it depends on what 
comes out of here, but, yes, we’ll have to explain a variety of things. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  One of the reasons all of this came up, I was trying to answer a question for 
this deep-drop charter fisherman in Florida who was about, the next day, to go out and for 
$10,000 buy a share and then 20,000 pounds of annual catch of wreckfish.  He just wanted to 
check one last time.   
 
I was basically counseling that, well, that 20,000 pounds may or not be 20,000 pounds in the 
future, and my assumption was he had a snapper grouper permit.  Then at the end I said, “You do 
have a snapper grouper permit, don’t you?”  He said, “Well, no, I don’t have one of those.  The 
guy that was selling me the stuff said I didn’t need one of them.” 
 
I said, “Well, I don’t know about that; you need to look into that.”  That is when I got up with 
Rod and Roy and then got back with him and said, “No, you’ve got to have a snapper grouper 
permit.”  So I guess my question is could this guy now go ahead with his purchase of quota 
share, apply for his snapper grouper permit as a shareholder, get it and fish? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, he won’t be given a snapper grouper permit. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  No, but he won’t need it. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Right, exactly.  I think it would probably cover that situation as long 
as he wasn’t operating under charter or anything like that, because then they’re – 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  That’s his intent is to dole these fish out to his clients under charter operations. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, I have a number of e-mails from a wreckfish shareholder who 
wanted to sell him the shares originally, and so I’ll go back through those because I told her I 
wanted to wait until this meeting and then we’ll – I gave some answers and she said, “Are you 
sure,” and I said, “Yes, I’m sure but let’s see what the council does, if they do anything.”  I’ll go 
back through all those and talk with them. 
 
MR. MAHOOD:  I just wanted to make sure we’re not opening this up more than we think we 
might be. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  I guess one of the questions might be would this pertain to charterboats.  If they 
don’t have a snapper grouper permit, could they then come in and buy a – can they get a snapper 
grouper charterboat permit? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, those are open access, the snapper grouper charter/headboat 
permit, so perhaps what you want to say is having a commercial snapper grouper permit in your 
motion.   
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MR. HARRIS:  Well, I think that was – 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  You’re right, I think that’s what the intent is.  Remember, there is a 
set amount of shareholders and there are only so many shares and all that, so it’s not going to be 
opened up to everyone.  I think ”commercial” would be a good idea if that’s what your intent is. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Is that your intent, Charlie, that it pertain only to commercial snapper grouper – 
unlimited commercial snapper grouper permits? 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Yes, Mr. Chairman, and I could amend the motion where it says “wreckfish 
fisherman” “with history, with catch history, which would eliminate any new entrants being able 
to come in.  It narrows the field down to the field I think that we want; however it works the best. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  It’s your motion and I think we’re just asking for a clarification.  I think your 
intent is clear in this motion at least was to pertain to unlimited commercial snapper grouper 
permits.   
 
MR. HARRIS:  Yes, that’s the intent. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I’m hearing Duane say okay and that’s fine with you?  Okay, and the issue of 
catch history, if you want to include that, you can.  David. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Well, I’d certainly like to see it included.  I mean, anybody can get a wreckfish 
permit.  They’re pretty easy to get; you just have to get some shares from somebody, right? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  You have to be a wreckfish shareholder to get a wreckfish permit. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  But you can buy a share from anybody. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Sure, you can buy shares. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  It’s essentially an open access – I mean, it’s not hard to get one I guess is what 
I’m saying. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  But you have to be a wreckfish shareholder so you have to have 
purchased shares. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Sure, but it’s easy to become a wreckfish shareholder.  You just buy some shares 
from somebody, right? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I don’t know; that’s not my impression.  We had guys off our coast that were 
trying – who were encountering them, David, and trying to get coupons and somebody said, 
“Well, you can’t sell your coupons because you don’t have a permit; you can’t get a permit 
unless you have” – it was a real circular thing and they’ve found it difficult to impossible to try 
to be able to land those fish.  Roy. 
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DR. CRABTREE:  I think the only way this works is that rather than catch history, it’s just got to 
be if you have a wreckfish endorsement and you have wreckfish coupons, then you can fish.  I 
can’t go back looking and see if somebody has some catch history.  That would mean somebody 
who had some wreckfish catches ten years ago – you know, I can’t check all these people and 
enforcement is not going to be able to check them.  So if you’ve got an endorsement and you’ve 
got coupons, then you can go fish for wreckfish for the next six months. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, that doesn’t make it unduly complicated. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Doesn’t that make sense, Monica? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, further discussion on this motion?  The motion is to request an 
emergency rule to exempt wreckfish fishermen with endorsements and coupons and a current 
wreckfish permit from having an unlimited commercial snapper grouper permit.  Monica. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I think you should change endorsement – there is no wreckfish 
endorsement – to shares. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, the motion is to request an emergency rule to exempt wreckfish 
fishermen with shares and coupons and a current wreckfish permit from having an unlimited 
commercial snapper grouper permit.  Question, Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  I just wanted to make sure that it’s the intent of this committee and the council 
that this is an emergency rule that is going to last for six months, and at the end of the six-month 
period we don’t intend to extend that.  That’s my intent.  They’re going to have to get the 
snapper grouper permit at the end of emergency rule, period. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, and that’s certainly the intent of the motioner and the seconder, and I think 
that’s clear, and we’ve got a note up there on the bottom of that motion. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, and that needs to be clear, Bob, in the letter to me requesting the interim 
rule that this is a one-time, because I want to make sure that the bulletin and the rule and all that 
puts folks on notice this is a one-time deal. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  I was just going to suggest that we add that note because it’s clear to us and we 
know how an emergency rule works, but somebody on the outside looking in, it might be good – 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And that note is there and it’s very clear now.  Spud. 
 
MR. WOODWARD:  Does the months start at April 15th, at the beginning of the – 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I can’t assure you that I can get this done by April 15th, so we’ll move it as 
quickly as we can.  We’ll have to request a waiving of the cooling-off period, waive notice and 
comment and all those kinds of things, and we’ll have to put it together.  I’ll do my best to have 
it effective by April 15th. 
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MR. CURRIN:  That’s all we can ask.  Any further discussion on the motion?  Is there any 
objection to the motion?  The motion is approved with two objections.   
 
DR. CRABTREE:  The procedure in NOAA is the RA votes against emergency rules to ensure 
there is not a unanimous vote, to preserve the secretary’s prerogative to approve or disapprove 
the rule.  My voting no in no way means I disagree with what you’re doing. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, thank you for that information.  Now, Monica were there other issues 
regarding this?  I know you mentioned yesterday something about an aggregate bag limit and 
there were problems that wreckfish were unintendedly included and were not or something   Are 
there other aspects of this that we need to deal with now? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  That all plays into how we arrived at the fact that they need a permit.  
That’s one of the things, but maybe in Amendment 20 we can address whether – well, I think 
you’re going to address a number of things; whether you’re going to allow recreational fishing 
and all that, but currently I think it falls within the aggregate bag limit, which is 20.   
 
The problem is – well, I don’t know if it’s a problem, but the issue is it’s recreational fishermen 
who do not have shares and who do not a wreckfish permit cannot go fish and catch 20 wreckfish 
or one wreckfish, so it’s just some artifacts and other things that have happened through the 
years that we can address in Amendment 20. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, and I think we are going to address that in Amendment 20 as well.  
Gregg. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  We’re going to need some wording to put on our website and into our 
regulations brochure describing just exactly what the 20 aggregate bag limit is now.  I know we 
get questions and we will surely get questions about this now, so we just need some appropriate 
wording to add to the description of what that aggregate bag limit means with respect to 
wreckfish. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Okay, I’ll work with you on that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, thank you, Monica.  Let’s move back into Amendment 20, then, if 
we’ve taken care of that issue.   
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Amendment 20, you’ve got a couple of different attachments.  There is the 
original Amendment 20 that the council put together; and other than the recommendations that 
the IPT was given, we made those changes.  You have those in Amendment 20 I think is 
Attachment 9.   
 
Then we have this Attachment 10 which is called an “Alternative Options Paper”, which gives a 
little bit of background information and then kind of reorganizes the actions and alternatives that 
are in what you have devised in Amendment 20 and standardizes them so they’re consistent with 
what has been done in two Gulf amendments. 
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The reason for doing this was that if we do this it’s easier for us to do the analysis for this 
amendment because we have two other amendments to take a look at.  As far as implement, it 
might be easier as well, and as far as writing up the regulations it might be easier.  We 
standardized it and so we’re running this by the council to see if this is something that is okay 
with you. 
 
What I can do is I have written out all of the new proposed Amendment 20 actions and 
alternatives and specified where those appear in the Amendment 20 that was devised in 
December; so, for example, you’ll see new Action 1, changes to the Wreckfish ITQ.  Well, that 
coincides with old Action 1.  I can go through each every one of these. 
 
This is an easy one; we just changed some the wording, and we need to okay that by you.  What 
we need to do is go through each and every one of these actions and alternatives to make sure it’s 
okay with you, and we’ll probably need a motion say, yes, we accept the actions and alternatives 
in the options paper to be incorporated into the new Amendment 20. 
 
We can talk about that and just keep in mind, as we’re going through this, that the IPT has 
suggested for Amendment 20 moving the wreckfish management reference points, spawning 
season closure and recreational allocation actions to the Comprehensive ACL Amendment so 
that it can move rather quickly and you won’t have to be on a timeline for making changes to the 
Wreckfish ITQ Program. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, thoughts on the suggestions from the staff and the layout and form of the 
suggested new approach to Amendment 20.  It looked good to me; it made a lot of sense, and I 
think it can serve, as I understand it, as kind of a template for these sorts of actions in the future.  
Everyone okay with the suggested new structure?  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  The one question I would have is if we’re going to move the allocation issue out; 
why wouldn’t that stay as part of the ITQ change actions in 20?  I mean that’s part of it and it’s a 
big part of it.  We’ve already kind of heard semi-informally from the shareholders that they’re 
opposed to that.   
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  What we would do is the Amendment 20, which is Attachment 10, the 
alternate options paper that you’re looking at, yes, it includes the spawning season closure, the 
reference points, the recreational allocation action.  This conversation that we’ve had about 
reorganization has taken place at this council meeting. 
 
We are proposing changes to the alternate options paper by removing Actions 1 through 7, 9 and 
10 to the Comprehensive ACL Amendment.  It is still going to be considered; it will just be done 
in the Comprehensive ACL Amendment, which could likely move much faster than this 
Wreckfish ITQ Program Amendment, Amendment 20. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I’m seeing some heads nod in agreement for the most part.  I’m seeing nobody 
object.  Rita. 
 



Snapper Grouper Committee 
Jekyll Island, GA 
March 3-5, 2010 

 

 158

MS. MERRITT:  I agree that this is the way to go, and one of the reasons I’ve got in mind is 
there are a lot of things in Amendment 20 that need to be considered, and there has not been the 
shareholders’ meeting yet.  That doesn’t occur until the end of this month, and I think it will 
actually make the job easier if we’re getting the input from that group before we go forward with 
the current Amendment 20. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Other comments?  We need a motion to that effect, to approved the proposed 
structure by staff and the movement of some of these actions from Amendment 20 in the 
Comprehensive ACL Amendment.  Kate. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  I would suggest two different motions; one to perhaps adopt the alternative 
options paper actions and alternatives and then another motion to remove or move wreckfish 
management reference points, spawning season closure and recreational allocation to the 
Comprehensive ACL Amendment. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Let’s deal with moving the Wreckfish Actions 1 through 7 and 9 and 10 to the 
Comprehensive ACL first.   
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, I so move. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Second. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Duane to move Wreckfish Actions 1 through 7, 9 and 10 from 
Amendment 20 to the Comprehensive ACL Amendment.  Second by George Geiger.  
Discussion on the motion?  Any objection to that motion?  I see none and that motion is 
approved.   Now I’d entertain another motion to adopt or approve the reorganization of 
Amendment 20 as outlined in the alternative options paper.  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  So moved, Mr. Chairman. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Second. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Motion by Duane; second by George.  Okay, discussion on the motion.  
The motion is to approve the reorganization of Amendment 20 as outlined in the 
alternative options paper.  Is there any objection to that motion?  I see none; that motion is 
approved.  All right, Kate, does that take care of 20 at this point? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Yes, unless there is a desire to go through each and every one of the actions 
and alternatives, which may not be necessary at this point in time since we’re going to be 
focusing on the wreckfish shareholders’ meeting that is coming up, and we can move some 
background information and work on Chapter 3 and some other parts of the amendment before 
launching into analysis of each and every one of these alternatives. 
 
We can get started and report back to the council in June, but if you’re okay with the actions and 
alternatives as outlined in the alternative options paper, then we can go on that.  I believe Monica 
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has got some additional updates for us with regards to some of the other questions that we had 
about confidentiality waiver and things like that. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to make a general comment about catch shares in 
general.  We’ve gone on record several times saying that we wouldn’t do anything unless the 
fishermen support it.  I know that there is no requirement in there for any kind of referendum or 
anything, but we’ve heard several times people come to us and say, you know, all these people 
are in support of it or all these people are against it. 
 
I’d really like to see us come up with some kind of mechanism, be it a referendum or whatever, 
that we get input from fishermen after these things are devised to make sure that we do have that 
support, because sometimes it’s hard to gauge the amount of support out there the way they bring 
this information to us.  I would like to keep that in the back of our mind as we move ahead 
maybe on these catch share programs of coming up with some sort of mechanism to actually 
gauge the support of people who are involved in the fishery. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, David, it’s a good point, and it’s not in the back of my mind; it’s in the 
forefront of my mind on this, but we’re in that conundrum where we really can’t ask people 
whether they like something until we show them something to either like or not.  I think this 
issue is important enough that the initiative to start developing a catch share, several with the 
help of fishermen so that they can then say, yes, this sounds good or it doesn’t before it’s ever 
implemented. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I think that there is nothing that prevents you from doing a referendum.  In 
the Gulf, when we did the referendum on the grouper amendment, that occurred at the draft 
environmental impact statement phase.  We published the DEIS and then sent it out and did the 
referendum, but they are more complicated than just a referendum, so think about it. 
 
I don’t you necessarily want to let everybody have a vote.  You may not and you may not want 
to let them equally.  The language in the Act on referendum has substantial participants, so that 
the real participants in the fishery have more say than people who have essential no landings, so 
you’d have to give some thought about who are you going to vote. 
 
If you open it up to all snapper grouper fishermen, you may have a lot of people voting that 
aren’t even participants in the fishery you’re looking at, so you’d have to come up with some 
criteria; and to establish those criteria, if you want to do this, I could require rulemaking.  I don’t 
know, Monica, how we would do that.  In the Gulf we had to go through rulemaking just to 
establish the voting procedures. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, I had Ben, and, Monica, I know we’re waiting on you, but let’s don’t 
get into the discussion of how the referendum structure would be.  That’s the decision way, way 
down the road here today.  Ben. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  And I agree with that, Mac, and the other thing is I have been in support of 
referendums.  I think it’s a good idea.  The other part is the fishermen need the education now.  
There is a lot of conceptions out there – I mean a lot.  I hear them everyday.  Somehow we need 
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to educate the fishermen and bring them along as we’re developing these things so they can 
make an informed judgment at the end. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Exactly.  Monica. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  The only thing I was going to say along those lines is that I can bring 
back at the next meeting or at the next meeting when this is discussed some different options on 
what the council would need to do for a referendum, because you’re not mandated to do it like 
the Gulf was, so you might have a lot more flexibility.  I’ll look into that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay.  Yes, I don’t think there is any hurry on it.  We’re a long ways from that 
point I think, but I think it’s important, David, as you noted that it is something that I believe this 
council is going to be interested in some way to gauge the interests and feelings of the 
community about a catch share program as it might be designed.  George, do you have anything? 
 
MR. GEIGER:  No, you covered the point I was going to make. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Well, do you want to go through these management measures in here or are we 
comfortable with the structure?  I’ve looked at it and it seemed to me at least that everything was 
moved – that was of interest in 20 was moved into this new options paper.  If you have the desire 
to go through it and look at those actions again, we can do that, but if not we will move on. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  I’m a happy camper. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, Duane is happy; everybody else happy?  All right. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY: I think we had a series of questions for Monica.  One was confidentiality issues; 
is there a way that the fishermen could waive their confidentiality and therefore we would have 
access to landings for years that is labeled confidential.  Another question we had is with regards 
to deceased individuals. 
 
In particular Alternative 4 under Action 12 in the alternate options paper reads, “Restrict 
eligibility to valid commercial snapper grouper permit holders.”  The question to Monica was 
would this exclude deceased individuals?  Another question we had is could shares be passed 
down through an estate? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I’ll address the confidentiality question first.  As you know, some of 
the landings from some years in this fishery has only been one or two individuals that would be 
confidential information, which would fall under the confidentiality provisions of the Magnuson 
Act.  So then you look to the exceptions to confidentiality and there is still some discussion 
within NOAA GC as to how certain provisions of the exceptions are being interpreted. 
 
I’ve seen many drafts of proposed rules that are going to go out that interprets particularly the 
confidentiality provisions, and we’ve been working hard to make sure that – wreckfish is a 
perfect example of why you need a little latitude in these kinds of situations for council members 
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and the public, really.  That discussion is ongoing and you should see a proposed rule soon, 
which is going to interpret some of the confidentiality provisions. 
 
I can’t really give you anymore update than that except that to hedge our bets one of the 
exceptions is if a fisherman waives basically his right to confidentiality so that others can see his 
landings and other information like that.  We’re nearly done with a waiver that we think would 
work, and I’ll send it to Kate next week.  That’s a good thing. 
 
On the shareholders and deceased shareholders, when I looked at the original amendment – I 
believe it is Amendment 5 which established the ITQ Program for wreckfish – they didn’t put a 
duration on how long a shareholder could have his shares or her shares or how long that would 
go on.  In fact, there were some really great aspects to that amendment because it allows free 
transfer, and it’s just really good to look at.  You all might want to look at it sometime. 
 
Could a shareholder will his shares to an heir?  I think he or she could.  That heir who would 
receive them, let’s say his son – I’ll just use he for example although there are female 
shareholders – so if he willed his shares to a son, the son could get those shares, but it would be 
subject to the restrictions that we put on any other shareholder, so they would have to meet those 
requirements, whatever they may be under the regulations.  There is some allowance for that. 
 
We have currently permit holders in many of our limited access fisheries.  We have permit 
holders who sometimes pass away; and if the transfer rules allow that – snapper grouper is a 
perfect example.  If a husband died and could his wife receive the permit, so we looked at it and 
that’s allowable to have a husband transfer to the wife.   
 
Obviously, the husband is deceased so he can’t transfer the usual way, so we get death 
certificates, we get letters of administration from the court, we get a number of things to show 
that.  Then there is someone who can receive the permit.  So, yes, there are mechanisms to have 
that happen. 
 
What happens if a shareholder dies and didn’t leave any will or anything else?  I don’t know, 
we’d have to look at that on case-by-case basis, and it would depend on the laws of the state in 
which the deceased died in and resided in, I guess.  The short answer is it’s not prohibited, Kate, 
but there are probably many variations we have to look at. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Okay, that’s really all I’ve got at this point in time for Amendment 20 unless 
there are further questions. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Any questions for Kate on Amendment 20?  All right, thanks very much.  A lot 
of good work has gone in developing that alternative options paper, I think, and you did a great 
job of capturing everything from the original one.  All right, our next agenda item is the 
Comprehensive ACL Amendment.   
 
Rick, are you going to come up and run us through that.  After we get through with this, we’ve 
only got one item under other business, I believe, and I believe that is Duane’s letter to the 
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Secretary of Commerce that everybody should have received a draft of, and we will take care of 
that.  Attachment 12 is where the Comprehensive ACL Amendment is. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, we’ll first start off with PDF Page 2.  You have seen these alternatives 
before, but I’ll run through them.  The first action is to remove snapper grouper species with low 
occurrence in federal waters from the Snapper Grouper FMU.  Alternative 1 is no action, do not 
remove any species; Alternative 2, remove snapper grouper species with 95 percent or greater of 
landings in state waters.   
 
You can see in Table 1 that applies to ten snapper grouper species, so those ten species would be 
removed if this alternative was selected.  Alternative 3 is on the next page and that’s to remove 
snapper grouper species 90 percent or greater of landings in state waters.  You can see that adds 
one more species to that list, and that is sailors choice.  Alternative 2 is ten species; Alternative 3 
is eleven species. 
 
Moving on to the next alternative on the next page, Alternative 4 would remove eight more 
species, and again that is using the 80 percent or greater of landings in state waters.  I think in the 
next table we’ll highlight or shade what species that this alternative would add.  I’ll stop there.  
Those are four alternatives to remove snapper grouper species from the Snapper Grouper FMU.  
You notice that this is right now an options paper, but when you see it next June we’ll have 
impacts to go with more of the FMP amendment structure. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Questions about the alternatives under this action to look at a series of 
percentages of catch currently in state waters as an attempt to address whether species should be 
removed from the FMU or not.  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Lesser amberjack, I guess that’s almaco or is that a different fish? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  It’s a different fish, different species.  Everybody okay with the range we’ve got 
here from 80 percent to 95 percent, 80, 90, 95?  It seems reasonable to me.  Okay. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, the next action begins on PDF Page 5, and this is to consider 
designating some snapper grouper species as ecosystem component species.  That’s Action 2, 
and again we have status quo and no action for Alternative 1, and we’ll change that to no action 
if the committee is fine with that. 
 
That Table 4 just basically shows the commercial and recreational landings for all the species.  
The alternatives begin on PDF Page 9.  Alternative 2 is to designate 11 species as ecosystem 
component species, so that’s looking at the state and federal combined landings that are less than 
or equal to a thousand pounds, so you can see what species that would apply to.  Alternative 3 
uses the cutoff of 2,500 pounds, and that adds five more species, and that would be coney, rock 
sea bass, misty grouper, queen triggerfish and saucereye porgy.  Those are the five additional 
ones from Alternative 2. 
 
Alternative 4 is to look at the landings and if the state and federal combined landings are less 
than or equal to 5,000 pounds you would designate them as ecosystem component species, so 
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that’s 18 species as you can see in Table 7.  Then this was a new alternative, Alternative 5, which 
you added in December was to use the cutoff of 10,000 pounds, and that is a total of 25 species 
that would be the ecosystem component species. 
 
Then if you continue onwards, there is – as I see it’s an additional five so that needs to be 
changed.  This is to remove all the following snapper grouper species that fall under the Florida 
Marine Life Rule.  I just noticed that this is more appropriate I would think in the first action 
because this is taking them out of the unit, but we’re talking about EC here.  If that’s your intent 
to take out these species, then perhaps a motion to move that into Action 1. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I would entertain a motion to move current second alternative five into the first 
action.  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Yes, so moved.  I mean, that just makes to do that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, I think so, too. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  So the motion is to move the Alternative 5 under Action 2 for the 
Comprehensive Ecosystem Amendment to Action 1. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Okay, motion by Brian; second by Mark Robson.  Discussion?    
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  Okay, this is the second Alternative 5, actually. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Right, it’s clear, queen fish, triggerfish, porkfish, puddingwife. Any further 
discussion of this motion?  Any objection?  I see none; the motion is approved.  Rick, one thing 
I’d ask you guys to think about is in all those previous alternatives in this action, where you’ve 
got a poundage, and I know that it’s average annual, but I think having that language in the 
alternative might make provide some clarity.  If you don’t think so, that’s fine, but just give it 
some thought and see what you think.  When I looked at that it’s just what are talking about, over 
what time period of these landings.  Monica. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  And, Rick, there are a number of factors to consider in the National 
Standard 1 Guidelines for designating a system as an ecosystem species, and you’ve listed those 
factors in there earlier, but we’re really going to have to discuss them for a lot of these species 
and look at the objectives of the FMP, if we can find out why they were included originally, and 
there may be species – this is pretty much focused on poundage, landings and that sort of thing. 
 
There could be a case in which there is – not that you have it in here, but it could exist that if you 
just go by landings, that a species very valuable, you don’t value it in different ways, I guess, and 
you wouldn’t to want put it in as an ecosystem species just because it has a low amount of 
landings.  We will just need to discuss a number of things like that and then the council will have 
to look at that and discuss it as well. 
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MR. DeVICTOR:  Yes, you will notice also that there is not a purpose to this so the team is 
going to write that up and have it before the council in June to agree on the language that we 
have come up with and the rationale. 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Right, and I know this is just an options paper, but I’m just throwing 
that out a little earlier. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  This may not be a big deal but a couple of those marine life species might also 
be in your ecosystem component list, so there would be some redundancy there.  I don’t know if 
it really matters to have them in both sets of lists. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I don’t at this point that’s a problem.  I’d rather have some redundancy and 
overlap at this point until we can kind of define a path that we can take and might take.  Any 
other questions on this action.  All right. 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Okay, is the multispecies groupings and this begins on PDF Page 12.  I won’t 
go through these in detail.  There is still work to be done on the groupings, particularly with 
Alternative 5.  I know SERO is actually working on a way – I think Nick Farmer is working on a 
way to group these species.  As I understand it, it was done for the Gulf of Mexico, those 
species, and it’s currently under Science Review so we’re hoping to get a presentation for such a 
grouping for South Atlantic species and the scientists’ opinion of that grouping method.  I don’t 
see much work to be done on this.  This is sort of in a holding pattern right now, I believe. 
 
MR. ROBSON:  I think the intent of this is to kind of standardize these groupings, and I certainly 
want to encourage that particularly in Florida between the Gulf and the South Atlantic these 
multispecies groupings to the extent they can be universal it sure helps us. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, and that would be ideal, but we’re dealing with two different SSCs and 
they oftentimes don’t tend to agree on some things, anyway.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  And I think for some of these we probably ought to make the point that these 
are management necessities that are based upon people’s general ability to recognize fish, and 
that this is a short-term kind of thing we’re going to do until we have enough information to do 
things more meaningfully. 
 
With some of these, you’ve got to recognize that if you say porgies, the general public knows 
kind of what a porgy is, but if you go to some of these scientifically based, you may end up with 
groups that lump a lot of things together that people just aren’t going to be able deal with 
because they don’t think that way.  There is the science but I think there is also the operational 
management necessity of making this work somehow, and we need to keep both of those in mind 
that there is more to this than just being able to do the science side of it. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Roy, and I’ve always felt that way, but we’ve run into a few brick 
walls everytime we’ve brought this up.  Bonnie. 
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DR. PONWITH:  And from that standpoint I actually concur.  Certainly, what we would want to 
do is take a look at groupings being proposed for management purposes just for logistic 
feasibility in getting this work done and look to see if there are any outliers in terms of their life 
history where the life history just is so completely different that it defies being in the grouping.  I 
certainly agree that looking at this from a management perspective and making those groupings, 
have the scientists look for those outliers and use that as a strategy for getting this work done is a 
sound approach. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Bonnie.  Other comments or questions?  We’ll be receiving more 
information on this in the future from work that has been done elsewhere and scientific opinion. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  On Page 14 where the species are – under Alternative 6 where the species 
groupings are for the Snapper Grouper FMU, the wreckfish is not mentioned; is that deliberate 
because it has always been at least listed when we’ve had the groupings for snapper grouper in 
the past? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I don’t know whether that’s intentional or not.  I guess logically it probably 
ought to go into the deep water grouper and the tilefish or either be under a separate category, I 
don’t know.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, because it’s in an IFQ Program it’s going to have effectively a separate 
ACL, which is the amount of IFQ quota, so I don’t think it would need to go into one of these 
multispecies groupings. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And that makes sense, too.   
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Now we hit Action 4 and that’s to specify an ABC Control Rule for species in 
the Snapper Grouper FMU.  This is on PDF Page 15.  The alternatives we currently have are to 
establish an ABC Control Rule as per SSC recommendation where we got a presentation 
yesterday for assessed species, and Alternative 3 for non-assessed species.   
 
What I would like to do perhaps is to put some alternatives that John sent forward on the screen 
based upon the discussions following Carolyn’s presentation, so can everyone see that?  Again, 
this is not in your briefing book material.  Two would establish an ABC Control Rule where 
ABC equals OFL; Alternative 3, establish an ABC Control Rule where ABC equals a percentage 
of the OFL; and here are subalternatives where it is 65 percent, 75 percent and then 85 percent. 
 
Establish a control rule where ABC equals a percentage of the yield at MFMT, and then you 
have various percentages, 65 percent of the yield at MFMT; and then Alternative 5 to establish 
the control rule where we got the presentation yesterday.  Then here is where I think it gets into 
the uncertainty that we talked about where we could establish an ABC Control Rule where ABC 
is a percentage of the OFL, and the percentage is based upon the level of risk, the P-star. 
 
Here we have 20 percent as the level of acceptable risk, 30 percent, 40 percent and 50 percent.  
Of course, the percentage would depend upon the species.  Here are a set of alternatives for your 
consideration where perhaps we can put into the document, and I think the intent here is to come 
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up with a table for all the species that are left and then show what the actual ABC value would 
be, and that’s quite a lot of work, but then I think that gets to where you can compare, say, 
Alternative 6  to the rest of the alternatives, but especially what the SSC’s ABC Control Rule 
says, so you can compare the two. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Rick, is there really any difference between – scroll up a little bit.  You have 
got alternatives based on OFL and then alternatives based on yield at MFMT, but I think in every 
fishery we’ve set MFMT equal to Fmsy, so it seems to me those are practically going to be the 
same.  If they are, I don’t think there is a need to have both of them. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  I had the same thought.  We’ve set for snapper grouper species the MFMT equal 
to Fmsy, and I don’t know if John had a specific reason for breaking those out, but for the 
snapper grouper species at least we’ve done that.  I don’t know that we’ve done that for all our 
other species.  I’d have to take a look. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  Well, there’s one where it says the ABC is a percentage of OFL and the 
other says it’s a percentage of the yield at MFMT.  The overfishing level is the yield at MSY or 
whatever it is, it’s MFMT, so one refers to just the percentage of the yield.  The other refers to 
the yield you get at a percentage of the exploitation rate. 
 
We could standardize the language and agree whether or not we want to use Fmsy, MFMT.  
Given all the discussion about proxies for Fmsy, perhaps thought it was better to use MFMT.  
You could make it even more complicated and say the exploitation rate that gives you OFL, but 
this was a little simpler. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  If the MFMT is set equal to Fmsy, then the yield at MFMT and the OFL is 
the yield at Fmsy, so they’re going to be the same thing. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  Right, they would be the same thing to yields, but Alternative 3 and 
Alternative 4 refer to on one hand the yield at 75 percent of MFMT and the other refers to 75 
percent of it. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Okay. 
 
DR. CURRIN:  Yes, please don’t make it any more complicated. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  Right.  Well, no, I’m saying if you fish at 75 percent of Fmsy, you get a 
different yield than if you simply target 75 percent of the yield that you get at MSY, Fmsy.  
That’s the whole purpose of going slightly below Fmsy because you get more yield from that 
higher stock and that you get a different value closer to MSY than if you just fished at 75 
percent. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  But that’s only true at equilibrium, right? 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  No, it’s going to be true; it’s always true. 
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DR. CRABTREE:  Let’s think about that because I’ve seen this in other instances get mucked up 
because of equilibrium ideas versus non-equilibrium ideas. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  This certainly seems to be, at this point at least, a very broad range of 
alternatives for consideration and defining or determining an ABC Control Rule.  I think we’ve 
run the gamut here.  Thank you, John, for your input on this.  Dr. Crabtree asked for some 
alternatives and I think you’ve provided him with some and all us.  Other comments on this 
action?  Everybody okay I presume at this point.   
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  The next action is to specify the allocation, and this is on PDF Page 15, and 
there are three alternatives.  Alternative 1 is the no action.  Alternative 2 is divide among two 
sectors, commercial and recreational, and you see the equation there, and that was per a council 
motion from September 2008.  Alternative 3 is divide it among three sectors. 
 
What staff was saying is we wouldn’t go through the document further, unless you want to, 
because after this we get into specify the ACLs, and we currently do not have the ABCs yet.  We 
may want to wait before going further. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, I don’t see any sense in trying to go through those since we’re waiting for 
the SSC to provide some advice and some values as best they can on those.  Brian. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I just wanted to point out I believe our intention wasn’t – using the Boyles’ 
equation here – was that for the current trend, it was for the last three years for which data were 
available; and at the time that we recommended this, that was what we were going to have, and I 
think the current trend should – you know, depending on what year this actually goes through 
now, it probably would make sense to do it 2007 through 2009 and not 2007 to 2008.  Is that not 
what other people remember? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  We’ve got some issues ongoing with getting some of the MRFSS data for 2009, 
and I think the projected date for getting that is some time in April.  I’d suggest let’s leave it up 
to the staff and the team that if we can move it up, we do move it up to include 2009, but if not, 
stay at 2008. 
 
DR. CHEUVRONT:  I agree.  I think my comment really revolved on the latest years available, 
so I just assumed that all the 2009 data were available, but if they’re not, they’re not, so let’s 
remember that the idea was for the last three for which data are available is what we wanted to 
use. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  I think George was over in the Gulf and there was some conversation about the 
recreational sector going over a million pounds on red snapper.  On these current trends, are we 
figuring current trends if somebody goes over a TAC; is that the way – I just want us to think 
about this; are we going to pay people for going over a TAC? 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I would certainly hope not, but it’s a very good question.  I don’t know; we 
haven’t addressed that and we need to think about it.  Gregg. 
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MR. WAUGH:  So what you would like for us to do, Charlie, is look at the time series of data 
once a recreational allocation has been in place and give them – or commercial – and give no 
more credit in Boyles’ Law than their allocation.   
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, that’s the suggestion.  We certainly don’t want to start changing allocations 
based on illegal activity or unintended landings and overages.  Bonnie. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  That seems logical to me.  The add-on to that would be that in any situation 
where there was an overage, that an accountability measure or some action, actually reduce the 
catch the following year, you’d want to take that into consideration, too. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, and in fact that’s what the accountability measures attempt to do, Charlie.  
If you went over by half a million pounds this year, you’d fish it at a half a million pounds less 
the next year.  Presumably, the average of those was going to be the allocation.  It may not be a 
huge big deal as long as the accountability measures work.  If they don’t, then it’s a very good 
point.  George. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  And one of the problems I have, I certainly understand payback and the need to 
stay within an allocation in terms of total landings.  The problem is penalizing a group when 
there is inadequate data to keep up with their landings are, which is why it’s important, I think, 
for us to talk about how we’re going to manage these fisheries into the future to make sure that 
sectors – we know the commercial sector can stay within their total allowable catch, but there 
has to be some mechanism to provide information or constrain the recreational sector to stay 
within their allocation. 
 
You can get into a situation where payback could be the closure of a fishery for the next year or 
even subsequent years if the overage is large enough.  I just have a difficult time wrestling with 
the concept of penalizing a group when there aren’t adequate measures in place to keep them 
informed of where they are in terms of reaching their total allocation. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  And that’s exactly the reason I think, George, that my sentiments at least have 
been to look at three-year running averages of the landings because it’s not only that problem but 
the problem with the varying PSEs on some fisheries at least from the MRFSS.  Maybe we’ll get 
some improvement from MRIP and maybe we won’t, but I think those problems under the 
current system are going to exist into the future.  All right, other comments here on this 
allocation action?  All right, I see none.  Is that it, Rick? 
 
MR. DeVICTOR:  Yes, I think that this is a good stopping point for now and then we’ll come 
back in June with a more fleshed-out document. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  All right, thank you very much, everyone.  Any further questions on the 
Comprehensive ACL Amendment for Rick or Gregg at this point?  All right, under other 
business, as I indicated, we have a letter – and, Duane, I’ll just recognize you and let you go 
through this.  It’s a draft letter to Secretary Locke from our council chairman.  The letter was the 
one that was approved at our last meeting.  Mr. Harris has fulfilled his responsibility as chairman 
and had this penned for your review and approval. 
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MR. DeVICTOR:  It is not an attachment number, but if you go to the roadmap and under 
snapper grouper council session it’s the very last link, draft council letter to the Department of 
Commerce. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  The draft letter to Secretary Locke is excellent and I appreciate Chairman 
Harris reiterating his testimony and giving Secretary Locke more of the feelings of this council 
in regards to how the Magnuson-Stevens Act affects our actions.  Thank you. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  I would encourage you in this letter to perhaps add a paragraph that reflects 
some of the things we did at this meeting yesterday, talking about Amendment 21 and 
Amendment 22, to try and develop some catch share programs and try to develop a long-term 
management strategy for red snapper and perhaps reference Ms. Medina’s visit to us, and that we 
are going to take them up on their offer to work on these projects and that we’re going to need 
additional resources and that we’re putting together that sort of thing now.  I think it’s worth 
mentioning that in here as well, that we’re going to need some additional resources on the 
management end, too, in order to deal with some of these problems. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Yes, Roy, I think that’s an excellent suggestion and we will do that if it’s okay 
with the council.  Another question I had was now that we have an idea what kind of money is 
being made available for independent monitoring, as I said the other day I’m just not satisfied 
that is enough money to establish a comprehensive independent monitoring program here; and 
while we appreciate everything that they are trying to do for us, it probably doesn’t go far 
enough.  I’m just wondering if we might want to put something like that in the letter as well and 
I would ask for Bonnie’s comments on that. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  I do think it is important to recognize that a significant step forward – a  
recognition of the capacity gap down here and a step forward in closing that gap was made.  I 
think that would go a long way.  In addition to the fishery-independent sampling, we are going to 
be doing some work with the Pisces, the newest of the quieted fishery survey vessels here in the 
South Atlantic. 
 
We’re going to be adding potentially three stock assessment scientists.  I’m working on whether 
I should put a data manager in addition to stock assessments and balance that.  Recognition of 
that I think is good and then an evaluation of how close that gets us to what we need for that full 
capability to monitor the recovery of this stock along its rebuilding plan would be a good thing. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, I agree, Bonnie, it’s a good thing, but I think what the council needs to 
know is, okay, there are going to be these additional people and this money going into 
monitoring.  Now, is that going to be sufficient to give us the data we’re going to need to 
actually be able to meaningfully track the recover of this stock; and if we have funding to hire 
this many new people to do assessments, then what is the turnaround time, how many more 
assessments a year – I think what the council needs to know is, okay, we’re going to have more 
resources; now what does that mean in terms of deliverables to council and is that going to be 
adequate to get us where we need to be. 
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The council needs to know more as to what does that mean and what are we going to get for 
those things.  I know you probably can’t answer that now, but I think that’s what we need to 
work through so we can judge where this leaves us.  I don’t think it’s clear to anyone right now.  
I mean, we’re better off than we were, for sure, but are we where we need to get to be or are we 
even close to where we need to get to be. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Thank you, Roy, that’s my concern.  When I hear $1.5 million for an 
independent monitoring effort and the independent monitoring workshop recommended 
substantially more than that as the need, a million and a half just doesn’t seem to go very far.  I’ll 
refer to what the law enforcement guys talked about the other day, and that’s “boots on the 
deck”. 
 
We need vessels in the water and then we need the people on the hill that can take the data and 
analyze it and turn it around.  I’m not sure we’re anywhere near where we need to be, and I think 
we need to put that in this letter and say we really appreciate everything you’re doing for us, but 
we don’t think it’s probably going to go far enough.  We need more information, but at this point 
in time we don’t believe we’re there yet.  Ben. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Bonnie, also, we’ve talked a lot about red snapper and I guess the whole fishery-
independent thing is going to do all our species; is that correct?   
 
DR. PONWITH:  Yes. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Okay, and are we giving some acknowledgement to that deep water complex, 
also to the deep water species, the area we closed? 
 
DR. PONWITH:  I appreciate you raising that because there is no amount of money that is going 
to be enough to do fishery-independent sampling that is species by species by species.  We’re 
looking at doing ecosystem surveys here that will give us a comprehensive overview of the status 
of all the stocks that are our responsibility as stewards to monitor. 
 
As such, one gear that makes sense for one species or one life history stage may not make sense 
for another.  That’s an excellent point.  We are going to be as comprehensive as we possibly can, 
seeking the type of data that will augment the dependent data that we have coming across the 
dock. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Bonnie, would it possible for you to, at the next council meeting, give us a 
detailed presentation as to what the plans are for the use of this new money.  I’m still not sure I 
know.  A good question that Bob just asked is does this million and a half include paying the 
vessel time for the Pisces, because we know how expensive that is.  Those are the kinds of things 
we need to know. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  Yes, Mr. Chairman, by the time we come to the next meeting we will have 
lined out the spend plan for this year and sketched out at least the early stages of what the long-
term sampling regime – as I mentioned earlier, we’re going to break this into two pieces and get 
the money out the door to do the immediate one-time studies that we need to fill the gap at the 
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same time as we’re developing the long-term – you know, something to serve us over the next 20 
years. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Thank you.  If there is no objection, given the discussion we’ve had here this 
morning, I would ask staff to make the modifications to the letter that are necessary and run it by 
me; and then with your permission, we’ll go ahead and complete it and send it on.  Is there any 
objection to structuring it that way?  Okay, seeing no objection, then that’s what we will do.  Mr. 
Chairman, I think that’s all of your committee. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I think it is, Mr. Chairman, but Mr. Geiger has something. 
 
MR. GEIGER:  Yes, I just want to know if it’s appropriate at this point.  We danced around it a 
little bit during the committee meetings, but I sent an e-mail suggesting that we form an ad hoc 
AP comprised of recreational groups to help us formulate a strategy for managing recovered and 
recovering fisheries as we move forward.  I don’t want to leave that until the next meeting 
because I think we’re missing opportunities here time-wise to get started on this.   
 
If it’s acceptable to do that, then perhaps we could just give guidance to staff to put together a 
skeleton outline with perhaps suggested membership, who they would anticipate being able to 
contribute to that and formulate a letter inviting people, which would kind of outline the intent of 
this ad hoc AP. 
 
I don’t that they’d have to meet face to face.  This is one of those things that I think could be 
handled via a teleconference very easily, possibly with one face-to-face meeting as they closer if 
they need it.  I would like to have some discussion about that briefly if it’s necessary. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, George, and Roy, if you recall yesterday, kind of mentioned that as 
one of the items that we would hope could be addressed by the staff in developing a plan for 
Amendment 21 yesterday.  Thank you for bringing it up because we don’t want to forget that.  It 
is I think an important exercise for us to start giving some thought to what recovering fisheries 
do to catches and participation and that sort of thing.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, and I agree a hundred percent with George, and that was part of my 
intent on Amendment 22.  I think George is really forward-thinking and progressive and 
insightful in his description of what we need to do.  I would like to see us move forward on that 
as well and as quickly as we can. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I’m sorry, I misspoke, I said 21, but I think in 22 is where it’s going to be most 
appropriate.  Ben. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  It goes beyond recreational, George.  It goes to commercial, also, because I want 
to be involved in this.  Really, with the foresight and everything, we can allow some of these 
fisheries, as they recover – you know, the participants in the fishery, the ones that are coming in, 
just like recreational, the same thing.  I mean, who do we allow to participate in these recovering 
fisheries commercially in the long term? 
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MR. GEIGER:  And to that point – and I agree with you – however I think it’s going to be 
cloudy if you try to mix the commercial and the recreational people in managing the fisheries as 
we go forward because I think the type of management is going to be completely different in 
certain degrees. 
 
It might be catch shares for both, but the type of catch shares is going to be I think completely 
different.  If you look at a potential tag fishery for the recreational fishery, that’s totally different 
than we would for you guys.  I think it would be much more streamlined if we commit possibly a 
commercial ad hoc group as well as the recreational ad hoc group to talk about how they would 
like to see or provide suggestions how we would best manage these recovered fisheries as they 
move forward.  Gregg, is that enough as kind of staff direction to get us moving for the next 
meeting? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Yes, I think so, I’ll get with Bob, and we have to flesh the activities associated 
with Amendments 21 and 22 as well. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, I think that is very true, Ben, the causes of the problems are the same 
among the two sectors but the solutions can be different.  Thanks, George, for bringing that back 
up and keeping it in the forefront.  Anything else for the Snapper Grouper Committee?  Wilson. 
 
DR. LANEY:  Well, just to George’s point, one place you all might want to consider seeking 
some input from on this issue of recovered fisheries is the ASMFC and in particular the striped 
bass fishery and I think more recently spiny dogfish.  Both of those are recovered or recovering 
fisheries, and they have struggled with management issues for many, many years with especially 
the striped bass. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, they can certainly provide some good examples of what they look like and 
the implications.  I’ve seen some solutions come out of there, but maybe it’s just identification of 
problems. 
 
DR. LANEY:  Yes, possibly some identification of things not to do. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Yes, exactly, so we certainly need to look at it.  All right, anything else for the 
Snapper Grouper Committee?  Kenny. 
 
MR. FEX:  I would just like to enlighten you guys on the economical impacts of the regulations 
and give you a little insight about it.  This is mainly from the North Carolina fishermen.  I mean, 
I keep in touch with folks and everything.  I do have an AA in business management from St. 
Pete Junior College and 25 years in the commercial fishing industry. 
 
We have these new regulations go in effect and there are some promising things behind them.  
We had the vermilion closure.  We cut out early.  We had three and a half months that we 
weren’t able to catch them.  It was a bad thing because we were closed, but it was a good thing 
because it was three and a half months of spawning.  That’s when they spawn them winter 
months so that was a good thing. 
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It was bad because we were closed, but we were able to shift to a different fish.  We caught the 
quota quicker because of the warm weather – that’s the time of year they bite.  We can catch 
them day and night.  We can target vermilion snapper at night.  Well, once the closure went into 
effect, our effort shift switched from night fishing.  We didn’t fish at night anymore; we just 
fished strictly in the day. 
 
We were still able to catch grouper, still able to maintain until the end of year, and that was good 
for our fishery because we were still able to go fishing and we weren’t closed.  The fish houses 
weren’t closed.  Well, then, the beginning of this year come around, the vermilion opened and 
the grouper closed.  Now you’re giving the grouper four months to spawn. 
 
We went fishing for vermilion and we caught vermilion.  They’re starting to slow down, the 
water has gotten cold, vermilion are moving offshore and I don’t know where they go.  So we’re 
able to fish.  So we’re giving these fish chances to rebuild by these closures.  Our efforts are 
shifting in different ways so we’re not interacting with these fish. 
 
I see promising things with these regulations, and I hope that you guys see that, too.  We’re still, 
again, able to go fishing, so we’re still able to make something.  Even though it ain’t the same 
amount, it is still sufficient for the fishermen to be in a job.  By no means don’t think I’m against 
the catch share program.  I see promising things in it, but I see negative things in it.  I think if 
you put like a lease cap on your percentages for the quota shares so I don’t have to pay more than 
50 percent to lease that quota because then it makes people not efficient to fish the quota. 
 
It’s easier to lease it; you make more money.  Another thing I see is maybe group the species; 
grouper being the main one that you would want to group; the reason being is because you don’t 
know which fish you’re going to catch when you drop down.  At certain times of the year, 
certain grouper, they spawn, if you catch more of this one or more that one, so if you grouped 
them – and you’re already grouping them in this quota. 
 
You’re already grouping the gags, the blacks and the reds; I mean, there is a logical reasoning 
behind it.  Another thing that you must have a snapper grouper permit if you’re going to be an 
IFQ holder.  I mean, it’s only fifty bucks a year to renew your snapper grouper permit.  I don’t 
know why the wreckfish fishermen lost control of it.  I think they sold their permit and just kept 
their wreckfish quota and lived off of that, but that’s my own opinion. 
 
If you want to get a group together, get representatives from each area to go to these catch share 
ideas to formulate a good idea.  I could represent the southeast.  I communicate with a lot of 
people in the southeast North Carolina – somebody from the northeast North Carolina do that – 
go up and down the coast to find people to represent it.  I think it might be a little bit more 
promising and you might get some good ideas. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  Thank you, Kenny, I know you will provide that input to the advisory panel as 
well.  We’re glad you’re there and I appreciate it.  I especially appreciate your thoughts about the 
regulations and how they’re actually providing some benefits and that you’re able to work 
through them.  We don’t hear that very often from fishermen and I appreciate it and am glad that 
you’re able to survive it and that it’s working for.  Ben. 



Snapper Grouper Committee 
Jekyll Island, GA 
March 3-5, 2010 

 

 174

MR. HARTIG:  I just needed to put this on the record.  Mac and I have talked earlier.  We didn’t 
have any transferability requirements for the endorsements in Amendment 18.  It is not critical 
that we do them now, but as long as we address them in the future, I’m fine with that. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  I’m sure staff will take a note of that and give some thought to it.  It may be best 
to do it in 18 since we added another action in there on the dates, give some thought to whether 
you want to try to look at that now, take care of it and be done with it in case we don’t get back 
into endorsements.  You know how that works sometimes. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  And I do; and if you want to, this would be pretty simple.  You just would allow 
transferability of endorsements to other snapper grouper permit holders. 
 
MR. CURRIN:  We’ll make that note for 18 and provide that as a part I guess of all the 
endorsement options in there if that’s the will of the committee.  Everybody okay with that?  All 
right, do you need a motion for that or is the direction to staff okay and just make it a part of 
every endorsement option in the golden tile fishery.  All right, anything else for snapper grouper?  
Thank you, all, and we finished early, slightly. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman, great job.  Okay, we’re going to take a 15-minute 
break, but when we get to committee reports there is no need to read the entire report.  Reference 
the report and ask if there are any questions because everybody has received copies of all these 
committee reports, and then just go on to your motions and make your motions on behalf of the 
committee.  I think that will speed us up a good bit.  Is that all right with everybody?  Thank you 
very much.   Then Monica, in her briefing on legal issues said she does not need a closed 
session; is that true, Monica? 
 
MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  It’s true unless council members would like one.  I sent to Mike and I 
know he sent to all of you the recent answer that we filed to the amended complaint in the red 
snapper lawsuit.  We filed the administrative record of about 7,400 pages.  There is nothing new 
to bring up to you in the Amendment 16 litigation, either. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Is there a desire for a closed session? If there is no desire for a closed session, we 
will convene one.  We are now in full council and have adjourned the committee of the whole.  
Okay, let’s take a 15-minute break. 
 
(Whereupon, the Snapper Grouper Committee of the Whole was adjourned at 9:45 o’clock a.m., 
March 5, 2010.) 
 
 
Certified By: ____________________________________ Date: ________________ 
 
 
 

Transcribed By: 
Graham Transcriptions, Inc. 

March 21, 2010 



Snapper Grouper Committee 
Jekyll Island, GA 
March 3-5, 2010 

 

 175

SOUTH ATLANTIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 
 

SNAPPER GROUPER COMMITTEE 
 

Jekyll Island Club Hotel 
Jekyll Island, GA 

 
March 3-5, 2010 

 
INDEX OF MOTIONS 
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PAGE 94:  Motion to select Alternative 2F as the preferred alternative.  Motion carried on Page 
94. 
 
PAGE 94:  Motion to select Subalternative 2A as the preferred alternative.  Motion carried on 
Page 95. 
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Snapper Grouper Committee 
Jekyll Island, GA 
March 3-5, 2010 

 

 177

would include ITQs, cooperatives, regional fishing associations, community developed quota 
components; and regional and/or state-by-state quota analysis.  Motion carried on Page 137. 
 
PAGE 139:  Motion is to add consideration in Amendment 18  of a change in the black sea bass 
fishing year with either a December or January 1 start date and an alternative to split the year 
with two seasons.  Motion carried on Page 141. 
 
PAGE 142:  Motion that staff develop a plan on to go about preparing an Amendment 22 to look 
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the Comprehensive ACL Amendment.  Motion carried on Page 158. 
 
PAGE 158:  Motion to approve the reorganization of Amendment 20 as outlined in the 
alternative options paper.  Motion carried on Page 158. 
 
PAGE 163:  Motion to move the Alternative 5 under Action 2 for the Comprehensive Ecosystem 
Amendment to Action 1.  Motion carried on Page 163. 
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