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The Visioning Workshop of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council convened in the
Blue Topaz Room of the Charleston Marriott Hotel, Charleston, South Carolina, September 16,
2013, and was called to order at 9:05 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Michelle Duval.
DR. DUVAL: Welcome, everybody, and welcome to our new members. I’m actually going to
be turning things over to staff to run through I think the majority of our agenda. We’re going to
start out a little recap of the things that we did. Back in June there were a number of decisions
that we made and items that we ran through, and then we’re going to go through just a little bit of
an update on August public hearings.
Remember we sort of introduced the concept of a visioning process to folks at those meetings.
Amber is also going to run us through a logic model, which is something we had in our briefing
packet last time. I think we just went through it really very briefly at the end. We didn’t actually
have time to sort of process that. Then we will have a discussion of the Mid-Atlantic Council’s
five-year strategic plan.
Remember we had asked folks if they could read through that draft plan and provide any
thoughts that they had to staff about the applicability of some of those goals and objectives to the
snapper grouper fishery here in the South Atlantic. The Mid-Atlantic Council has since finalized
that plan. They did that just at their August meeting, I believe.
Then we will get into a review of the FMP objectives. Staff has gone through the input we
provided at the last meeting and made some suggestions to sort of clean things up a bit. Then we
will get into discussion on the planning for port meetings, which I think we’re going to have to
make some decisions about how we’d like to see those structured here today. So with that, I’m
going to turn over to Amber and Myra to kind of briefly run through what we accomplished last
time.
MS. VON HARTEN: Good morning, everybody! So just a brief recap from our June
Workshop; as you recall we kind of had a discussion about trying to come up with a draft vision
statement, which we walked through with our little Wordle Diagram to kind of see the vision
statements that you all submitted, kind of what some of the key themes were for developing that
draft vision statement and have a discussion about some of the key words that came out of that.
You all developed this draft vision statement right here: “The Snapper Grouper Fishery is a
healthy, sustainable fishery that balances and optimizes benefits for all citizens.” I do want to
mention that someone brought up that perhaps we need to edit that – I believe it was Anna – to
maybe say “all U.S. citizens”. I don’t know if you want to comment on that, Anna.
MS. BECKWITH: My initial thought was “citizens” is not only who our stakeholders are. We
certainly have visitors that come to this country and non-permanent and permanent residents, so I
think citizens is a little bit constrained. If someone has an idea for another word – we keep
talking about stakeholders. I don’t know if that would be an appropriate addition; but for the
benefit of all stakeholders, I think that would be more encompassing. I do feel that we manage
these fisheries for more than just U.S. citizens. It is just my thought.
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MS. VON HARTEN: Any thoughts on that? We can change that at any point, but just keep that
in mind. Then Kari came up and went through the existing snapper grouper objectives with us to
kind of get you thinking about what is currently in place in terms of objectives and how perhaps
this could be revised for this visioning project.
We also got you to come up with this kind of overall theme or goal statements here. This is kind
of important because I took these goal statements and kind of incorporated them into the revised
snapper grouper objectives to kind of see which objectives met some of these broader goal
statements, so keep that in mind when we go through that later.
We went through each objective and you made some suggestions if those were still applicable.
Some of them were already mandated under MSA, so you recommended to remove them. We
got through almost all of them. The last I think three or four – yes, from 12 to 15 we didn’t get
through.
You will see in the notes from that the revised objectives’ document, that those last three four
were actually ones that the Snapper Grouper AP had recommended going ahead and removing
because we were already doing those or they were already mandated, but we can discuss that
when we go through the exercise. That is our overview from the last time.
The next thing I wanted to do was just give you kind of an update about the August public
hearings, because that was kind of the first time we rolled out any public information about the
visioning project. Between the June meeting and the public hearings, staff worked on
developing kind of an overview document about the visioning project.
The workgroup reviewed all of this along with staff and others to kind of just come up with a
general overview of what the project is about, why the council is pursuing it, and then a timeline
of what the council has accomplished so far. In this document we also put the draft vision
statement and some of the decisions you came up with in terms of how to evaluate these
objectives and then proposed kind of a timeline for the visioning roadmap in terms of having
these port meetings, what we’re calling them, and how the input from the port meetings would be
evaluated and eventually, hopefully, turn into some kind of strategic plan.
Here again are the key concepts that came out of our discussion from the June workshop and the
draft goal themes and then an explanation to the public of what the next steps are and how they
can get involved. We described kind of some suggestions for the port meeting structures that
might happen in the organization of the structure, so I will pull this back up when we have our
discussion of the port meetings.
We do have this new e-mail address here that people can submit general comments and ideas
about the visioning project to council staff. We’ve only received a handful of kind of broad
postcards and blanket statement so far from folks, so we hope that people will start using that.
Again, we wanted people to talk to us at the public hearings, so we gave them information at the
public hearings, encouraging them to attend the council meetings because these workshops are
open to the public, and we definitely welcome people coming and joining and listening.
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We also wanted to encourage folks to volunteer to help organize a port meeting or possibly just
help promote the port meetings, so we’re still looking for those. Then, of course, we listed the
members of the visioning workgroup in that. Obviously, the public hearings’ information will
come out, and we will just keep adapting this as we get further along in the process; but if you
have any suggestions or things that you might see missing, please let us know and we can make
the edits to that.
Then kind of a more pocket-friendly, you can put this in your back pocket, one-pager that is a
little more colorful, talking about the components of the visioning process and the ultimate goal
of kind of coming up with these goals, objectives and strategies for the future of the snapper
grouper fishery all on one page. This has been pretty well received. There are copies of that on
the back table as well; and we can get more color-printed copies if you as council members
would like to take some of these back to your constituents and pass this information out. Are
there any questions on the outreach document so far?
DR. DUVAL: I just wanted to thank you, Amber, and Myra and Kari and Mike. This was an
incredible effort by staff to put together these documents for the August public hearings. I think
they did a fantastic job, so thank you very much for that.
MS. VON HARTEN: Sure, and we did talk with folks at the public hearings. Again, it was
more of just getting people aware about the visioning project and talking informally. We had a
lot going on at the public hearings, so it was really just to bring some of these informational
materials to folks and getting the word out.
Our main goals for today that we really need for you guys to work on are two action items,
which are trying to come up with some information that we can take to these port meetings to get
feedback from stakeholders. We’re hoping as we go through these next couple of exercises by
looking at the Mid-Atlantic Plan and then discussing our revised snapper grouper objectives, that
we can come up with more solid goal statements, whether they’re strategic goals and objectives,
so that we can actually have some kind of a framework to take out to the port meetings to get this
input that we need; and then, of course, trying figure out how we want these port meetings
orchestrated, the format and structure and the timing of all of them as well.
What I would like to do next is – as Michelle indicated, we didn’t have a chance to go through
this logic model presentation at the last meeting, and I just want to go through this. You have
seen this before. Kari gave a presentation. Everybody remembers the example she gave about
getting fit and my pants are too tight and they don’t fit anymore and how to resolve that issue.
This is another run-through of that, but also to get you in the frame of mind of thinking of what
goals are versus objectives versus strategies. Your vision statement you’ve already come up
with; and again that is a declaration of where you’re headed or your future state, but it also
considers your current state. Now we need to determine which direction based on your past,
present and future you want to go with your goals and objectives.
Here again is your vision statement, and we can modify that to say “all stakeholders”, whatever
you guys decide you prefer. What are logic models; what are they and how do they work?
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Essentially they’re a process of thinking through and planning and communicating your
objectives and accomplishments so that you can actually implement what you’re saying in your
plan.
It links to outcomes and actually takes your plan and starts from the back end, so you’d want to
talk about your long-term outcomes first and then you work backwards down to your midterm,
your short term, and then you figure out what activities and outputs and resources you need to
make those outcomes happen. This is what it looks like.
Again, you start down here at the very back end with your long-term outcomes, so that is almost
like your vision, like the vision that we have created. Then the next step would be your midterm
outcomes and then short term. The midterm and short-term outcomes could also kind of be
viewed as your goals and then objectives. The strategies would be the activities and inputs that
you need to meet those different outcomes.
Outputs and products are the different resources and things like the port meetings that would
happen to get you to those different outcomes. The resources would be staff time, council time,
funding, things like that. Here is another example, and it is kind of our overall long-term
outcome is we want a well-behaved dog. You kind of read these logic models in a series of ifand-then statements, so I want a well-behaved dog.
If I want a well-behaved dog, then my dog has to learn and obey commands. If I want my dog to
learn and obey commands, then I have to figure out how to make that happen, which has to
happen through improving communication skills with the dog, through training. Then my
outputs and products to make that happen are obedience school, practice, behavior change in the
dog with or without treats.
Then the other activities and inputs to make that happen would be to teach the dog behavior
commands and practice in different settings, treats and praise. Then, of course, the resources
would be the time and the money for training and dog treats. So kind of think of this as just this
long process of trying to figure out all the different steps you need to get to that long-term
outcome of a well-behaved dog.
That is what I want you to think about in terms of the snapper grouper fishery is you’ve got your
vision statement, which we will go back and read: “The Snapper Grouper Fishery is a healthy,
sustainable fishery that balances and optimizes benefits for all citizens.” What are all the
different goals and objectives that you need to develop to make that happen?
Again, we can model it after the Mid-Atlantic Council, what they did with their strategic goals,
and kind of have these broader themed areas like science, communication, governance or have
them a little bit different, like we have them in the current snapper grouper objectives. The last
slide I wanted to leave you guys with was kind of a description of what strategic goals are.
They’re the changes or human actions that will result from this project, so what human changes
or change in the fishery that will result from you going through this visioning project and coming
up with these strategic goals? There can be a lot of different strategic goals, but it just depends
5
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on kind of the framework that you guys want to put on the strategic plan in general. Then
objectives kind of establish the standards of achievement in terms of – this is from the NOAA
Coastal Services Center, of course, and they help you develop SMART objectives.
That is an acronym for specific, meaning they’re bound by some specificity of what you’re
trying to accomplish. They’re measurable so they have some kind of evaluation component so
you can actually measure the objective. The audience is issue-directed. They’re realistic and
ambitious and they’re time-bound, so there is some kind of timeframe of when you’re trying to
accomplish this objective.
The strategies in my mind are kind of what we’re asking from the stakeholders. We’re asking
for them to come up with the specific strategies to address whatever management objectives
you’re trying to accomplish or whatever science objectives you’re trying to accomplish. That is
kind of what I’d like for you guys to be thinking of as we have these next couple of discussions
about the Mid-Atlantic and our objectives.
DR. DUVAL: Are there any questions for Amber about the logic model or how to get your dog
to behave really well? Okay, if not, we’ll go ahead and run through the next item.
MS. VON HARTEN: Everybody should have a copy of the Mid-Atlantic Strategic Plan, fiveyear strategic plan. As Michelle indicated, they just finished this. We asked the council to do
was to kind of go through the strategic plan and look at it in the sense of do you like the format
and content and structure of it but also look at how they kind of framed it to see if there was
anything that could be applicable to our visioning project exercise that you’d like to see
transferred into our visioning project.
I appreciate everybody taking the time to go through that. Overall, everybody seemed to like the
format and content and structure of the plan and liked the rationale of the plan particularly. It
specifically says improving input from partners, promoting sustainability in the fisheries and
establishing a more proactive process and management. That really resonated with a lot of folks.
Again, you all noted that a lot of the objectives and strategies are either already mandated or that
our council is currently implementing very similar objectives and strategies. You guys also felt
that it kind of lacked the specificity needed for our visioning project, because ours is specific to
the snapper grouper fishery whereas theirs was specific to how the council would operate. Also
keep that in mind as we go through this.
Also, the objectives and strategies weren’t really time-oriented. Even though this is a five-year
strategic plan, typically when you do strategies you try to give them some kind of time
orientation so that you can actually evaluate whether or not those things get implemented. You
felt that the goals and objectives were broad enough to allow council flexibility. Ben.
MR. HARTIG: Couldn’t you have a general strategy that we use as we develop amendments
that come before us? The strategy wouldn’t have a time-certain element to it. It would be a
strategy we use as a basic – how we address basic things that come through visioning in our
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amendment processes, so you wouldn’t have a time horizon, per se, in that case. You would
have a strategy that you use generally in each amendment as they come forward.
MS. VON HARTEN: Yes, I think so. The Mid-Atlantic Council Plan was kind of divided into
these four strategic goals. Communication was the first one. A lot of these you agreed that
currently through our outreach programs and things like that, that we are already accomplishing.
There was some interest in Objective 2, to actually do a stakeholder analysis to identify different
target audiences. I think that’s always evolving in this process, so perhaps we need to look at
that.
Also, for Objective 3, looking at increasing stakeholder trust and facilitating greater stakeholder
engagement in the process; looking at a consistent process for collecting, analyzing and
incorporating public input into the decision-making process, several of you felt that was pretty
important.
Objective 4, increasing stakeholder involvement in the development of fishery management
actions, you all definitely supported the use of workshops, informal meetings and other nontraditional forums of gathering public input, which we’re kind of starting to do with the webinars
and things like that before the public hearings, so that was encouraging.
The last one, increasing awareness about fishery science and management, definitely a need is
for us to do more outreach on data collections, SEDAR and the stock assessment process. Also,
the Marine Resource Education Program, which several staff are involved in, could be
incorporated into our outreach efforts. That is something that we will have on our new website is
some information about that program and also some of the presentations that are being given at
those workshops. Are there any other comments or thoughts about the communication aspect of
the plan?
MR. HARTIG: Just one thing; I’d really probably turn it over to Jessica; but in the
communications aspect, when we went out for the South Florida Workgroup, I think it was a
great lead-in for the visioning. I will let Jessica talk a bit about that. It really was a rewarding
experience from the public and the manager perspective.
MS. McCAWLEY: Yes, those workshops – and I’m going to talk about it more during the
Executive Finance Committee. I saw that it was on the agenda, but I thought that those
workshops went really well. I think they were advertised fairly well. The way that we set up a
panel-type discussion with the participants I think encouraged more participation. We could
either talk about it now or we could talk about it when we get to Day 2 or 3, you know, when
we’re going to talk about the South Florida Workshops; whatever you would like.
DR. DUVAL: I think probably when we get into talking about the structure of the port meetings,
that input is going to be pretty valuable because we’ve tossed around several different formats
and ideas in terms of how they could be structured; having council members there but not
participating; having council members there and participating. There are a different number of
different ways we could do that; so I think bringing that forward when we have that discussion
would be great.
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MR. BELL: I was going to say maybe this occurs in the workshop or in informal discussions;
but if we could kind of ask folks in sort of a standardized fashion something like where we are
right now, what are three things the council is doing right, what are three things we’re doing
wrong; just sort of a three up, three down. That’s easy for them.
I know we’ve had informal discussions and they kind of ramble on about this or that; but if you
can get them all to answer to those questions; just give me the top three things we’re doing right
that you like about the process now or give me the top three things that you don’t like. Then you
can kind of collect that in a standardized fashion and that might be useful in kind of helping us
assess where we are and where we might need to be going.
DR. DUVAL: Mel, that is a great suggestion; and that is what we’re trying to get out of these
port meetings would be directed, focused input, so I think that’s great. Anna.
MS. BECKWITH: Even prior to the port meetings, I had thought about would we be able to
send a letter or a note to each permit holder, the for-hire, the dealers, the commercial guys, and
really kind of try and get them to provide us an e-mail address where it is easier to habitually
communicate with them and ask them specifically if they would be interested in participating in
one of these port meetings; and if so, in what area and how they would like to receive
communication from us, be it e-mail, mail or phone calls, and just kind of get an organized
group. I think having folks pre-committed to these port meetings is going to be pretty imperative
to the success of them.
DR. DUVAL: All great comments and I think we’ll come back to those definitely when we talk
about the port meetings and how to structure those and advertise them. Amber.
MS. VON HARTEN: Okay, the next section was governance, and you all agreed that most of
these objectives are currently in practice. One that stood out for me was that somebody made the
note that we need to incorporate perhaps local governments and coastal advisory councils in the
list of management partners just because of the fact that these are the entities that are regulating a
lot of the coastal water quality and ecosystem health, which are, of course, lots of nursery areas
for many of the species that we’re looking at with snapper grouper.
Also, a process for incorporating – a more formal process, I guess, for incorporating stakeholder
input and consistency and the process for developing amendments as well. Science was the third
strategic goal. Of course, there are lots of suggestions here. Kind of Objective 9 was the
collection and analysis of accurate and timely scientific data.
You all supported continued evaluation and improvement of those data collection, monitoring
and reporting programs; also, considering a risk assessment to identify the potential threat of
invasive species in the marine ecosystems. I think there was mention of lionfish and things like
that.
Objective 10 was looking at the social and economic dimensions of the Mid-Atlantic fishing
communities, and you all wholeheartedly supported the further collection of economic and social
data that would support the future and current analyses needed for the snapper grouper fishery.
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Also, the council’s transition to a ecosystem approach to fisheries’ management; you suggested
that this was important to the snapper grouper fishery, but unclear how to fit them into the
context of the actual fishery.
The last two objectives you felt were relevant, and that is the effective stakeholder participation
and data collection analysis and efficient and accurate methods of monitoring and reporting and
felt that they were currently being discussed in many of the amendments that are before the
council right now. The last was management. These objectives listed were ones that you all felt
were relevant; more specifically the last one, develop innovative management strategies for
recreational and commercial fisheries.
You felt that all the objectives had some relevancy to the snapper grouper fishery. In particular
several of you expressed interest in evaluation of the fishery management plan process; social
and economic analyses; development of multi-year management approaches; innovative gear
designs; and measures to reduce regulatory discards.
So, lots of information there and kind of a different way of looking at kind of organizing it by
these strategic goals, and that is kind of the question I had for you guys before we get into
looking at the snapper grouper objectives is would you like to organize what we’re trying to do
in this realm, by these larger strategic goals, or would you rather than be based on some of those
goal statements that we developed from the last meeting, which are a little bit more specific?
You can chew on that for a minute, if you’d like.
Here are those draft goal themes that you came up with the last time. You’ll notice that a lot of
them could be couched under these broader strategic goals like the Mid-Atlantic did; and then
also some of these could be combined to reflect the South Atlantic’s kind of goals more
specifically.
Again, like I said, the Mid-Atlantic Plan is really focused on how the council should operate
versus what we’re trying to do is trying to figure out what you all want for the future of the
snapper grouper fishery, so it is a little bit different. I don’t know if things like governance are
really going to have a role for what we’re trying to do here.
DR. DUVAL: Do folks have any immediate thoughts about sort of which direction you would
like to take? Charlie.
MR. PHILLIPS: I’m inclined to stay with our draft goal themes and keep it a little more
focused. It is going to be so wide, anyway, that I’d like to kind of keep it narrowed a little bit
and still – I think it would be more functional that way.
MR. HARTIG: I like both of them. I like that short one, the way it is put in that summary, and
I like the more broad explanations.
MR. BELL: I was just going to say the organization they came up with in the Mid-Atlantic, it
seems logical and it makes sense that we might come up with the same sort of things and the
same sort of organization. Something to keep in mind with this is I know we’re focused on the
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snapper grouper fishery right now; and one thing that strikes me when I look at what they came
up and what we have is they were dealing with 13 species across the whole spectrum of things
they have to deal with. We’ve got 60 just within snapper grouper.
But, at some point in time we may take what we’ve done with snapper grouper and roll it into
maybe a larger, overall strategic plan, in which case whatever we come up with, you want it to
be able to kind of just naturally slide into that organizational structure for a larger plan, perhaps.
What they have is the overall thing; so if you kind of started out mirroring something like what
you might – and this may be way down the line and I’m getting ahead; but in the future if we
come up with something that is overall, it might look like what they have.
I guess it makes some sense to sort of start out organizationally so it will blend into something on
a larger scale, perhaps. I like what they came up with. Those are logical areas and I like the
pattern of working down into the strategies into more details. That is just something to keep in
the back of our minds as while we’re working on just snapper right now, at some point in the
future we may wish to roll that into a larger plan, so it would be nice to structure it so that it does
that kind of seamlessly.
MS. McCAWLEY: I like the way that the Mid-Atlantic had it organized. I think that we could
take this list here and group them into broader themes. The reason I suggest that is I think it
might be a little bit easier for fishermen and stakeholders when they’re trying to figure out
exactly what they want to comment on, these are pretty far down in the weeds. Maybe if it was
grouped into science, management or some other big-picture ideas, it might be a little bit easier
for them to organize their thoughts and their comments.
DR. DUVAL: Yes, I think that could be helpful as well and certainly not lose some of the
specificity that Charlie was talking about with regard to the fact that we’re focusing on a single
fishery if we were to group things like that. Do other folks have comments? Do any of our folks
who participated in the Mid-Atlantic’s process have any comments? Pres, I don’t know if there
is anything that you would want to say in regard to how the Mid-Atlantic decided to make their
groupings around these four major goal themes. Do you have any advice you’d want to offer?
MR. PATE: Do good! (Laughter)
DR. DUVAL: Thanks for that. Bob.
MR. BEAL: I was on the Mid-Atlantic Planning Group as well. They went around and around
and around and meeting after meeting after meeting before they got to this point. They kind of
wandered through the woods and had a lot of very good thoughts, but they were really
disorganized.
I think the only way they could put any organization or structure on it was to come up with
categories and then break those down into individual objectives. I think they went through at
least a half a dozen meetings before they got to this point. I think borrowing this saves you guys
a lot of time and a lot of money.
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DR. DUVAL: And that was one of the reasons why we asked folks to look at that was it was
like what can we take from the process that has already occurred and apply it to what we’re
trying to do here. I’m glad to hear you say that, and it certainly is a lesson for us here today to
try to capitalize on that as much as possible.
I think nobody is under any illusions that this process is probably going to take a little bit longer
than what we originally thought just based on some of the other items we have on our plate. Are
there any other thoughts on sort of major categories of goals? It sounds like there is support
around the table for copying these major goals.
Perhaps governance is not one that might be as strong of one for us; although I think just looking
at sort of the statement of the governance goal that the Mid-Atlantic put together ensuring that
the council’s governance structures and practices fairly represent stakeholder interests and are
coordinated with the council’s management partners and include a clear and well-defined
decision-making process – while we sitting around this table right here might feel like we’ve sort
of addressed this, that doesn’t preclude some constituencies out there from making some
suggestions to improve those processes. Wilson.
DR. LANEY: Madam Chairman, I agree and I think that’s where Mel’s suggestion might have
some merit; because if you ask the stakeholders what are the three things the council does well
and what are three things they don’t do well, we might get some feedback on the governance part
that then we could use.
DR. DUVAL: Okay, so everyone is good with that sort of a rough approach for moving
forward?
MS. VON HARTEN: Okay, the next document was the Snapper Grouper FMP Objectives that
we discussed at the last workshop. Based on our discussions from that last workshop, we went
ahead and kind of made some proposed edits to those goals or objectives. What I did when I was
looking at each of the objectives, I kind of tried to see which of these goal themes that we were
just discussing, these fit under.
Maybe that’s what we need to figure out is if these different goal themes that we’ve kind of
developed at the last meeting fit under those three main categories of communication,
governance, management and science and then get into the actual nitty-gritty of the goals and
objectives.
DR. DUVAL: Yes, that definitely sounds like a logical way to move forward to me; and just to
make sure everybody is on the same page, I believe this is Attachment 7 in the Visioning
Workshop Folder within the briefing book.
MR. HARTIG: When we have these different goal that are mandated by MSA, we may just list
them in an MSA Category within these documents somewhere so the public is aware that these
things we are doing. It is just that we have to do those; they’re statutory and we have to take
those into consideration.
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DR. DUVAL: Ben, you’re just suggesting having like a separate category for those MSA goals?
MR. HARTIG: Yes.
MS. BECKWITH: Under communications, it seems to me that the themes that we have listed
that would go under the communications category would be the public involvement and
cooperation and the stakeholder diversity. Under our management overall category, our themes
are mostly encompassed under that, minimal waste, healthy ecosystems and habitat, adaptive
management, stable and resilient fishing communities and economic efficiencies all fall under
the larger management goal; and clearly sound science falls under science. I think we can pretty
quickly divide these up into the larger themes.
DR. DUVAL: This is just my thoughts. I think healthy ecosystem and habitat could probably fit
under either management or science, probably both.
MS. VON HARTEN: Okay, can we go through again so I can type it in here?
DR. DUVAL: I think Anna said sound science is obviously a science piece. Minimal waste
would be management. Healthy ecosystem and habitat could probably fit under both
management and science. Adaptive management, obviously a management goal; public
involvement and cooperation was communication; stable and resilient fishing communities, that
was a management goal; the same with economic efficiency; and then stakeholder diversity I
believe, Anna, you said was communication. Are there any thoughts about that? Is there
anything that we’re missing or might need to be recategorized or belongs in maybe a couple
different categories? Mel.
MR. BELL: I was just going to say we didn’t hit governance anywhere in any of those; but I
guess public involvement and cooperation, that could be governance. Some of them could be
management and governance; but it’s okay. I don’t know that we like governance necessarily;
but based on how they defined it, some of those would hit into governance as well.
MS. VON HARTEN: Well, do you all want to look at some of the things that the Mid-Atlantic
included in their governance to see if maybe there are some larger goal statements that you want
to include under governance besides what we have up here?
DR. DUVAL: Yes, maybe we could just – if you could pull up that plan again and we could just
do sort of quick run-through at least with the major objectives that were included there.
MS. VON HARTEN: The goal for governance reads “ensure that the council’s governance
structures and practices fairly represent stakeholder interests, are coordinated with the council’s
management partners, and include a clear and well-defined decision-making process.”
DR. DUVAL: I think our decision-making process is fairly well defined and it is pretty
formalized how we go about making decisions. It may not necessarily be clear to someone until
they observe the process how we make our decisions. I think some of the other objectives that
are underneath that goal like develop and strengthen partnerships; I think those are things that
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we’re always working on as a council. Certainly some of the efforts that staff is involved in right
now with regard the Marine Resources Education Program, that is one of those examples of how
we’re always trying to strengthen that relationship. I don’t know if anyone has any other
thoughts on that. Me.
MR. BELL: I was just going to say some of that is what we’re describing in communication, so
some of it just overlaps into communication if we’re comfortable just calling it all
communication. Typically, we know how we operate, we know how things are set up, and
sometimes the public just quite understand that.
That is where we get some feedback about whether how they’re notified of the process or they
didn’t know this or they didn’t that. Then they kind of question the governance, but it is really
about communication maybe is probably the issue. There is probably good overlap with
governance and communication, I guess.
DR. DUVAL: Yes, that sounds good. Part of that communication about our governance piece
might be here is a one-pager on generally how the council decision-making process works; an
issue comes up, discussion ensues at council meeting, draft amendment created, it goes out to the
advisory panel, something like that might be strategy that we come up with for dealing with that.
MS. VON HARTEN: Well, on our new website we have a whole section on getting involved
and there is a section on the management process that has diagrams and it is great. You will see
that soon.
DR. DUVAL: As usual, staff is five steps ahead of us, and I’m not surprised, so thank you very
much.
MS. VON HARTEN: So I guess what I’m hearing is perhaps we don’t need to have governance
as one of the larger goals and just keep it to the three, management, science and communication,
because the governance will come out in the communication.
MS. BECKWITH: How do we take into consideration Ben’s question? Would that not fall
under governance, the kind of MSA requirements; is that not part of our governance?
MS. VON HARTEN: Myra was just saying does it really need to be part of the strategic plan or
kind of just like a side note of these are some of the other objectives that we’re already mandated
or currently in practice; and just have like a subsection that states that.
MS. McCAWLEY: I still kind of think that governance is needed. If we don’t have a category
like that available for the public to comment on, it kind of looks like we’re not open to thoughts
on how we run our meetings. I know that we do have some flexibility in what we do, so I’m
wondering if we should keep that category.
DR. DUVAL: Excellent point. Maybe at this point we say communication/governance, and we
might include just a general statement that at this point we may not have any specific goal

13

Visioning Workgroup
Charleston, SC
September 16, 2013

statements that we feel are really honing in on the governance question but obviously are open to
input in that regard. How do folks feel about that? Okay.
MS. VON HARTEN: Well, one thought, if you look back at the Mid-Atlantic Plan, it talks
about building partnerships. I know that kind of goes with public involvement and cooperation,
but to me that was more about public cooperation and public involvement and also had to do
with compliance and law enforcement. Perhaps you could just have one that talks about building
relationships or partnerships, rather. Then the other one was their Objective 6 was talking about
evaluation of management actions. That could be a governance type theme.
MR. HARTIG: The partnership also goes with science as well and the cooperative research,
building those types of things into, you know.
DR. DUVAL: Just getting back to one of the things that we discussed at previous sessions in
terms of the difference between the process that we’re undertaking here and the process that the
Mid-Atlantic Council engaged in, the Mid-Atlantic Council’s process was very much also about
rebuilding those stakeholder relationships that had been pretty severely damaged, and so there
was a big effort on that.
We agreed that a visioning or strategic planning process and a stakeholder rebuilding process are
complementary but two different things. While we don’t want to lose sight of opportunities to
constantly build upon and enhance our stakeholder relationships and our partnerships, what we
were really focused on was what do we, the grand “we”, meaning all of our constituents and the
council, want the snapper grouper fishery to look like and soliciting input from our stakeholders
with regard to strategies for managing it.
I just don’t want us to go down the road of creating an entire stakeholder rebuilding process but
acknowledging that we need to take advantage of those opportunities to enhance the partnerships
that we have, to improve the communication that we have with our stakeholders. I think that is
something that we’re always trying to do.
I think we have a lot of communication with our advisory panels. Maybe there are some new
tools/strategies for improving that communication that we can employ in order to get to better
management of our fisheries. Am I just talking in a circle; do people understand what I’m trying
to say? Ben.
MR. HARTIG: No, you’re right on, and we do need to rebuild some of the credibility we lost
under MSA. And what we’ve done with red snapper, absolutely in Florida it is critical that we
try and do that, but it doesn’t have to be a stated explicit part of this. It is something all of us I
think do now as we go through the public hearing process and we try and engage stakeholders
more and have them ask questions and things of that nature. I think it doesn’t have to be
explicitly stated but I think it should be part of what we try and do in this, for sure, because we
have a problem in parts of our jurisdiction, for sure.
DR. LANEY: I think you’re right on target, Michelle, and I agree with what Ben said. I was
going to ask the question, but I think you just answered it. Certainly, advisory panels are part of
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the governance process for the council, and to me that’s the primary – along with public hearings
is kind of the primary entry point for stakeholder comment.
If I was involved in the snapper grouper fishery, I would certainly want to know who my
advisory panel members are and use them as a conduit along with the public comment
opportunities. To me, again, it is both; it is governance, and the governance question would be
are our advisory panels working effectively, do they feel like they’re working effectively, do
they meet often enough. Those are all the kind of governance questions; and the
communications’ piece is certainly a big part of that because the council has to communicate
effectively with the advisory panels and vice versa. I think you’re right on target.
MS. BECKWITH: But to follow up on that thought, if one of our major end goals is to really
solicit new strategies for management, I would personally not necessarily want to get bogged
down on some of these other goals or themes. Our focus with our stakeholder is new kinds of
intuitive strategies for management that we haven’t considered.
Having discussions on communication or our advisory panels or how often they meet, that is
important but with the limited amount of time that we’re going to have these guys in a room
really giving us new fresh ideas on how to solve the world’s problems, I don’t know that – I just
want to keep us really focused on what our end goal is.
DR. DUVAL: Sort of what I’m hearing is it is important to keep governance as a goal because I
think these are some governance questions that governance impacts our ability to communicate
with our stakeholders. Ben, I would say throughout the region there is a credibility issue I think
with some of our – it is not just limited to Florida and red snapper.
I think the issues differ depending on which area you go to. Perhaps we do need to not
necessarily combine that with communication but pull it out and note that we are open to
suggestions to improve that structure such as, you know, how the advisory panels operate, how
frequently there is turnover in the advisory panels, et cetera, things like that. Chris.
MR. CONKLIN: On the issue with getting out to our stakeholders and trying to rebuild the
credibility we have lost, I sit on a couple of different boards. One of them is a Chamber of
Commerce that has kind of gotten a bad wrap over the years and now we have a new kind of
crew. One thing we developed is an ambassador program, because there certainly are people
who are willing to speak up and do right and believe in what we’re doing here.
Maybe we could identify somebody like that who would be willing to – that way we’re not
leaving this communication just up to staff and mailers and stuff like that and just do a small
training course or something like that and get people who are kind of at the grassroots’ level,
who know the fishermen, know the stakeholders and can get them together and sort of facilitate
what we’re trying to do before we get there for these port meetings.
DR. DUVAL: Great suggestion. Mel.
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MR. BELL: I was just going to say in my discussion of combining governance and
communication was really when we were looking at these FMP objectives, and that is how they
– what we came up with there has just sort of fit like that. I agree with Jessica and others, I think
governance needs to stay in there somehow in some form.
The point that Bob made about we may go around and around and around and it is going to settle
out the same way, and you can go through a lot of additional effort and we may end up right
back where we started because that’s sort of the logical way. If you think about it, the MidAtlantic Council deals with the exact same stuff we deal with, the fishermen, the fisheries, the
habitat.
They went through a lot of effort and this is how it settled out. It is probably logically going to
settle out the same sort of organizational pattern for us. I would leave governance in there and
we can see what kind of catches under there.
I agree with you; we’re in a slightly different position from where they were in terms of dealing
with relationships with the fishermen as they described it. I think we have got good
communication and we have got some things going for us that they were struggling with, but on
the other hand they had fewer species to deal with and they had a lot of rebuilt fisheries. But I
would leave it in there, for sure.
DR. DUVAL: Okay, so we’re leaving it in.
MS. VON HARTEN: Separate?
DR. DUVAL: I think separate. There is certainly overlap in some of those broad goal
statements, but I think Mel’s point is well taken; we could go around and around the horn on this
and settle out in the same places that the Mid-Atlantic Council did, and I think just acknowledge
that there can probably always be improvements to our governance structure. Just because it
might be working fairly well for the most part right now, it does not mean that it will always
work well down the road.
MS. VON HARTEN: Yes, Mel is right, and I also want to remind you that this was just in the
context of these Snapper Grouper FMP Objectives. There may be some that you all want to add,
and that is totally fine, and under any of these strategies goals, so don’t think that we’re bound
just by pre-existing Snapper Grouper FMP Objectives.
With that, if you’d like we can kind of go through each objective and kind of discuss the
proposed edits and if you like them or not or you want to change them. If you follow along in
Attachment 7, the first one is prevent overfishing. The proposed edit based on our discussion
was that – I said “remove”, but that’s one of those ones like Ben said that is mandated by MSA,
so maybe we can just move that under that category. Is there agree to that?
DR. DUVAL: Yes, I think silence is agreement at this point.
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MS. VON HARTEN: Okay, number two was just simply collect necessary data, and then the
full-length objective was collect necessary data to develop, monitor and assess biological,
economic and social impacts that management measures design to prevent overfishing, obtain
desired SPR levels and address the other stated problems – pretty wordy. We kind of pared it
down this goal statement of obtain the best quality data to monitor and assess biological,
economic and social impacts of management measures. That is pretty broad.
DR. DUVAL: I like it but I want to know how other people feel. To me fewer words are better.
If we can say what we mean in fewer words, I think that serves us well in our communication.
MR. HAYMANS: Then I would strike the word “best” because if it is not quality data, then it is
– I just think it is “obtain quality data”.
MR. JOLLEY: And how about dropping “measures” and just end with “management”, period.
DR. DUVAL: Yes, I think that works, so it would read, “Obtain quality data to monitor and
assess biological, economic and social impacts or management.”
MS. VON HARTEN: And, again, that would go under the science strategic goal?
DR. DUVAL: Is there anything else on that one?
MS. VON HARTEN: Okay, number three is “promote orderly utilization of the resource,” and
the theme that I put that under was minimal waste/healthy ecosystem and habitat, so I guess that
would be management now. The proposed edit was we weren’t really sure what “orderly
utilization” was really defined as, so we said, “Promote efficient utilization of the resource. The
objectives underneath were kind of giving some context to the efficient utilization; so
management strategies that result in predictable fishing seasons, management strategies that
minimize discards and waste in the fishery, and then management strategies that result in habitat
protection were some of the proposed objectives.
DR. DUVAL: So promote efficient utilization of the resource; I imagine that folks are going to
ask what we mean by “efficient”. I’m thinking that “efficient” means different things to different
people. “Efficient” may mean you have a full-retention fishery with nothing thrown back.
“Efficient” may mean you spend the least amount of money to get out to where you want to go to
the fishing grounds. “Efficient” can mean a number of different things to different people. I
guess I’m just wondering how folks feel about that. Anna.
MS. BECKWITH: Well, the first thought I had when I read that was what about the efficient
versus legacy fisheries and at some point do we have to have that discussion. Certainly, some of
our legacy fisheries aren’t the most efficient fisheries, so it goes back down to our fishing
communities and what do we want to maintain and are those really the most efficient ways of
utilizing that resource. I’m sure what “efficient” means.
DR. DUVAL: Good points. Are there other suggestions? I think we all have a sense of what
this might mean, but it is finding the right words to describe that. Mel.
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MR. BELL: I will just throw a real monkey wrench in here. Some folks might even have
trouble with utilization. If we’re talking about only extractive uses, there are there other ways
you can use the resource particularly related to healthy ecosystems and habitat. Some people
might look at that as extractive is not everything for all stakeholders.
DR. DUVAL: Yes, this is a tough one. Is there anything from the Mid-Atlantic that we could
steal for this one? Actually I’m going to put Bob Beal on the spot. Bob, is there anything in the
ASMFC’s Strategic Plan that sort of speaks to this kind of goal that you can recall off the top of
your head?
MR. BEAL: Not that I can recall. We’re going through a strategic planning process right now to
rework ours as well. Even though I just endorsed the way the Mid-Atlantic grouped theirs and
they made a lot of sense at the time, the ASMFC has done it differently where there are goals.
One goal is management; the next is science; the next is law enforcement, habitat and so on.
We’ve grouped ours a little bit differently. Minimizing waste and effective and efficient
utilization is in there, but it is not captured in one specific spot. It is kind of scattered out across
a couple different goals. That’s not much help.
DR. DUVAL: Yes, but it sounds like – well, I do think it helps a bit. It is something that the
commission is working on as well and sort of dancing around that. I do agree with Mel that
utilization is probably a slightly confusing work as well. I have a colleague who hates the word
“utilize”. He said you just need to use it is not utilized; it is a nonsensical word. I just looked
back under the Mid-Atlantic’s approved plan, and the management goal is develop fishery
management strategies that provide for productive, sustainable fisheries. I don’t know if there
are some words in there that we could use such as “productive” or “sustainable”. Mel.
MR. BELL: I was just going to say I think a better word than “utilization” would be
“stewardship”. I mean you could promote efficient and effective stewardship, because
stewardship implies that you can have extractive uses, you could have non-extractive uses. It is
the whole thing. You’re just taking care of public trust resources. I like “stewardship” better
than “utilization”, I guess.
DR. DUVAL: I like that, too. Zack.
MR. BOWEN: What about promote consistent and sustainable use of the resource? Is that too
simple?
DR. DUVAL: No. Consistent and sustainable use – let’s make sure we’ve got a list of
candidates – effective stewardship; consistent and sustainable use. Jessica.
MS. McCAWLEY: I was going to say that I have concerns about the word “sustainable”. I
think that we know what it means, but I think there are members of the public that might think
that sustainable doesn’t include extraction.
DR. DUVAL: Good point. Charlie.
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MR. PHILLIPS: I like Mel’s stewardship. It covers it; it gives you an ownership connotation
with an ownership toward sustainability. I like stewardship.
DR. DUVAL: Efficient, effective, consistent stewardship; too many words. John Jolley.
MR. JOLLEY: I think too many words. Any place we can shorten it in the long run, because we
have a lot of documents and we have a lot of pages, and I would just encourage everybody to
think about brevity because there is so much to comprehend. If the general public gets stuff and
if it’s too lengthy and complicated, they lose interest. It is government.
Now, under Objective 1 and 2, as an example of shortening something, I would say “promote
predictable fishing seasons”. I think that captures that kind of thing. That may not be exactly
what the council wants, but I just think there are a lot of ways to make things simpler with fewer
words that will get the point across.
We’re not going to be able to satisfy every understanding and let’s don’t try to do that. I do
think brevity and conciseness is going to be very important in all of these documents. You have
heard enough from me on this subject.
MS. McCAWLEY: My comments were about the word “stewardship” and not the word
“sustainable”; I apologize.
DR. DUVAL: So what is your pleasure? We have “promote efficient utilization of the
resource” as a proposed edit. There are suggestions for “promote effective stewardship of the
resource” with concerns expressed about whether or not stewardship still allows for extractive
uses or at least the perception that it may not allow for extractive uses. We have “promote
consistent and sustainable” – I would say “use” rather than “utilization of the resource”. Anna.
MS. BECKWITH: Well, I was reading through one of the objectives, and they have “enable
efficient use”, so that is another option, “enable efficient operation of commercial and
recreational fishing businesses,” but it could be “enable efficient use of resources”.
DR. DUVAL: Were you looking at I think Objective 16?
MS. BECKWITH: Right.
DR. DUVAL: So the suggestion is “enable efficient use of the resource”. Mr. Chairman.
MR. CUPKA: I think one of the reasons why we’re struggling with this a little bit is because we
have different users of the resource; and what may be efficient for one group may not be efficient
for the other, and we’re trying to encompass all of that in one area. I think part of it is because
we have different users and to them the way they use that resource may be different, and we’re
trying to include all of that in one statement.
Somewhere along the line it would be good recognize that the resource is used by different
stakeholders and that how one stakeholder group wants to utilize them, and to them what is
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efficient may not be for another group of stakeholders. I don’t know how you capture all that in
there, but I think that is part of the reason why you’re having a problem of trying to deal with
this.
MS. VON HARTEN: Well, one thing to think about is this either going to be your goal or
objectives, so you can address the different users of the resource in your strategies. Whatever
one you choose, promoting effective stewardship, you can address each of the users in your
strategies.
DR. DUVAL: I’m going to make a quick suggestion. I was going to say “promote effective use
and stewardship of the resource”; would that maybe get at both things? Anna.
MS. BECKWITH: Well, recognizing the different stakeholders, I was going to suggest the goal
is simply to enable use of the resource, and with the objectives we would identify how that
would be done to the different stakeholders.
MR. BELL: “Stewardship” does that. My agency, we consider ourselves the stewards of this
state’s natural resources, and that doesn’t matter whether you like to go shoot deer or whether
you like to take pictures of deer. It covers all uses, so “stewardship” is a good word.
MR. JOLLEY: I agree with Mel; I think “stewardship” is fine. We’re not going to get
everything. My point a minute ago, when I went Objectives 1, 2 and 3, and I just did this, I went
through – and I’m not trying to solve this predicament entirely, but I want to get my point across
clearly. If we look at those three objectives, there are 39 words in all three of them, and I just
modified them to where there are nine words. That is the example I’m trying to use.
I think we’re getting too deep in the weeds here with some of these things. Stewardship of the
resource seems to me is all you have to say; isn’t it? If we came down underneath the objectives
and said things like “promote predictable fishing seasons” – four words – “minimize waste” –
two words – and “encourage habitat protection”, and we know that is a big item that is in the
news these days that has all kinds of consequences. Are we communicating well enough when
we talk about that kind of thing with all the people involved in habitat? Apparently not. But
we’ve gone from 39 words to 9 words, Madam Chairman, and I think there is some value in that.
DR. DUVAL: Voice of wisdom. So, with that said and understanding some of the concerns
about use of the word “stewardship”, if we said “promote effective stewardship of the resource”
and can clarify that in the objectives that this includes extractive uses; would folks be okay with
that for a draft? I mean, this is something that we’re drafting. This is not the final version.
Just to move us off the dime because I’d like to get through at least a few more of these, take a
quick break, and then get through the rest of these so that we can talk about the port meetings,
because we’re going to need a little bit of conversation on that. All right, if everyone is okay
with that, moving on, Amber.
MS. VON HARTEN: I think we can come back to the objectives. Let’s just get through these
goals first. Number 4, “Provide for a flexible management system” and the rest of that says “that
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minimizes regulatory delays while retaining substantial council and public involvement in
management decisions and rapidly adapts to changes in resource abundance, new scientific
information, and changes in fishing patterns among user groups.”
In the words of John Jolley, very wordy, so the proposed edit was “provide for a flexible
management system”, and then take those components of the rest of that goal statement and
develop them into objectives.
DR. DUVAL: Comments, thoughts, objections? I like it. It is short and sweet.
MR. JOLLEY: You can drop “system”.
DR. DUVAL: So just “provide for flexible management”. We’re really getting into this like
tossing out extraneous things. I like it. Bob.
MR. BEAL: Not on that, but as you go down into the objectives, it talks about adapting quickly
to changes in resource abundance, I think there is the potential for some criticism there as sort of
over-promising to the public how quickly the system can move. I think there are some realities
of the council process and then the subsequent National Marine Fisheries Service process. I
think the wording is probably okay now. It is just something that you may be on guard for at
these public meetings.
DR. DUVAL: Point well taken. I mean as quickly as we would like to do things, sometimes the
process just simply doesn’t allow for that. There are times when taking a little bit longer to get
through the process is actually a benefit.
MS. VON HARTEN: Okay, Number 5, “minimize habitat damage due to direct and indirect
effects of recreational and commercial fishing activities, as well as other non-fishery impacts.”
The proposed edit is just to “minimize habitat damage due to recreational and commercial
fishing activities”.
MR. HARTIG: We don’t have any goals or objectives to address non-fishery impacts.
DR. DUVAL: So we need to come up with some, then, for the non-fishing activities. I think
that’s a great point is that there are other activities out there besides fishing that impact fisheries’
habitat. John.
MR. JOLLEY: My comment, I go back to my earlier brief comment, as you know, we’re
dealing with a big controversy and have been for over 50 or 60 years with regard to water
management. I don’t think we ought to get too far into this; but when we talk about the Indian
River Lagoon and the problems we’re having with freshwater discharges, are we communicating
as a fishery management organization with the right people about these complex problems? I
know FWC does but is the council involved in that communication; and if not, why?
DR. DUVAL: I think Wilson, who is our habitat guru here, probably has something to say about
that. We have a Habitat and Environmental Protection Advisory Panel which has developed a
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number of policies over the years to speak to some of those non-fishing related impacts. Wilson
could probably speak a little bit more as to sort of the process by which we’ve done that. I’m not
disagreeing with your point, John. I think it is extremely valuable. Wilson.
DR. LANEY: Yes, John, I think we do, through the Habitat and Environment Protection
Advisory Panel, you know, we have representation on there from some of the state agencies that
do have the regulatory authority. Also, the council has developed policies, and we’re in the
process, remember, of revising those flow policies as we speak.
One of my colleagues, Alice Nichols, has been working on some of that, and she is involved with
the advisory panel. I think we do to a certain extent. One of the things that we may want to
consider here is one of the things the ASMFC Habitat Committee has tried to do is to improve
our communication with the three east coast federal fishery management councils on habitat
issues. I think we could probably develop some habitat-specific kinds of objectives to stick in
here to address the points you made.
We do it to a certain extent, but it could certainly be improved. As somebody pointed out earlier
in terms of re-establishing relationships with stakeholders, I would say it needs to be not only the
fishermen stakeholders in all the sectors but also stakeholders – I think we could broaden that
definition to include those folks at the local level who are making those decisions that affect
fishery habitat, because that’s where the rubber meets the road from he habitat perspective. We
can put all the federal laws that we want to out there, but unless they get implemented at the local
level, it doesn’t effect the change that we want to see in habitat improvement.
DR. DUVAL: Point well taken, Wilson. I certainly define stakeholder very broadly to include
those kinds of folks. Mr. Chairman.
MR. CUPKA: We have in the past, John, when people have brought situations like that to our
attention, and generally it is brought to our attention through members of our advisory panel, but
we have on occasion written letters in regard to those situations as a council. We have
commented on those, but we probably have done nearly as much as we could have or should
have.
A lot of times it is left up to the local people on our advisory panel to bring these things to our
attention. Then if it goes against our habitat and environmental protection policies that we have
in place, we will write a letter and send it to the appropriate people. Like I say, we probably
haven’t done that as much as we could have or should have in the past, but on occasion we have
submitted letters on behalf of the council commenting on these local issues.
MR. JOLLEY: I certainly appreciate that, and I know everybody on the council is concerned
about these kinds of things. I am concerned that there isn’t enough communication; and as we
go forward, we know if there is no habitat, there are no fish. If there is not good quality habitat,
there is less fish. That goes for water quality as well.
I just think as a body, this institution needs to be on the forefront communicating that we’re
trying to manage fish and people; and habitat is so important that maybe if we don’t
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communicate enough clearly with the powers that be – we’re talking about money, politics and
all kinds of power, and we’re there at the table like we should be.
I would encourage the council to consider – as we go forward, these things are only going to get
worse in some respects because more people are going to come to Florida, for example, to live
here, and that means probably dumping more water in the long run.
I just think that the councils need to be there when we’re having these discussions all over the
United States about habitat and water quality, and we may not be there as often punctuating
those things that concern us and affect fish and sustainability.
MR. BELL: I was just going to say when I read the goal originally, we can’t just limit habitat
impact to recreational and commercial fishermen, which would include divers and everybody
else. Then tying with John’s point about other impacts, one of the things that I do is every year I
get to talk to folks in leadership training session in South Carolina.
These are people from all over the state, and I ask them this question at the beginning of my little
talk about do they know the connection between a gag grouper and a K-mart parking lot. Then I
explain this and basically what I’m talking about is gag grouper, which are harvested offshore –
and even if there is somebody from upstate and they like a grouper sandwich, and that’s what
they think a gag grouper is, a grouper sandwich, but they understand what at the end of this that
grouper, even though they’re harvested offshore at some point in their life history recruit to
oyster reef habitats and things inside the estuaries.
Then I show them a picture of a K-mart parking lot, which is flowing into one of our creeks
there, which can impact water quality and habitat. There are decisions we make or decisions that
are made at the municipal, the county, the state level, upstream or locally, that have impacts on
the resources that we manage, even though this particular habitats aren’t necessarily in the EEZ.
They just need to understand those connections. It is the connect-the-dots thing.
To John’s point, somehow even though we don’t regulate those certain things ourselves or have
authority for that, we need to make sure the decision-makers understand those connections.
That’s probably the best we can do, and that could actually be a separate objective in there
talking about other impacts or something.
Our role would be to simply make sure they understand those connections, and then the decisionmakers can make whatever decisions. I try each year to try to get South Carolinians to
understand that things that they might be doing at a local level or a state level or county level can
actually have an impact on fisheries’ resources offshore. Somehow we’ve got to get that across I
think better.
MR. PHILLIPS: I totally agree. Storm water, point discharge, non-point discharge, when they
consider it, it is almost lip service that it affects habitat, but we don’t have any outreach to let
people know how it really affects it; or, if you have a spill from a plant, when they go to
considering the fines and what they should do about it, there should be some way that they can
understand just how that affects everything downstream and offshore. Often it is just not there or
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at best it is some lip service, but there is no touch, there is no really connection there, and we
really need to work on that connection.
DR. DUVAL: So what I’m hearing is that this is a communication issue. I mean it is a habitat
issue, but it is a communication issue. I think in the interest of moving this conversation along
and settling on some draft language for this particular issue, I think we can probably add a
placeholder for an objective dealing specifically with non-fishing impacts and how those are
communicated. That can probably be something that we send to our Habitat and Environmental
Protection Advisory Panel to deal with. I feel like we’re getting a little bit into the weeds of how
we should actually do that right now. Wilson.
DR. LANEY: I agree, Madam Chairman, I think we could probably proceed in that fashion. I
just wanted to say I think probably the way it was worded the way it was is because the council
does have some regulatory authority through NMFS for regulating habitat damage due to fishing
activities; but as we’ve heard with regard to the discussion that just took place, it goes well
beyond that.
While David is correct, we have written letters – I think Bob can speak to this as well – we’ve
had these discussions at both the ASMFC level and the council level about the need to balance
staff time with the council’s ability to review and comment on things that may adversely affect
habitat for council-managed species. It is always difficult to achieve that balance.
The concept, though, we kind of followed in the past is that there are state and federal regulatory
agencies out there that are responsible for commenting on that; and in those cases where
something rises to the level at which the council feels the need to weigh in, the council will send
a letter based on the science developed by those state and federal colleagues out there and all
those other agencies with which we partner.
Maybe we could add that objective like you said to not only consider the strategies that reduce
gear interactions with snapper grouper habitat, but also improve the council process for
encouraging habitat conservation and sustainability and restoration as well, because there are
plenty of places where we know restoration needs to happen. Again, the council has been
involved in that or at least the council partners have been involved in that process.
MR. PUGLIESE: I didn’t want to take up a lot of time, but our habitat directives at the South
Atlantic have been probably the best in the country. I think one of the most significant issues
that gets a little bit lost is that the council’s directive and mandates are being addressed every
day. The permit review process that is in place; we have such a close coordination with the
Habitat Conservation Division that the active permit letters and policy letters are developed
based on the council’s EFH designations and the policy statements.
There are some very specific requests. As Wilson said, the updates of those to make them more
active and integrate into comments, that I think you’re really in the trenches already with the
council’s highlights. What has happened in the past is when we really come up to very
significant activities that NOAA Fisheries doesn’t feel like they – feel like they plus other
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partners need even more support is when we’ve stepped forward and then had a council in
addition to a NOAA Fisheries comment on policy or permit activities.
I think we right now are engaged in trying to refine and expand that capability, especially with
the policy revisions. Those are all being done. We have a November Advisory Panel Meeting
so they can very specifically address this type of activity, so they can take on that next level that
is already essentially mandated by Magnuson.
Magnuson does say we have to look at non-fishing activities. We regulate the fishing activities
but also provide policy guidance, and we are setting the stage with what we’ve done so far and
the AP has already committed very significantly to look at in, say, not only this policy
development in the future iteration of the next Fishery Ecosystem Plan even more refined
capabilities of working with the state, local and federal partners.
\
I think everybody has hit it on the head; that is where the rubber meets the road, and I think
we’ve got a good network to get that done. Also, our collaborations with a lot of other activities
that is going in the background with the Governors Alliance, with the Landscape Conservation
Cooperatives, with some of these other activities, they are keeping the council in and tapping on
some capabilities that get to some of the issues that have been raised on specifically connectivity,
things that I think as we refine our information, it is going to really re-emphasize how important
those habitat connections are with – you know, if you’re looking at managing this resource, our
essential fish habitat designations inshore and all are vital to looking at how the long-term
sustainability of the systems are.
We do have a fairly complex network that I think we can refine even further, as well as the
policy guidance, as well as the information needed to understand how important the connectivity
of all these systems are. It is a lot of years that we’ve been building this in our region, and I
think we’re at a pretty good stage to even go further with this and with the directive of the
council and the committee to look very specifically at that, and we can take that to the next step.
DR. DUVAL: Thanks for that synopsis, Roger. I think it is much appreciated, and these are all
good points here that have been brought up. The council I think has been very proactive and has
been a leader in addressing these types of issues with those policy statements. The Habitat
Committee is actively working on taking that sort of to the next step by getting to those decisions
that are made at the local level.
I want to just kind of bring the conversation to a point here and go back to the proposed edit to
this goal statement with regard to habitat. I just suggested to Amber that perhaps we could take
out the words “due to recreational and commercial” in there and just simply say “minimize
habitat damage from fishing activities”. I mean that is what we have in our purview. Mr.
Chairman.
MR. CUPKA: I don’t see a problem with that, but the goal needs to be broader because of some
of the objectives we discussed, so I think we need to say “fishing and non-fishing activities” if
you want to include those other objectives.
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DR. DUVAL: Okay, “minimize habitat damage from fishing and non-fishing activities”; noting
that we have a mandate from the Magnuson-Stevens Act to do so. All right, let’s go ahead and
take just a quick ten-minute break.
DR. DUVAL: All right, folks, just a few more things to get through before we go to lunch here,
so I am going to turn it back over to Amber. We have finished up with our goal statement
regarding habitat, minimize habitat damage from fishing and non-fishing activities, so the next
one, Number 6, has to do with public compliance.
MS. VON HARTEN: Okay, Number 6, promote public compliance and enforcement; and I
think that will now go under our communication strategic goal. The proposed edit was “promote
public comprehension and compliance with enforcement if fishery regulations”, because that was
kind of based on our discussions we had in June that you had about compliance and concerns
with law enforcement and things of that nature. That is the proposed edit.
MR. HARTIG: It may be just me but I just wanted to add “promote comprehension of and
compliance with enforcement of fishery regulations”. To me it just read a little –
DR. DUVAL: I completely agree with that, Ben, it is hard for people to comply with something
when they don’t understand what it means so ensuring that people understand what we’re talking
about is pretty key. Unfortunately, the language that we have to use sometimes in the regulations
doesn’t always do that. I know it adds more words. John, it looks like you might have a
suggestion here, but I do think the comprehension piece is key.
MR. JOLLEY: I like that, Ben, and then I think we can drop “fishery” and just say with “with
regulatory enforcement”. Everything we’re doing here is about the fishery.
DR. DUVAL: Do we even need “regulatory” in there?
MR. JOLLEY: Maybe not.
DR. DUVAL: So “promote public comprehension of and compliance with enforcement”.
MR. PHILLIPS: I’m not so sure I like “comprehension”. I think “education” might be a better
word. I don’t know that we want to tell the public they’re not comprehending something, but we
can tell the public we’re helping to educate them.
DR. DUVAL: Charlie, would a better word be “understanding”, “promote public understanding
of”?
MR. PHILLIPS: Either, yes.
DR. DUVAL: Okay, because I do think – I understand what Ben is getting at, that sometimes
there are regulations that are enacted that on the face of them, when they are read in the
regulatory language, can be difficult to understand.
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MS. VON HARTEN: Okay, I have an edit. It is under public understanding of enforcement;
how about “promote public understanding of and compliance with regulations”.
DR. DUVAL: Yes.
MS. VON HARTEN: Well, is it management or communication or all two, three – you guys tell
me. I’ll put it there so you can see it. Communication?
MR. BELL: It is also management I think in that sort of our job is when we’re coming up with
all these great ideas and things that we want done in the fishery and how we want it regulated,
we’ve got to make sure that it is something that can be comprehended and it makes sense and is
enforceable. That is our job, but there is a communication piece to communicate to the public so
they have an understanding of what it is we’re trying to do; but our job, which is part of the
management piece, is how we come up with those things and the ideas we try to put in place.
DR. DUVAL: Are there any other thoughts on how to categorize this? It seems like it crosses a
few lines. We could put it under management and communication? Why don’t we just put it
both places for right now.
MS. VON HARTEN: Unless you want just to split that into two separate – you could leave the
“promoting public understanding or regulations” under communication and then “promote public
compliance with regulations” under management and have it two separate ones.
DR. DUVAL: Yes, that sounds good to me; rather than having this sort of – I mean, there are
two ways we could split it, either put it under two different broad goals or we could split up the
statement. It is up to you. Wilson.
DR. LANEY: Madam Chairman, I could go either way. It is logical to split it but I would point
out under communication the council has already developed that application for regulations. To
me that promotes both public understanding and also compliance, because now you have it on
your smart phone and you can look at it while you’re out there.
DR. DUVAL: Well, Anna doesn’t have a smart phone, so she can’t see the regulations.
MS. BECKWITH: It’s downloaded.
DR. DUVAL: Okay, never mind. Amber.
MS. VON HARTEN: Well, I think regulations could be defined as not just size limits and bag
limits. It is also the amendments that come through and the management measures that are put in
place, and that is what Kim and I spend a lot of time explaining to people, so that could be
considered regulation.
DR. DUVAL: So the question remains do you want to split those two things up, “promote
public understanding of regulations” under communication and then “promote public compliance

27

Visioning Workgroup
Charleston, SC
September 16, 2013

with regulations” under the management? It may not be our job to promote public compliance,
but we could certainly support public compliance with regulations if that is OLE’s job. Mel.
MR. BELL: Yes, leave something in there as a placeholder if you don’t do anything else, that’s
fine, but I’m not sure of the exact wording. The piece that we do under management isn’t so
much that – we just need to make sure that the regulations are enforceable and are
understandable and it makes sense. However we want to describe that function, that is what
needs to go in management; but for right now if you want to just leave that in, we can wordsmith
it later or something.
DR. DUVAL: Sounds good.
MS. VON HARTEN: Okay, Number 7, mechanism to vest participants, and this was related to
controlled access systems. I think it was related to wreckfish, perhaps. The suggested edit was
“utilize mechanisms to vest fishermen in the snapper grouper fishery”. It is pretty broad.
DR. DUVAL: I think from a lay perspective, I almost don’t know what that means, a
mechanism to vest participants. I think looking at the wordier version, if we want to do
something where participants feel they have a stake in conserving the resource, that almost is
more plain language and understandable to me than a mechanism to vest participants. This is
something that I think we always want to make sure that our constituents have a stake in
conserving the resource and using it responsibly. Do we need to have an explicit statement in
that regard?
MR. HARTIG: Well, I think your wording that you substituted was better than the “vest”. The
“vest”, it goes basically to IFQ systems. That was where that comes from, and that was the gist
of the discussion in the wreckfish fishery, the vesting. I don’t know how you can get it – I guess
you could get it by limiting permits and things of that nature to a degree. In black sea bass, when
we limited it to 33 people, they have a more vested interest in the fishery because there are only
33 of them in that fishery. It will do that. I mean it has the potential; I’m saying it will; it can. I
think your wording is better.
DR. DUVAL: So perhaps modify that to say “ensure participants have a stake in conserving the
snapper grouper resource”. Staff is telling me that is the same thing as stewardship, which I tend
to agree. Maybe this is something we could eliminate. Charlie.
MR. PHILLIPS: Well, we as a council have decided numerous times that we want to
professionalize our industry. Some way, shape or form, if you’re going to have a professional
industry, you want the fishermen to feel like some sense of ownership, whether it is through
endorsements or whatever mechanism we use.
I understand “vest” came from ITQs originally, but now we have got longline endorsements and
pot endorsements, so we’ve got two different fisheries that fishermen are vested into the fishery.
I’m not so sure it is a bad word now. If we’re still wanting to professionalize fisheries, we’re
going to have to look at options on how do it. I’m inclined to leave it in there and maybe some
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wordsmithing but actually what you’ve got is probably okay for a larger goal; not objective but
the goal.
DR. DUVAL: You mean the “utilize mechanisms to vest participants” – I don’t like the word
“utilize”. Could we “promote mechanisms to vest fishermen in the fishery”?
(Response of “explore”)
DR. DUVAL: Explore, promote, consider – okay, “consider”. Ben.
MR. HARTIG: The only reason I – “vest”, a lot of people don’t know what that means. This is
a public exercise we’re going to, so I think we should explain it in terms that they’re going to
understand. “Vest” means something to me and Charlie, but I don’t know that it means that
much to the public at large.
DR. DUVAL: I agree with that, Ben. Chris, get us out of this.
MR. CONKLIN: If I’m not mistaken, anyone who makes a living off of the water in our fishery
right now is already vested. Maybe we word it to say “further vest” or “invest”; you know,
explore ways to further give fishermen and charter captains, as well, and commercial fishermen
further vested interest in the fishery and maybe look at your common recreational fishermen and
figure out how to give he or she some sense of ownership or whatnot and get them vested, per se.
MS. BECKWITH: For the commercial guys, they’re already vested with the limited entry; and
recognizing that is already a limited entry fishery and using that word “vest” screams IFQs and I
don’t know if that’s – I don’t like it; I don’t feel comfortable with the word “vest”. I’m more
leaning towards ensure participants have stewardship, stakeholder or eliminate this and revisit it
later.
MR. BELL: When I originally read this it says a controlled access system, so what I was
thinking of is ITQs, IFQs, limited access, something like that. That is a strategy or a tool you
can use in itself, and that should be on the table. I don’t know that it needs to rise to the level of
a goal, but then we’re kind of now talking about vesting everybody.
Chris’ point is you have an interest in the fishery, whether you’re recreational, charter,
commercial, whether you’re non-consumptive, you’ve got an interest in the fishery, so that’s a
little different from the way this was originally worded, I think. It looked like it was maybe in
there to specifically bring options for limited access kind of things to the table as a tool. That
should stay in there, but I don’t know that it needs to rise to the level of a goal necessarily.
DR. DUVAL: In consideration of your comments, Mel, perhaps “consider mechanisms to vest
fishermen in the snapper grouper fishery” is something that belongs more as an objective under
our earlier goal statement of “promoting effective stewardship”, the earlier one – I think Number
3 – so does that sound like an objective that could fit underneath that goal? Does anyone have a
problem if we move that as an objective under that earlier goal statement? Okay, I’m not seeing
any objections. Again, this is just a draft so we can certainly modify things down the road.
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MS. VON HARTEN: Okay, Number 8, promote stability and facilitate long-run planning – the
long part of that is “Participants in the fishery will have access to the resource based on certain
criteria to be determined by the council after reviewing public comments. This would give
participants the flexibility to employ the most profitable way to fish and also fish when it is most
profitable in terms of market conditions. Such a system will promote stability in the fishery by
providing a regular supply of fish throughout the fishing year, and maintain stable prices. Both
fishermen and fish dealers will have the incentive to engage in long-run planning and investment
activities.” This to me seems more business-oriented, market-driven type of goal, so the
proposed edit was “Provide a management regime which promotes sustainability and long-range
planning”.
DR. DUVAL: How do folks feel about that? To me that is a much more succinct means of
stating that particular goal. I think that’s something that we would like to strive for a little bit
more – so that we can have something where participants in the fishery can plan with a little bit
more dependability for their businesses.
MR. HARTIG: Not only that, yes, it was couched in the terms of market-driven utilization, but
recreationally it is very important for people to be able to plan on when they can have their trips,
and maybe if we get down to a season some time – a snapper grouper season for the recreational
fishery or something of that nature; I mean, the planning for the recreational is equally as
important.
DR. DUVAL: And I was certainly talking about everybody in terms of planning.
any other thoughts on the proposed edit to this particular goal statement? Chris.

Are there

MR. CONKLIN: I think we should include the word “recreational” somewhere in that Number 8
– somewhere.
DR. DUVAL: So perhaps we can include that level of specificity in the objectives that would go
below that statement. I think everybody would like a management regime that promotes
sustainability and long-range planning. Perhaps we could say “for all sectors of the fishery” if
you wanted to make sure that was clear.
MS. VON HARTEN: Myra and I were just talking – and I know there is some hesitation about
this word “sustainability” and we are using in our vision statement, I believe – would “stability”
be a better word, “promote stability”, because I think that is kind of – yes – more of what we’re
talking about.
MR. PHILLIPS: Reading up in the original eight, it talks about regular supply of fish, the
fishing year, maintain stable prices. That is different from sustainability. I think what she is
saying is correct; we want market stability and accessibility for recreational fishermen long term.
I think that is what we’re for and not sustainability but market stability, economic stability and
accessibility for the recreational fishermen.
DR. DUVAL: Yes, I would agree, I think stability is a better choice of words in that regard, and
we can certainly address in objectives the specificity of that. What Amber has up on the screen
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right now is “provide a management regime which promotes stability and long-range planning in
all sectors”. Does that seem inclusive enough? Okay, moving on.
MS. VON HARTEN: Okay, Number 9, create market-driven harvest pace and increase product
continuity. It is kind of the same thing, yes, as the previous one. The edit, if you even want to
keep it, is “create opportunity for market-driven harvest and continuity in the availability of
product”. I remember us having the discussion that “product” meant whether it was a fishing trip
for for-hire or a fishing trip for a recreational person or commercial, but we may not need it.
DR. DUVAL: And I tend to think that what we’re getting to here in Number 9 are really
objectives that address what we mean under the previous statements, so I think you can get to the
fact that a product could be a fish that is sold for consumption versus a product being a charter
trip or a headboat trip. I think you can get to that level of specificity within the objectives that
you would develop under the previous statement. Those are just my thoughts about that. Mel.
MR. BELL: I would agree with that. I’d say at this point you’re kind of down at the objective
level and that should be included in the previous goal that we worked on.
MS. VON HARTEN: Okay, Number 10, minimize gear and area conflicts among fishermen,
this is kind of addressing that stakeholder diversity theme, so we said, “Manage the fishery to
reduce conflict among stakeholders”, whether that was gear or area.
DR. DUVAL: Well, I know stakeholder conflicts are something that we have had some
considerable experience with in North Carolina. How do folks feel about this statement? Do
you want to keep it in; do you want to take it out; do you think it fits better under something else
as an objective? Mel.
MR. BELL: You might be able to put it as an objective under three, which will end up being
promoting stewardship, utilization, whatever we use there, but you’re kind of down into
promoting – well, I can’t remember; did we take “efficient” out? But that would seem to fit
under that. It is something that obviously we deal with and it needs to be addressed, and it
certainly could be captured I think at an objective level; maybe under number three.
MR. PHILLIPS: And I agree; that basically is – stewardship is management and this is
management, so we could condense that easily enough.
MR. BOWEN: The words “minimize gear”, will that also move up to number three or will that
be taken out completely?
DR. DUVAL: I think what Amber has shown up here as a proposed edit to that statement,
“minimize gear and area conflicts among fishermen”, is a little bit broader – has been edited to
be a little bit broader, say, “manage the fishery to reduce conflict among stakeholders”, so that
would be an objective, so it wouldn’t necessarily refer – you could be specific within there to
refer to either gear conflicts or area conflicts. Your question is just do you want to maintain that
reference to gear if it gets moved up under Goal Number 3?
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MR. BOWEN: Well, my concern is constituents out of Georgia, there are some gear conflicts
and it needs to be addressed, in my opinion.
MS. VON HARTEN: Could it be addressed in maybe a strategy. If this is going to be an
objective, “manage the fishery to reduce conflict among stakeholders,” could it be a strategy that
specifically addresses gear? I’ll just make a note that we want to make sure that we include a
strategy that addresses gear conflict.
If you look at the objectives, the objectives that we came up with under that goal, the first was
addressing regional differences in the fishery that result in user conflict, and then the second was
management strategies that address differences in temporal and aerial distribution of the
resource. That is kind of what we were trying to get at was this whole state-by-state concept that
everybody keeps talking about. I don’t know what you all think about that.
DR. DUVAL: And I think at least certainly Objective 2 could be – well, I know it uses the word
“strategy” in it, but it could be a strategy in and of itself. David.
MR. CUPKA: The gear and area conflicts is one thing, but I think Objective 2 really is a major
area that we’ve seen a lot of problems in. As I tell people all the time, we’re at kind of a
disadvantage, for example, over the Gulf. Where their resources are pretty much spread out on
the same latitude, ours goes this way; and because we do have such a variation in latitude, we try
and fix everything with one fix cures all, and it doesn’t work.
We see differences in species that occur throughout that latitudinal difference. We see
differences in spawning times. Some of the biggest conflicts we have had I think are when we
don’t recognize some of these regional differences and try and deal with them. I don’t want that
to get lost in there, because to me that is an even bigger issue than, say, a gear conflict.
DR. DUVAL: So I think the point is we don’t want to lose that Objective Number 2 as a standalone objective.
MS. VON HARTEN: And perhaps it doesn’t belong under this goal; it belongs under one of the
other management goals; perhaps the one about accessibility, even, that we just talked about.
Under management, “provide for flexible management”; it could be an objective under that?
DR. DUVAL: Yes, that sounds to me like a good place for that. I understand completely what is
saying. That is a lot of the complaints that we hear is that we’re trying to use the same strategy
throughout the region when we have a lot of differences in the species’ distribution. What I’m
hearing is that this edited goal statement of manage the fishery to reduce conflict among
stakeholders is perhaps an objective that could be moved up to Goal Statement 3 about effective
stewardship, but that Objective Number 2 could move up into the goal statement about flexible
management. Ben.
MR. HARTIG: Well, with the conversation, do you think it is appropriate to move Objective 2
as a goal statement? Given the amount of attention we have given this over time, given that
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we’re trying to actually do that with king mackerel and Spanish mackerel in the latest
amendment – it is not in the snapper grouper, but I mean it can go either way.
It just seems David’s points are very well taken about how important this is. I have had
extensive e-mail messages talking about regionalization since this last council meeting, between
the two meetings. It something certainly that is going to be important.
DR. DUVAL: Yes, your point is well taken, Ben. I’m looking at the goal statement to provide
for a flexible management system, which was I think the fourth one that we looked at. Does not
“adopt management strategies that address differences in temporal and aerial distribution of the
resource”; do you not see that as a piece of a flexible management system?
MR. HARTIG: Absolutely, I do.
DR. DUVAL: Okay, because that is kind of where I was thinking that objective would go is
under there. Okay, Mr. Chairman, does that work for you? It doesn’t that objective; it doesn’t
diminish it; it just moves it up to probably a more appropriate goal area for flexible management.
MR. CUPKA: It works for me; I just didn’t want to lose it because that is a big issue.
DR. DUVAL: Okay, are we ready to move on?
MS. VON HARTEN: Okay, Number 11, decrease incentives for overcapitalization; and before I
even read the whole lengthy rest of that, it was suggested that we move this as an objective under
Goal 3. That was the one that formerly said “orderly utilization of the resource”, so that now
says “stewardship”. If you guys keep it at all.
DR. DUVAL: What do you all think; do you want to keep it; do you want to move this under the
Goal Number 3, which would be effective stewardship of the resource? Do we need to include
this? I’m seeing at least one head shake around the table. If we keep this, I do agree that moving
it under Goal 3 would be the most logical. Charlie.
MR. PHILLIPS: I would think it could probably go under Goal 3, and then we can talk about
how to do it or if we want to do it, but put it under Goal 3 possibly as a placeholder at least for
now.
DR. DUVAL: It sounds good to me. We’re not going to dump it so let’s just move it.
MS. VON HARTEN: Okay, the last four I believe were ones that were already addressed or
mandated. Number 12 was “prevent continual dissipation of returns from fishing through open
access”, and that was proposed to just be completely removed.
MR. HARTIG: You can look at this in a number of ways and not just the commercial fishery.
We have a for-hire fishery that could be impacted by this. The Gulf has a limited access system
for their for-hire and we do not. Even in the terms of recreational fishing, although we haven’t
had that happen since 2008 with the decline in the economy of the country, again you could have
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these situations like we had in black sea bass when the bag limits were so low, your dissipation
of return from your going fishing, you can’t go fishing because the fisheries are closed. This has
some appeal to me for other fisheries, whether or not you want to leave it in or put it somewhere
else.
MR. PHILLIPS: I think again this is something that you could either leave in here or put it under
three, because that would be part of your flexible management strategies. But, yes, it is
something that definitely needs to be considered as we go through this, because it is definitely
happening on both sides.
MR. BELL: I was going to say when we were talking about sort of limited access a while ago
and we sort of moved that up to Goal 3, the remedy for open access maybe is limited access.
You’ve already kind of captured it, but it needs to be in there. It is all part of the discussion of
limited access and how you might use that. You’d use it as a solution to deal with problems
associated with open access. It is definitely captured. I think it is up under three.
DR. DUVAL: Yes, when we spent so much time on that mechanism to vest statement, that we
then moved up under Goal 3, this limiting access could be a strategy under there. I mean, I agree
with Ben; it needs to stay in. I know there has been some discussion about other fisheries,
perhaps the for-hire fishery, so it should probably stay in there for consideration at this point; so
perhaps move it up under that goal.
MS. VON HARTEN: Okay, Number 13 was evaluate and minimize localized depletion. These
are the ones we didn’t get to at the last workshop, but the Snapper Grouper AP had suggested
that this is something that could be addressed by the states or through consideration of regional
quotas. I’m not sure if it belongs here.
DR. DUVAL: What is your pleasure on localized depletion? I think localized depletion is very
much a perception place-based issue. Wilson.
DR. LANEY: Bob may want to weigh in on this, but – no, he is shaking his head – but it is
something that the ASMFC has struggled with relative to menhaden in the Chesapeake Bay. It
all depends on how you define what the carrying capacity of the ecosystem is and then how you
measure whether or not it is depleted relative to some carrying capacity.
Those are hard things to do from a science standpoint, I think. You certainly can do them but it
costs a lot of money to determine what a carrying capacity could be or should be or even what it
is desired to be based on your desire to increase the population of some more desirable species
versus decreasing the population of a less desirable species.
I don’t know; if we decide to evaluate it, the first thing we’ve got to do is define it before you
can evaluate it. Then if you decide it is happening somewhere, you have to have the science to
say, well, it is happening here, and then you have to decide how you’re going to minimize it. I
don’t know; it seems to me this one would be a very complicated thing to do.
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DR. DUVAL: Yes, I would tend to agree and that’s why I said that I think there is a lot of
perception that goes into that. Bob, if you want to enlighten us with your wisdom on the
menhaden experience, that would be great.
MR. BEAL: Stay away from it! (Laughter) Wilson is right, the ASMFC has spent a lot of time
wrestling with localized depletion, and we get hung up on the duration and the scale of localize
depletion. The menhaden industry, they set up purse seine nets and scoop up a school of
menhaden and clearly there is localized depletion there.
But fish move in and out of that area and they mix with other stocks and we never really have
gotten past that notion of the scale of the event and the duration of the event. And then
menhaden is charged with a lot of politics, as you mentioned, Michelle. Getting past all that has
been tough and we really haven’t been able to define it.
MR. HAYMANS: We have enough problems supplying data for a region-wide assessment as
opposed to getting down to localized, so I don’t see the need for this; or, if we want to keep it, I
think it needs to be – number 13 itself reduced to an objective an put under Number 2. As we
collect necessary data, that necessary data gets down to a localized level; and I just think if we’re
going to keep it, move it to two.
MR. CUPKA: I think we have an example of at least this perception in our snapper grouper.
One of the reasons why we set up SMZs, besides the fact that the recreational guys didn’t like
the commercial guys fishing on artificial reefs that had been built with recreational money, was
the fact that they could in with commercial gear and pretty much knock down populations of
snapper grouper species on these artificial reefs. Mel may want to speak more to that, but I know
that was part of the reason why we addressed SMZs. I think SMZs are a good thing, and I want
to be careful that we don’t toss those out or something, because that was of the justification for
establishing SMZs.
MR. BELL: David is right; that was really all about very, very specific localized depletion, and
it wasn’t so much commercial versus recreational as it was gear type versus gear type. I think
you could keep this open as an objective either under two or three because it kind of also ties –
when you start into three, when we were talking about things that David mentioned about
latitudinal or regional differences; you could find yourself discussing it at that point – or as Doug
mentioned, the science because really the science is what is going to drive this, but keep it as an
objective, either under two or three. I would be okay with either, I guess.
DR. DUVAL: I think that’s a good suggestion on Doug’s part. I would think that because the
science is going to drive it, that it might fit a little bit better under Objective 2 dealing with
collecting the necessary information. My only concern with this statement is that it says
“minimize localized depletion”, and I think depending on perception, depending on, as Bob
indicated, the duration and scale of something like that, that may not be within our purview to
actually do something about it. I just throw that out there. Bob, to that point.
MR. BEAL: At the beginning of my last comments, I kind of jokingly said stay away from it,
but menhaden move around a lot more than some of the critters you guys are talking about here.
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There are a lot more structure-oriented animals and site fidelity, so it probably is worth
exploring. But as Doug said, you’ve got to walk before you can run. If you can’t assess these
critters on a coast-wide or regional basis, you can have a real tough time doing it on one reef or
even a lot smaller scale.
DR. DUVAL: Excellent points. Charlie.
MR. PHILLIPS: Well, going back to what Doug said, if we absolutely do not have the science
to form a decision on it; do we want it in there at all and possibly bring it back when we might
have the science or the resources to do the science? Do we want to leave something in there that
we absolutely just cannot do at this point in time?
DR. DUVAL: Well, I think it depends on the words that you choose to define this. I tend to
think that the words “evaluate and minimize” overreach our ability to do anything about it. I’m
looking for another verb and struggling right now in terms of – I do agree that we should
probably keep this in because it is a perception, and I think there are stakeholders who are going
to come forward and say that this is a problem in my area. It is just what is the verb that you use.
Mel and then Wilson; and it is about twenty minutes twelve, so I would like to kind of wrap this
up in the next five minutes so that we can spend some time talking the structure of port meetings.
MR. BELL: I just again mention was David was talking about; and again given that these are
snapper grouper species and as Bob said they do show good site fidelity, you can and we have
demonstrated and we know because we have seen it, whether it was from trapping – and I can
remember coming before the council years and years ago when we were talking about issues
with bang sticks on these small sites, and I plopped down a bag of spent .38 shell casings and
showed video.
So we have documented localized depletion again on a small area, so I would leave it in there. It
is something that because of the nature of the animals we’re talking about, they are very clearly
associated with these habitats. It is not like menhaden where they are really moving around or
even dolphin or something, which is a whole ‘nother management plan.
DR. LANEY: I certainly agree with what Mel just said and Bob’s point about the nature of these
species versus something like menhaden is very good. I would advocate keeping it in as well
and maybe change it from “evaluate and minimize localized depletion” to say “consider
localized depletion and how to address it” or something along those lines.
DR. DUVAL: Good suggestion, “consider and address” – well, no, I would just say – what was
that again, Wilson, “consider how to address”?
DR. LANEY: Yes, I suggested “consider localized depletion and how we might address it,”
something along those lines. We have “evaluate and minimize”. The “evaluate” part certainly
belongs under Objective 2 for science, and then the “minimize” part or how to address it kind of
belongs under the management goal. Again, you could split this one up into two different pieces
if you wanted to.
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DR. DUVAL: Amber has got up there a couple of revised bullet points as per Wilson’s
suggestions to “consider localized depletion” and then “consider strategies to address localized
depletion” and put the first one under science and the second one under management, I believe.
How do folks feel about that? Ben.
MR. HARTIG: Well, the strategies to address localized depletion, as David said, we’ve already
used them in the SMZs and management, so it is not strictly a science – okay, sorry.
DR. DUVAL: So the science piece would be considering it and the management piece would be
how do you address it.
MS. VON HARTEN: And the last two are mandated already; “end overfishing of snapper
grouper stocks undergoing overfishing” and “rebuild stocks declared overfished”. Those will get
move to that category that Ben suggested.
DR. DUVAL: Sounds good. I think we have done quite a bit of work today between
wordsmithing and considering whether certain things belong in certain places, whether some of
these were more goal statements, whether they were more objectives.
I am a very visual creature so for me I’m going to need to see – you know, let staff clean this up
and rework it before we can kind of look at it and say, well, have we sort of captured a rough
universe of what we’d like to consider here, knowing that we’re focused on the snapper grouper
fishery. Anna.
MS. BECKWITH: Before we move on; can we go just really quickly back to the vision
statement and have a quick conversation on “citizens” versus “stakeholders” or “constituents” as
an acceptable terminology, please?
DR. DUVAL: Absolutely and thank you for that reminder. Previously our draft vision
statement was the Snapper Grouper Fishery is a healthy, sustainable fishery that balances and
optimizes benefits for all citizens. I think we did sort of talk a little bit about whether or not to
use the word “stakeholder” and maybe the perception being that might indicate only fishing
constituencies as opposed to stakeholders broadly that these are public trust resources. Anna, do
you have a suggestion for another word?
MS. BECKWITH: Well, “constituents” might be an option as well. It certainly goes beyond
just U.S. citizens as our constituents.
DR. DUVAL: So we have “constituents” as a suggestion. Mel.
MR. BELL: I’m fine with “stakeholders”. We use it throughout the document. It is used
throughout the document that the Mid-Atlantic Council came up with. It is a perfectly legitimate
term that describes all of these people we’re bringing to the table that have an interest, that have
a vested interest, and it’s fine. I understand “citizen”; well, citizen of what? That could be
confusing.
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MR. PHILLIPS: Yes, I still think I like “citizens”. I just heard the oath administered this
morning. I think they used “citizens” in the oath. I think it covers everybody. I mean,
“stakeholders” seems to be narrowing out. When it is a public resource, the citizens own it and
not necessarily the stakeholders. The citizens own it, so I’m inclined to be broad because it is a
public resource, but that’s just me.
DR. DUVAL: So maybe Phil can confirm whether “citizens” is used in the particular statement.
While he is looking that up, I am going to move to Wilson.
DR. LANEY: Well, I guess I like “stakeholders” better for the reasons Anna pointed out. It
isn’t just U.S. citizens that benefit from the resource. There are a lot of tourists that come to the
U.S., especially to the Florida Keys, that go diving on lots of areas that have lots of council
resources in them, and pay good money to do it. Now, U.S. citizens I guess who are running the
excursion tours are benefiting from that, but so are the tourists. They benefit from the experience
as well, so I guess I would kind of like “stakeholders” instead of “citizens”.
DR. DUVAL: Could we be exceedingly broad and just eliminate the word “citizens” and just
say “optimizes benefits for all”; ala John Jolley? Phil, was there a confirmation of the use of the
word “citizen” in the swearing-in statement?
MR. STEELE: The word “citizen” is not mentioned.
DR. DUVAL: Seriously, how do people feel about just not using a word and just saying “for the
benefit of all”? Okay, cool! All right, the next thing on our list of stuff to bang out before lunch
is discussion of the port meetings. Amber had included, which I believe is up on the screen,
some suggestions for port meeting structure. Is it in fact sheet as well as the overview? It is in
the overview, okay. Okay, so this is in the overview, which is Attachment 2, for folks who want
to follow along, in the briefing book. Ben.
MR. HARTIG: It says “needs input for Florida”. I thought I put Port Salerno on there. Port
Salerno would be another logical place to meet in Florida, for another city. We have got a place
to meet, which is great, and certainly we have people that could facilitate the meeting – not
facilitate it but whatever word I’m looking for.
DR. DUVAL: I think this is kind of a two-part conversation. One of the things that we asked
folks to do was kind of come up with some suggestions for locations of port meetings, but then
also we really need to consider the structure that we want to use here. We’re doing this in-house
so just everybody keep that mind; we’re going to use existing staff and council members to do
this given our existing budget situation and some of the cutbacks we’ve had. I just ask folks to
keep that in mind. Doug.
MR. HAYMANS: Well, that was really my point in that if you count the X’s up there, that’s a
lot of public meetings. That’s 70-some meetings or nearly 70.
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DR. DUVAL: If you look at the chart that Amber has up on the screen right now, what this does
is it sort of outlines which rough constituencies you would be capturing at a particular location.
God forbid that we have 70-some meetings throughout the region.
MR. HAYMANS: My apologies for misunderstanding, but we had discussed at one time about
who you invite to these things and I remember one part of our conversation was sector-specific
meetings. That is what confused me. I would love to get these various groups together in one
location and let everybody hear all sides. If that is the direction we’re going, that’s great.
DR. DUVAL: I think this is where some input from Florida is probably helpful, because I think
in Florida, when they did the South Florida Outreach Stakeholder Meetings, that they had
multiple constituencies present at each one of those meetings, so you had folks who were
commercial fishermen, you had folks who were private anglers, you had folks from the for-hire
sector, you had interested members of the public.
You had some folks who thought this was about more closed areas in the Florida Keys National
Marine Sanctuary, which was a little bit unfortunate. Jessica, I don’t mean to put you on the
spot, but I think some input from you as to the pros and cons of having separate constituencies at
different meetings, and then perhaps Bob Beal and Pres Pate would want to weigh in on that as
well afterwards.
MS. McCAWLEY: I think it could be helpful. We did have all those folks in one room at the
meeting. One thing that I did think was interesting is that I think we had some people that maybe
were at a workshop for the first time, and so they were unclear about – and it is confusing in
Florida, which is why we have the South Florida Committee, but they were confused about
management authorities and who did what and what the role of the council was.
I think that is something that we need to think about when we go out for the visioning process
about meeting the stakeholders at their starting point. Although we do have a lot of folks that
know how we operate, there are some folks out there that if we get first-timers, they don’t really
even understand the way the council manages or what the authority is. That was something that
we noticed at those workshops. We did have all the different constituents in one room.
For the most part it worked, but I think it worked because of the way that we did the meeting.
We had everyone in a single room. We had a panel at the front of the room and we made it more
of an interactive process where people – we spent a lot of time at the beginning where people
could just ask questions.
Then when it seemed like those questions were turning into comments, then we said, okay, now
we’re going to move into the comment process, and we did it that way. In that manner the
people that were providing comments, they weren’t just asking a question. We tried to separate
those two pieces of the workshop from each other so people could ask very detailed questions
and then decide after they got their question answered that maybe I want to comment later or
maybe I don’t.
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The FWC has a formalized way that we take comments where we use these speaker cards kind of
like the council does. We don’t make people go to a microphone. We let them stay in their seats
and they can just comment from there. A lot of times people might have something to say, but
they don’t want to submit these speaker cards and give the formalized comment.
After we ran through the formalized comment, we let people kind of just speak off the cuff about
the topics at hand and let the discussion continue in that way for another additional hour than
what we would normally run our FWC workshops. Most workshops did not go the full three
hours, but we would normally – if it is just an FWC workshop and it is a very focused issue, we
only do two hours; but since this was a scoping-type workshop, we went for three hours so that
we could make sure people got heard on every topic that they want to get heard on.
I do like the idea of splitting it up. Since this is going to be a more open-ended process, I like the
idea of splitting it up. I don’t know if you talked about locations; but when you get to the
locations, I have a comment on that, too.
DR. DUVAL: We hadn’t quite gotten to locations yet. I think the number of locations is really
going to depend on the kind of format that we want to use, and I think we just need to be
conscious of the fact that we are doing this in-house. David.
MR. CUPKA: In regard to locations, when I suggested some areas in South Carolina – and we
need probably to decide about this – I included a possible inland location because we have a
couple of very active fishing clubs that aren’t on the coast. The one that stood out to my
recollection was one in Florence.
If we’re going to have to cut back on them, that may be something we want to consider, but they
are very active and I think you’d get good input from them. Whether they would come to the
coast to comment, I don’t know. Mel may want to add to that.
MR. BELL: Yes, we don’t want to get bogged down in this right now, but I was actually
thinking Columbia. The reason for that is we’ve done things before in Columbia, and you can
draw people from Greenville, Charlotte, Charleston, and Atlanta. It is kind of another place to
just consider that. I think there is value in having an inland location. Florence, there is a
connection with Georgetown with a lot of those guys, so they may cover that. We can get into
the weeds with that later, but I think an inland location would be good to keep in mind actually
for other states as well if it is within reasonable driving distance.
MR. HAYMANS: I realize we’re calling these “port meetings”, but can we incorporate at least
some of them in with the public scoping hearing process that we do each year. Quite honestly,
for my fine state we have such minimal participation in my public hearings that I would almost
see it as a draw to get additional people out to those meetings. To me it is a better use of our
fiscal resources to try to combine meetings where we can.
DR. DUVAL: I think, first, staff has made some suggestions, and I think we’re going to talk
about in Executive Finance for how to modify our scoping process and perhaps use some of the
web-based tools that we have available to us to cut down on costs and effort there. I’m not sure I
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would suggest combining these meetings, whatever we call them, port meetings or whatnot, with
our normal public hearings. I think particularly given the docket of things that are going to be
going out to public hearing, I’m not sure that’s such a good idea, but that is just my two cents.
MR. PHILLIPS: Listening to Jessica and when we go to consider do we want to have one big
group meeting or do we want to have individual meetings, you may want to consider putting the
commercial and the chefs/restaurants in a meeting together and then put the recreational private
and coastal tourism, because they’re going to have a lot in common, just like the
chefs/restaurants/commercial. You could kind of double up probably on a lot of those meetings
like that and have one scheduled for five to seven and the other one seven to nine, something like
that and be a little more efficient.
DR. DUVAL: Yes, and I think we had sort of bandied about some of those kinds of things. If
you felt to need to separate constituencies, could you do two meetings in one place and just run
them a couple of hours for one constituent and a couple of hours for another. That would
certainly capitalize on staff time and resources. John.
MR. JOLLEY: Looking at the suggestion for locations in Florida, I noticed that they’re really
the same locations that we have public hearings at, and so I think one of the considerations you
want to have is try to attract more people that you haven’t heard from possibly. I think by
stressing those same locations where we do the public hearings, you’re going to get the same
group of people.
There is going to be a tendency at least for that, so we might want to look at other areas for the
reason you want to diversify more. I would suggest the West Palm Beach Fishing Club in West
Palm Beach would be a perfect place to get at another group of people.
DR. DUVAL: I’m going to put our Mid-Atlantic folks on the spot here and just ask, Bob or
Pres, did either of you attend any of the outreach meetings that the Mid-Atlantic Council had and
sort of what were your thoughts on the structure that was employed?
MR. PATE: Well, I attended virtually all of them, Michelle, and we didn’t segregate them in
any way. We just combined them all in one – well, I forget how many locations there were, but
we combined all the interest groups into one group for each meeting. Is that what you wanted?
DR. DUVAL: Yes, I guess I’m just a little confused because I thought Rick had said that there
was some separation of folks. I know that there was a separate meeting for the NGO groups who
were interested. There was a separate meeting for that sector. Just looking at the appendix, it
looks like there was some effort made to separate the commercial sessions from the recreational
sessions.
It is not up on the screen; we’re just looking at the appendix from the Mid-Atlantic Visioning
Document, the background information. I don’t know if they were billed as such, specific to a
particular sector when a meeting location and time was set up or if that just happened to be sort
of a nexus of commercial interests versus private recreational interests.
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MR. PATE: I think it was more of the latter than the former.
MS. VON HARTEN: Another thing that we had also discussed was we feel pretty comfortable
with the webinars we have been doing lately, and that is definitely going to be another option for
us to do some of these port meetings or whatever we’re going to call them. Keep that in mind
that if there are different areas that we just can’t get to or for resource-wise we just can’t get to
different locations or don’t get a good turnout, we can attract people to those webinars, too.
MS. McCAWLEY: I was going to say that I don’t necessarily disagree – I don’t agree with what
was stated earlier about how we should combine it with other types of public hearings to try to
get more people. I actually think we should do the opposite.
MR. HAYMANS: It won’t be the first time I was disagreed with.
DR. DUVAL: You are married, right? (Laughter) It is close to lunch. Unfortunately, this was
the piece of conversation that I really wanted to spend the most time on, because I was hoping
that we could come to some finer resolution. It is hard for staff to plan for these kinds of things
unless we collectively have a better sense of how we’d like these to run.
There are a number of options. We can employ some web-based tools. We can have port
meetings that are roughly separated by constituency, and maybe not formerly so but more just by
default by the location in which they’re being held is going to attract certain constituencies more
than others.
In terms of the total number of locations, which I think will sort of fall out naturally once we
decide on a format – and there were some other questions about the meetings like timing. We
want to make sure that we’re going to actually get people to these meetings, so we need to be
very conscious of when we’re holding them.
Again, sort of getting back to a comment that Chris made earlier about ambassadors when we
first began this conversation, that is kind of what we were looking for is let’s meet people where
they are and look for folks who would be willing to kind of say, “Hey, you know, we would
really like to have something here” and sort of a local host kind of concept, which is I think
generally the technique that the Mid-Atlantic employed. Mel.
MR. BELL: I was just going to say this is coming up again in Executive Finance or something,
but maybe that would give us a little bit of time. The states could kind of caucus amongst
themselves or something and come up with what works for their particular state, and we could
touch base with each other; and then by the time we get to where we need to commit to
something, we will have a plan.
DR. DUVAL: Bob Mahood has indicated that we can continue this discussion during Executive
Finance. I just want to make sure I get out ther4 all of the questions I think that staff has and that
we should be thinking about in order to provide some more informed input on this. We’re like a
family, we’re probably not all going to agree on exactly what is the best format.

42

Visioning Workgroup
Charleston, SC
September 16, 2013

Something maybe in Georgia, because of the difficulty that you guys have in drawing folks to
public hearings, maybe there is a slightly different model where you would want to have a
combined – a meeting that attracts multiple sets of constituents. Are there any other comments
or thoughts or questions that folks want to bring up about the structure of the port meetings
before we adjourn? Amber.
MS. VON HARTEN: Just one thing to think about for our continued discussion is what you
want us to go out with at these port meetings. We just went through this exercise of kind of
developing these goals and objectives that I will pull together and have ready for that, so you can
see it. Is that what you want to take out to the public and get their feedback on that to come up
with strategies or like in the Mid-Atlantic they had several different ways to solicit input,
including an online survey which I think we agreed we weren’t going to do that.
They also had like a guideline for people that wanted to write position letters, like organizations,
and they had some pretty broad, basic questions that we could take out as another way to get
input; just like Mel suggested earlier, you know, tell us three things that the council is doing right
and three things that they’re doing wrong with regard to snapper grouper. I guess we need some
feedback on do you want a mix of that; you know, the goals and objectives going out as well as
some pointed questions that can help guide the discussion; so just be thinking on that as well.
DR. DUVAL: Thanks for bringing us to that point, Amber. I think probably my preference
would be first going out with sort of what we worked on here as well as pointed questions. I
think if folks can be thinking about that over the next day or so and maybe come up with
something to add to what Mel has suggested, that would great. Jack.
MR. COX: I do quite a bit of business with chefs and the restaurants, and the best time of day
for those guys would be around 12:00 o’clock or so because in the evenings they’re busy. Just
keep that in mind, if you would.
DR. DUVAL: Good point. All right, if there are no other comments at this point, I guess we
will go ahead and adjourn.
(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 12:10 o’clock p.m., September 16, 2013.)
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