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BACKGROUND

ABOUT THE HEINZ CENTER

Founded in 1995 to carry on the work of Senator John Heinz, The H. John Heinz I11 Center for
Science, Economics and the Environment is a nonpartisan, nonprofit ingtitution dedicated to
improving the scientific and economic foundation for environmenta policy through multisectora
collaboration. Focusing on issues that are likely to confront policymakers within two to five
years, the Center fosters collaboration among industry, environmenta organizations, academia,
and government in each of its program areas and projects. It uses the best scientific and
economic andyses to develop viable options for solving problems, and its findings and
recommendations are widdly disseminated to public and private sector decision makers, the
scientific community, and the public.

ABOUT THE MANAGING U.S. MARINE FISHERIES PROGRAM

Initiated in March 1998, The Heinz Center’s Managing U.S. Marine Fisheries program seeks to
increase the effectiveness of U.S. fisheries management. A primary god of the program isto
identify present concerns and possible courses of action for key decisonmakers, especidly as
Congress considers amendments to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (MSFCMA).

In addition to numerous documents and reports, the program has produced the book Fishing
Grounds: Defining a New Era for American Fisheries Management, which isavailable
through Idand Press. Susan Hanna, Professor of Marine Economics a Oregon State University,
led the program with support from Assistant Manager Heather Blough. Four senior advisors—
Captain R. Barry Fisher of Midwater Trawlers Cooperative, D. Douglas Hopkins of
Environmenta Defense, Dr. Andrew A. Rosenberg of the National Marine Fisheries Service,
and Professor Michagl Orbach of Duke University—yprovided oversight to the program.

ABOUT THE REGIONAL ROUNDTABLE SERIES

The Heinz Center hosted eight roundtable meetings in the federd fishery management council
regions between July and October 1999. The purpose of the meetings was to identify problems
the councils have encountered in implementing the 1996 amendments to the MSFCMA and to
solicit input on how fisheries management can be made more effective in the regions. The
origina intent was to focus on improvements to the system that could be made through
congressiona reauthorization. Participants also offered many ideas about administrative actions
that the Nationd Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the regiond fishery management
councils could take to make the system work better.

The roundtable meetings were limited to a small number of participants to keep the discussion
focused and productive. They were attended by industry members, environmentdids, fishery
managers and scientigts that participate in the fishery management system at the regiond level.



Assstance in identifying qualified participants was provided by council directors and leadership
of the Marine Fish Conservation Network. Participants were familiar with the full range of issues
facing their region, but practica limitations did not alow for representation from every fishery,
gear type, or other specific interest group.

The booklet Reauthorizing the Magnuson-Sevens Fishery Conservation and Management
Act: A Handbook and Discussion Guide for Regional Fishery Management Councils,
produced during the first phase of The Heinz Center’s Managing U.S. Marine Fisheries
program, provided background for the regiona roundtable discussons.

Each roundtable lasted two days and was guided by a smilar agenda. The first day was
devoted to discussing the implementation of four mandates added to the MSFCMA in 1996,
induding: (1) end overfishing and rebuild overfished stocks; (2) minimize bycatch; (3) identify
and protect essentid fish habitat; and (4) minimize adverse economic impacts to fishing
communities. The second day’ s discussions were focused on identifying how the fisheries
management system can be improved. They too were divided into four ssgments, including (1)
background conditions; (2) decisonmaking; (3) management implementation and adminigtration;
and (4) “new” management tools.

ABOUT THE REGIONAL ROUNDTABLE REPORTS

Each roundtabl e discussion was recorded and transcribed by a professiona reporting service.
We then produced summary minutes from each transcript, which participants reviewed for
accuracy. We incorporated these materias into a report for each region, which summarizesthe
discussons and outlines the participants recommendations.

The Heinz Center’ s god for the reports was to cgpture as much information as possible about
federd fishery management problems and potentid solutionsin the various regions. Throughout
the roundtable discussions, the knowledgeable and diverse participants identified many specific
concerns and options for improving federd fisheries management. We did not attempt to
evauate, prioritize, or forge consensus on the issues and recommendations that were raised. We
did, however, note areas of strong agreement or dissent. Although participants did not
necessarily characterize proposed actions as most gppropriate for Congress, NMFS, or the
councils, we did so in thefind reportsin the interest of making the information more ussful.

In addition to the regiona reports, we produced a national summary, |mproving Federal
Fisheries Management: A National Report, which synthesizes information derived from the
regional roundtable series. The handbook, regiond and nationd reports, and other documents
semming from The Center’ s fisheries program are available online a www.henzctr.org.

This report was prepared by Susan Hanna and Heether Blough. It summarizes views presented
during the Gulf of Mexico Regiona Roundtable held August 10-11, 1999 in New Orleans,
Louisana
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council manages fisheries in federd waters off the
coadts of Texas, Louisana, Mississippi, Alabama, and Forida. There are 61 stocks under its
direct authority, and it shares management of an additiona 10 stocks with the South Atlantic
Council. The Council is tasked with implementing new fisheries management provisions added
to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act through the Sustainable
Fisheries Act of 1996. These provisions relae to ending overfishing and rebuilding overfished
fisheries, minimizing bycatch, identifying and protecting essentia fish habitat, and minimizing
adverse impacts to fishing communities.

The Heinz Center convened a roundtable August 10-11, 1999, in New Orleans, LouiSana, to
identify problems the Gulf Council is experiencing in implementing these new provisons and to
solicit recommendations to improve fisheries management in the region. Participants included
members of industry, environmenta organizations, academia, and government agencies.

Roundtable participants recognized the following as primary problems the Gulf Council facesin
meseting the new provisons

inadequate data and information;

confuson reated to how the requirement to minimize bycatch relates to other fishery
management goas and requirements,

reduced ability to compete internationdly;

commercid/recregtiond alocation conflicts in the region;

confusion about how to balance the socia costs of minimizing fishing gear impacts on
essentid fish hebitat;

inadequate consideration of the impacts of large-scale development, the Mississppi
River, and the recrestional sector on essentid fish habitet;

disagreement over the intent of the requirement to minimize adverse economic impacts
on fishing communities; and

uncertainty about how to define fishing communities.

The participants offered the following general recommendations for change:

collect more and better biologicd, ecologica, socid, and economic data;

provide guidance on how to prioritize conflicting goas and objectives,

recognize the enormous influence of the Missssippi River and large-scale coastd
development activities on the status of fish socksin the Gullf;

better understand and account for differences in commercid, for-hire, and individud
recreationa participation;

reconcile state/federd fishing capacity godls,

improve the council decisionmaking process,

speed up review, gpprova, and implementation of fishery management plans and



amendments;

strengthen enforcement;

increase funding; and

monitor and evauate the effects of management measures.

The two-day discussions that led to the identification of these problems and recommendations
are summarized in the following pages. A more comprehensive ligt of detailed actions that could
be taken by Congress, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), and the Gulf of Mexico
Council to improve fisheries management in the region isincluded in the back of this report.

Vi



THE GULF OF MEXICO REGIONAL CONTEXT

The Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council manages fisheries in federd waters off the
coadts of Texas, Louisana, Missssppi, and Alabama; and shares jurisdiction for those off the
coast of Florida with the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council. State jurisdiction over
Floridaand Texas waters is extended to 9 nautical miles from shore. The Gulf Council has 17
voting members—one from the Nationd Marine Fisheries Service, 5 from the Sate fishery
agencies, and 11 public members gppointed by the Secretary of Commerce.

Participants noted thet the location of Gulf fisheries at the bottom of the Missssippi River
drainage basin makes them susceptible to many factors outside the Gulf Council’s control. They
asserted that nonpoint-source pollution from agricultural and devel opment activities upstream
and large-scale flooding impact the state of regiona fishery resources to a grester degree than
the fishing industry. Both the shrimp fishery, which is the most vauable fishery in North America,
and the menhaden fishery, the second largest in volume, are closaly tied to the Missssippi River.
The hypoxic zone present seasondly in the Gulf of Mexico is one of the largest in the world.
Participants commented that the existence and maintenance of oil and gas structures in offshore
waters aso impact habitat and damage fishing gear.

Participants noted that the Sunbelt has developed, and continues to develop, at arapid rate,
creating extremely high population growth in the region and increased recregtiond fishing
pressure. Comprised of both individual recreationd anglers and for-hire fishermen, including
headboat, charter boat, and smaller guide boat operations, recreationa fisheries occur on avery
large scale in the Gulf region.

With the exception of the menhaden fishery, participants said the commercid sector is
characterized by owner/operator vessds and little vertical integration. The port of Empire-
Venice, Louigang, isthe highest producing in the Gulf of Mexico region, where 328 million
pounds of fish valued a over $38 million were landed in 1998.*

Participants asserted that dmost every fishery managed by the Council has both commercid and
recregtional components. They noted that continued population growth accentuates alocation
conflicts between these groups, particularly in the sate of Florida where the importance of
finfish fisheriesis devated.

Mosg fishermen are independent players, according to participants, which affects their
expectations and participation in the fishery management process. They said that, dthough
private recreationd anglers are well organized and represented by the Coastal Conservation
Association, the commercid and for-hire sectors are generdly disorganized and not represented
a abroad scale. Thismakesit difficult for fishery managers to collaborate with resource usarsin
a systemdtic manner.

L NMFsS. 1999. Fisheries of the United Sates, 1998. Current Fishery StatisticsNo. 9800, U.S. Department of
Commerce, Nationa Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration.
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Some participants noted that, because fishery resources off the coast of Texas are shared with
Mexico, in the absence of an internationa agreement on the regulation of these fisheries, thereis
no guarantee that the benefits of conservation measures taken by Texas fishermen will accrue
back to them.
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IMPLEMENTING PROVISIONS OF THE 1996 SUSTAINABLE
FISHERIESACT

The 1996 Sustainable Fisheries Act (SFA) added new provisions to the Magnuson-Stevens
Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSFCMA). Four of these provisions contain
sgnificant new requirements for the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council thet relate to
ending overfishing and rebuilding overfished stocks, minimizing bycatch, identifying and
protecting essentid fish habitat, and minimizing adverse impacts on fishing communities.
Participants views on chdlenges the region faces in implementing these provisons are
summarized below.

1. OVERFISHING/REBUILDING
Background

The MSFCMA'’ s overfishing/rebuilding provison requires that fishery management plans
contain measurement criteria for overfishing, actions to prevent overfishing, and plans to rebuild
overfished stocks. The Act defines both “overfishing” and “overfished” as“arate or leve of
fishing mortdlity that jeopardizes the capacity of afishery to produce the maximum sustainable
yield on acontinuing basis’ (16 U.S.C. 1802(29)).

In addition to the 10 stocks managed jointly with the South Atlantic Council, the Gulf Council
has 61 stocks under its direct authority. Of these, 4 are overfished, 6 are not overfished, 2 are
gpproaching an overfished condition, and 49 are of unknown status. These stocks are managed
through five fishery management plans. Gulf of Mexico Stone Crab, Gulf of Mexico Shrimp,
Gulf of Mexico Cords, Reef Fish Resources of the Gulf of Mexico, and Gulf of Mexico Red
Drum.?

I mplementation | ssues

Overfishing Definition: Participants noted that the requirement to gpply the same definition to
both “overfished” and “overfishing” runs contrary to the recommendations of council advisors.

Reliance on Maximum Sustainable Yield: Although council advisors previoudy concluded
that overfishing definitions should be separated from management goas, Congress based the
overfishing definition on maximum sugtainable yield. It was noted that redefining the satus of
each stock according to these new guidelines increased the Council’ s workload and frustrated
dready poor relations between industry and managers. Participants said that new definitions
caused many fisheriesin the region to become overfished overnight, even though the biology of
the stocks had not changed.

2 NMFS, 1999. Report to Congress. Status of Fisheries of the United States. October
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Some participants expressed frudration at the adoption of maximum sustainable yield asa
management objective, arguing that the concept was previoudy labeled archaic by the biologica
fisheries community. Although admitting that it is a difficult number to estimate, others supported
the movement of maximum sugtainable yidd from atarget to a threshold level as a much-needed
precautionary action designed to prevent further fishery management failure. Some participants
believe the Gulf Council is unfairly being forced to share the burden for mistakes made in other
council regions. Others view the Gulf Council as a contributing factor to the need for amore
precautionary management philosophy.

Flexibility in Implementation: Some participants believe that regiond attributes of the Gulf
are not being recognized by nationa policy which, under the 1996 SFA amendments, is more
congraining than ever. Others noted that, in spite of the additiond congtraintsimposed on the
Council by requirements to end overfishing and rebuild overfished fisheries, the Council retains
condderable flexihility in the development of optima yield gods and management plansto
achieve those godls.

Rebuilding Schedule: Some participants noted that stock rebuilding schedules based on
generdion time were in place in the region prior to requirements to rebuild overfished stocksin
as short atime period as possible, not to exceed 10 years, except where the biology of the
stocks, other environmental conditions, or international agreements dictate otherwise.

Some participants questioned why regionaly defined schedules should be over-ridden by
Congress. They view the 10-year rebuilding schedule asingppropriate, arguing that such
schedules should consider sociologicd, as wdl as biological, factors and should be based on the
redities of the past. They bedieve the Council should have the flexibility to extend arebuilding
schedule to 20 yearsif a 10-year schedule is likely to result in mgor socioeconomic disruption.

Others said that the 10-year schedule is needed to prevent the Council from delaying tough
actions that may be harmful to industry. They noted that the Council’ s automatic adoption of
10-year rebuilding schedules for most stocks despite the requirement to rebuild fisheriesin as
short atime period as possible proves that socioeconomic concerns are in fact incorporated in
such decisions, athough perhaps not expressy recognized.

Monitoring and Evaluation: Some participants suggested that a monitoring and evauation
program must be an essentia component of rebuilding plans, to enable the Council to determine
whether specific measures are achieving rebuilding gods. They observed that plans that restrict
the industry but fail to rebuild fish stocks frudtrate fishermen and reduce support for
conservation measures.

Resear ch and Data Needs. Some participants noted that the status of many speciesin the
Gulf region is unknown, aresult of limited personnd and funding. Because the increased
workload created by the overfishing/rebuilding provison and other new requirementsis
consuming scarce resources, they believe it will be difficult for NMFS and the Council to
undertake more assessments. They indicated that insufficient information often provides awesk
link in the management chain—a supporting argument for those opposed to more redtrictive



regulations. They said more resources are heeded to collect and analyze stock assessment
information. They also suggested that stock assessment scientists be given more support so that
the use of exiging information can be improved as well.

Because many suites of species have very smilar life history characterigtics, one participant
proposed collecting and andyzing data for indicator species only, rather than performing
individua stock assessments for each. Data from indicator species would then be extrapolated
to determine the status of sSmilar species. It was observed that in addition to proactively
protecting fishery resources about which little information is known, this approach would lessen
the need to acquire unredistic amounts of data.

Some participants noted that the at-sea observations of fishermen often do not correlate with
information provided by scientists, even though the data provided by these fishermen help to
form the basis for conducting stock assessments. Suggestions to improve the scientific basis of
fishery management included increasing cooperative research projects, establishing an observer
program, and incorporating anecdotal and other information not traditionaly considered into
scientific assessments, such as information on the impacts of the Missssippi River and
population growth on regime shifts and carrying capacity.

The Marine Recreationd Fishing Statistics Survey is the primary source of data on recregtiond
fisheries. Because the survey was designed to provide annual estimates of recreetiond catch and
effort for rdatively large regions, some participants pointed out that the resulting data are
generdly not useful for near-red-time quota monitoring. They stated that catch estimates can
have very high imprecison and vary congderably from year to year for some speciesthat are
infrequently encountered. Participants expressed the need for more and better information on
recregtiond catch.

2.BYCATCH
Background

The MSFCMA''s bycatch provision requires that fishery management plans establish
standardized bycatch reporting methodology, as well as measures to minimize bycatch and
bycatch mortality. The Act defines “bycatch” as “fish which are harvested in afishery, but
which are not sold or kept for persond use, [including] economic discards and regulatory
discards.” The legidative definition excludes “fish released dive under arecreationd catch and
rel ease fishery management program” (16 U.S.C. 1802(2)).

I mplementation | ssues

I ntent: Some participants pointed out that the failure to define the terms “minimize’ and “to the
extent practicable’ as used in the bycatch provision creates uncertainty as to how the god of
this provison relates to other fishery management goas. Nationd Standard 7, for example,
requires that “conservation and management measures shdl, where practicable, minimize
cogs....” They questioned how it is possible to minimize bycatch and costs smultaneoudy, and
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what balance best defines the greatest overdl benefit to the nation.

Some participants view bycatch as an integrad component of fishing operations and questioned
whether discarded fish that are returned to the marine system can be considered as waste.
Others believe that bycatch and discards negatively affect marine ecosystemns and community
structure and should be minimized to the extent possible. They supported the bycatch provison
as an important incentive for industry innovetion to do so.

Recreational Application: Some participants questioned why the definition of bycatch
includes economic and regulatory discards, but excludes those that occur as aresult of catch-
and-rdease fishing. To them, it appears asif the provision favors the recreationd industry.
Others found this assessment too smpligtic, arguing that it is unredistic to compare commercia
and recregtiond fishing operations.

Effects on Allocation: Participants noted that the bycatch provison hasincreased dlocation
conflicts between commercid and recreationd fishermen in the Gulf region. Some groups face
greater redtrictions than othersin some fisheries, while each argues that the others cause more

damage.

I nternational Effects: Because foreign fishing operations are not restricted by the same
bycatch standards as domestic operations, some participants said that imports can create
inequities and cause conservation to be merely displaced. Others pointed out that this can aso
occur when regulations vary among states.

Regulatory Discar ds. Participants noted that regulatory discards are a problem in the Gulf
region, particularly in the reef fisheries. They suggested that current regulations, such as size
limits that create discards, should be evauated to determine if they are effectively achieving
management goads. And, if S0, they should be evaluated to determine if they are providing
benefits that offset the cogts of the regulatory discards they create. Participants believe that, in
the future, it may not be appropriate to salect management strategies that create discards.

Monitoring and Evaluation: Participants said that compliance with bycatch reduction devices
and turtle excluder devices has been very good, but noted the need to evduate the effectiveness
of these devices.

Resear ch and Data Needs: It was observed that other than data that exists for the shrimp
trawl fishery, no definitive information has been published on bycaich or discard mortdity in the
Gulf region. Participants noted that research on this subject remains a high priority in the region.
They said that research efforts should aso be directed toward developing innovative fishing gear
and evaluating other gear types that are used around the country. Some suggested that adopting
management tools not traditiondly used in the region, such asindividud trandferable quota
programs and marine protected aress, could provide an aternative to improvements in bycatch
technology.



3. ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT
Background

The MSFCMA' s habitat provision requires that fishery management plans describe and identify
essentid fish habitat, minimize fishing effects on habitat, and identify actions to encourage
conservation and enhancement of habitat. The Act defines “essentid fish habitat” as*“those
waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding or growth to maturity”
(16 U.S.C. 1802(10)).

Participants noted that the Gulf Council’ s essentid fish habitat amendment was partly approved
by NMFS. They added that it is currently under litigation for failing to include al species and for
not adequately addressing the adverse effects of fishing gear on habitat.

I mplementation | ssues

Coordination and I ntegration: Participants agreed that the Council, NMFS, states, and
communities must take a comprehensve gpproach to meeting the requirements of the habitat
provison and engage in more forma, cooperative efforts to protect essentid fish habitat. They
recommended that habitat protection be incorporated into the development of fishery
management plans early on through the Council’ s habitat advisory panels.

Fishing Gear Impacts:. It was noted that the requirement to minimize adverse impacts on
essentid fish habitat caused by fishing gear “to the extent practicable’ failsto specify the level of
impact that should trigger action by the Council. Some participants said that this makes it
difficult to weigh ecologica and socia factors in deciding how to address adverse habitat
impacts. They questioned, for example, whether the Council would have to shut down entire
fisheries to minimize gear impacts. One participant proposed that the Council consider the status
of the stock affected when addressing the impact of a specific gear. For example, the Council
could recommend gtricter actions for stocks characterized as overfished than for those thet are
not.

Nonfishing Impacts: Participants commented that the location of Gulf fisheries at the bottom
of the Missssippi River drainage basn makes nonfishing-related impacts on essentid fish habitat
avery red and serious threat. Some believe that the sources of such impacts should be held
responsible and accountable for damages to marine habitat and fish stocks. Others noted that it
isunfair to restrict nonfishing-related activities within surrounding coastal states without
redricting the same activities upstream as well.

Some participants said that the Council did a thorough job listing nonfishing impactsin the
essentid fish habitat amendment, but suggested that these impacts should be prioritized. The
three nonfishing activities that participants believe to pose the grestest threats to essentid fish
habitat in the Gulf region are anchoring large vessds, shrimp farming, and mgor development
initiatives resulting from the surge in recretiond fishing activities. Suggestions to address these
thrests included amending the MSFCMA to provide the councils with authority to regulate the
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activitiesof nonfishing vesselsin essentid fish habitat, & minimum, in federd waters; resolving
escapement and disease issues associated with aguaculture operations, and better aligning Sate
and federd fishery management goas. The Council has no authority to restrict coastal
development activities, but participants emphasized the importance of addressing both
cumulative fishing impacts and nonfishing impacts associated with the unretricted growth of the
recregtiond fishery.

One participant proposed that Congress should consider incentive programs smilar to the
wetland restoration and conservation reserve programs, or even mitigation banking, to address
nonfishing-rel ated impacts on essentia fish habitat. Participants pointed out that Significant
progress could be made in integrating coastal and ocean management if the approach for dedling
with nonfishing impacts were broadened.

Resear ch and Data Needs: Participants noted that the data necessary to achieve the
requirements of the essentid fish habitat provison are lacking in many areas. Some pointed out
that the Council is being forced to act on research that does not exist and lacks funds to obtain
the information that it needs.

Participants said that more research is needed on the effects of fishing gear on marine habitat.
They noted that further analys's of existing gear-related research is dso needed, including
studies of the impacts of recreationa gear on grass beds, fishing-related habitat damage in the
Keys and Tampa Bay, and the effects of shrimp trawls on habitat.

Other areasidentified asin need of additiona research included finer-scale studies of habitat
destruction; life higtory information linking species to habitats, and the identification,
documentation, and andysis of nonfishing-related recrestiona activities, such as diving, and
natura phenomena, such as red tides, on marine habitat.

4. COMMUNITIES
Background

The MSFCMA'’s communities provison requires that the effects of management measures on
fishery participants, fishing communities, and fisheries in adjacent areas be assessed. The Act
defines “fishing community” as*acommunity which is substantidly dependent on or
subgtantialy engaged in the harvest or processing of fishery resources to meet socia and
economic needs, and includes fishing vessal owners, operators, and crew and United States fish
processors that are based in such community” (16 U.S.C. 1802(16)).

I mplementation I ssues

I ntent of the Provision: Some participants Sated that, by eevating community concernsto a
national standard level, Congress intended to give socioeconomic factors higher priority in
management decisions. Others opposed this view, arguing that the intent of the provision is
smply to minimize socioeconomic impacts on fishing communities, while sill achieving the



management god. They noted that the MSFCMA ingructs fishery managers to consider
socioeconomic factors secondary to biologica factors and that it will not be possible to maintain
the status quo as fisheries change over time.

Definition of Fishing Communities: Participants wondered at what scale communities should
be defined—as counties, as cities, as waterfront neighborhoods? They noted that communities
at many different scales meet the criteria provided by the MSFCMA definition of the term
“fishing communities’ and commented that obvioudy the socioeconomic impacts of fishing
regulations will be much greater when examined & asmdler scale.

Opinions vary as to whether the term *communities’ should be further defined regiondly or
nationally. Those participants who believe aregiond definition is more appropriate noted that
the fish, activities, people, methods, and higtory of the Gulf make fishing communitiesin this
region very different from those in other regions. Although NMFS guiddines dlow for some
flexibility, participants questioned whether aregiond definition that diverges from these
guiddines will be accepted by the agency. Others who favor congressond direction on the
subject noted that criteriaidentified by the Council are likely to be chalenged in the courts.

It was observed that the present geographic-based definition of “fishing communities’ would
permit the Council to exclude important members of afishery that are not aggregated in a
gpecific location with others, a particular problem for the recrestiond sector. Some participants
believe this clearly conflicts with National Standard 4, which states that management messures
must be fair and equitable. Use of the term “harvest” in the definition of “fishing communities’

a 30 gppears to some to exclude the condderation of recreationd fishermen as community
members. They suggested that the term be changed to “catch.”

Resear ch and Data Needs: Participants pointed out that few dataexist that would enable the
Council to determine the socioeconomic impacts of fishery regulations. They noted that census
data are too aggregated, and data based on political boundaries are not adaptable to community
andyses. They are concerned that attempts to analyze community impacts with inadequate data
are likely to result in litigation. They believe that more data and andysis are needed in this area.
Some suggested that proper socioeconomic impact assessments should examine the impacts of
continuing a particular paitern of fishing over time, as well as those that result from redtricting
fishing attivity.
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IMPROVING FISHERIESMANAGEMENT IN THE GULF OF
MEXICO REGION

Roundtable participants reviewed background conditions in the Gulf region’ s fisheries, existing
decisonmaking and implementation processes, and possible new tools to identify adminigrative
and legidative actions for improving fisheries management in the region.

1. BACKGROUND CONDITIONS

Present-day fisheries are a product of their management history. Regiona roundtable
participants identified the following background conditions as important factors influencing the
current Sate of fisheries and fisheries management in the Gulf region. They aso discussed how
these conditions could be better addressed.

Over capacity

Status: Participants indicated that overcapacity isamaor problem in Gulf fisheries, resulting in
reduced economic revenue, increased bycatch, and habitat degradation. But, despite
widespread recognition of the overcapacity problem, they acknowledged that thereis much
opposition to both capacity-reduction and limited-entry programs. Some participants suggested
that educating user groups about the benefits of such programs could reduce opposition. Others
believe a congressiona mandate may be needed to force the Council to address overcapecity in
commercia and recregtiond fisheries. They suggested that Congress provide such direction
overtly and proactivey, rather than waiting until large-scale failures occur.

Approach: Some participants noted that the open-access nature of fisheriesin the Gulf region
has made it difficult to reduce effort in one fishery without increasing effort in others. To prevent
further digplacement from occurring as aresult of efforts to reduce capacity, they recommended
that the Council must be comprehensive in its cgpacity-reduction strategy, reducing effort and
limiting entry throughout the region.

Some participants argued that mechanisms to reduce capacity in Gulf fisheries must gpply to
individud recreationa anglers, aswedl asto commercid and for-hire operations. They indicated
that in the past, commercid operations, followed by for-hire operations, have been the subject
of regulation smply because they were easier to target, while individua recregtiona angling has
been largely unregulated and even encouraged. Some noted that the Gulf Council’ s Scientific
and Statistical Committee has recommended for severa years that recreationa catch be better
managed.

Limiting recreationa accessto fisheriesis a controversd issue in the Gulf region. Some
participants view the expansion of these fisheries as a natural consequence of coastal population
and tourism, arguing that fisheries are evolving toward such aesthetic types of uses. Others
believe that increasing recreationd alocations on the basis of continued growth and economic
contributions to the regiona economy is unfair, snce growth of commercid fisheries has been
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restricted for quite some time. Because the recreationa component is responsible for such a
high percentage of catch in most fisheries, they believe that it must be an essentid part of a
capacity-reduction program.

State and Federal Goals: Participants noted that, even though federd fishery managers
recogni ze that something must be done to reduce capacity and limit access to fishery resources,
Sate governments continue to actively promote recrestiona fishing. They pointed out that
charging state resource agencies with the management of fishery resources creates a serious
conflict of interest because these agencies depend on revenues from the sde of fishing licenses
asamgor funding source. They argued that it is highly unlikely that states will permit
recreationa capacity to be reduced under such circumstances. Some noted that Gulf Sates view
recregtiond fishing as acommercid enterprise. Some state agencies have entire divisons
devoted to increasing the number of individual recregtiond anglers, and the booming tourism
industry has caused afairly substantid increase in charter boats throughout the region, many of
which are owned by casinos.

Some participants believe that recreationa growth can be addressed by improving forecasting
and planning, which would enable fishery managers to better incorporate the increasing numbers
of recreationd participants in fishery management. They noted that the economic benefits
provided by the recreational sector are critical to the region and should not be restricted by
limiting the extent to which these users can participate in the fisheries, particularly when the
federal government does nothing to address population growth. Others urged federd and state
agencies to better coordinate and integrate fishery management gods, particularly in the case of
Florida and Texas, where state jurisdiction is extended.

Buyback Programs: Participants recommended that voluntary buyback programs be
developed and implemented to offer fishermen vigble dternatives to remaining in the fisheries.
They specified that such programs should be both permanent and proactive, made available to
fishermen before fisheries fail, so that they can plan for their trangtion rather than be forced out.
Some noted that financing these programs through low-interest 1oans would avoid imposing a
cost on the genera public and ensure that capacity reduction is achieved fairly and
appropriately. They added that other crestive, cost-effective tools for capacity reduction should
be consdered aswell.

I nformation Needs: Participants said data on the number of commercid, for-hire, and
individud recregtiond fishermen in the Gulf region are ether severdly inadequate or, in some
cases, nonexigtent. They indicated that the Council, with the exception of the two commercia
fisheries for which logbooks are required, does not redly know who isfishing. They beieve this
is atremendous problem that makes devel oping an appropriate capacity-reduction strategy very
difficult.

There was disagreement about the ussfulness of permitting systlemsin generdting this
information. Some participants view permitting Ssystems as an unnecessary expensa; pointing out
that latent licenses would prevent permit information from providing an accurate account of
fishing effort. They believe that, particularly in cases where fisheries are not overfished, the
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resources needed to implement such a program could be better applied elsewhere. Others said
the absence of permitting systems is unacceptable, particularly in the shrimp fishery, which isthe
most vauable in the nation and resultsin bycatch of an endangered species. They argued that
the public has aright to know who is using public resources.

Participants stressed that recreationa fisheriesin the Gulf are both large and complex, and that
the for-hire and private components differ gregtly. Although some pilot surveys are being
undertaken a present to evauate adternative methods of collecting catch information for charter
vessels, some suggested that more information is needed to understand the complexities of these
fisheries and to determine gppropriate alocations.

2. DECISIONMAKING

Decisonmaking is akey component of the fishery management system. All biologicd,
ecologica, socid, and economic conditions in the fisheries are influenced by decisons made at
the regiond and federd levels that form the basis of fishery management plans and amendments.
The discussion that follows summarizes the challenges and opportunities to improving
decisonmaking identified by participants.

L eader ship and Accountability

Some participants commented that at times the Council failsto act on an issue, even when
clearly ingtructed to do s0, and that it tendsto revidt old decisions each time politica pressure
resurfaces; for example, with recommendations related to red snapper quota. They noted that
athough the threat of Secretaria intervention exists in these cases, practicd redities make this
unlikely. They suggested that this reluctance to act could be better addressed if NMFS
exercised more leadership and oversight, but noted that the agency smply does not have the
resources necessary to follow through.

Those participants who are frustrated with the Council’ s unwillingness to take a stand based on
peer-reviewed information noted that the time, energy, and funds spent on revisiting old issues
could be better gpplied to new issues. They pointed out that such behavior undermines the
Council systern and results in unstructured meetings, where an item that has been previoudy
voted on may resurface a an unscheduled time when those who have a stake in the outcome
are no longer present. This group believes that the Council must learn to say “enough is enough”
and suggested that a discussion should be re-opened only if the Council is presented with “new”
evidence of adifferent type relevant to the decision that has been made. Others suggested that
open and congtant debate is a necessary and hedlthy part of any political process and that the
Council should not be limited inits ability to revist adecison or adgpt management decisons
basaed on improved input. They noted that NMFS has the authority to deny reconsderation of a
decison once it has been formaly submitted.

Some participants recommended that council members be held accountable for their decisons,
for example, by revoking voting authority from those who consistently oppose regulation of any
sort or who show inconsistent attendance at meetings. They noted that, at present, the Council
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has the authority to dismiss members, but that this action requires a vote of two-thirds,
something very difficult to achieve among a pand of peers. For this reason, they suggested that
council member performance should be reviewed at the nationd, rather than the regiond, leve.
They asserted that requiring roll call votesat dl times would create a record that could be used
in the routine evauation of each member.

Public Representation

It was noted that some council members openly dismiss public ownership of fishery resources,
despite recognizing this concept when taking their oath. Some participants believe that those
who blatantly disregard public vaues in fishery management decisions should be pendized; for
example, required to step down. At present, such penalties are not possible without the
agreement of two-thirds of the voting members. Others suggested that the public interest could
be better acknowledged by clarifying public ownership of fishery resourcesin the MSFCMA,
making the public more effective participants in the process through increased outreach and
education, improving the process for dedling with public comments, and/or broadening council
representation.

Council Composition

Diver sity: Some participants suggested that council compaosition should better reflect the
change in fishery management condtituents over the last 20 years; for example by including
consumers and environmentaists. They believe that greeter diversty will lead to fairer and more
bal anced decisions. Some pointed out that dthough the MSFCMA clearly dlowsfor diversity in
council membership, amending the Act to require that each council be comprised of a certain
percentage of people from various sectors would ensure that diverse interests are represented at
the table. Others suggested that diversity could aso be improved by shortening the length of
council appointments. For example, sngle terms of four years would alow more people to
become involved in the process than the traditiona three consecutive three-year terms. Some
suggested that improving council composition may require reforming the nomination and
appointment process to ensure that high-quality, objective people fill council sedts.

State Representation: Although state representatives are required to take the council oath,
some participants noted that differences in Sate and federa goals can creete Situations where
date representatives must vote in direct conflict with federad interest to retain Sate loydty. They
indicated that the votes of these members can aso result in over-representation of recreational
interests, because at-large members appointed by Gulf states generdly represent the
recregtiond sector through their votes as well.

To address these concerns, some participants suggested that state representatives be given an
advisory role in the decisonmaking process, rather than being permitted to vote. They believe
that relegating these members to a nonvoting capacity would reduce conflict of interest at the
date level, while enabling states to maintain their vauable participation in the process. They
added that thiswould aso free up one-third of the council seats which could be used to increase
the diverdity of council membership without making the process too unwieldy by increasing the
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number of voting members.

Other participants grictly opposed this idea, arguing that Sate representatives must be intimately
involved in council decisons because each is held accountable for these decisons by the state
each represents. They cautioned that, if denied the right to vote on council actions, states may
begin to send representatives of lower status or cease participation in the system entirely over
time. They noted that this would be very damaging to a system that requires the integration and
coordination of regulations at the state and federa levels.

Training and Orientation

Participants concurred that new council members could be better prepared for the job if
required to undergo forma orientation or an gpprenticeship program, and gain experience a the
counci| table as a nonvoting member. This would enable them to improve their understanding of
technica information before they are required to vote.

Science

Adequacy and Use: Some participants noted that there is a common perception amnong
industry members that scientific conclusons are predetermined, then vaidated. They asserted
that this leads to agenera lack of acceptance of scientific recommendations, whichis
strengthened by the percelved inconsistency between what the industry sees on the water and
what science estimates as the stock condition. They noted that the fact that fish stocks appear to
be fine despite scientific warnings that they are below levels necessary to meset fishery
management plan criteria—even though the Council has alowed fishing mortdity to occur e the
high end of the recommended range—is used to further validate this postion. But other
participants disagreed that the science is inadequate and argued that it is often challenged smply
to delay actions that result in socioeconomic hardships to industry.

Peer Review: Participants who believe that the science informing fishery management decisons
isnot up to par blamed an inadequate peer review process. They claimed that the Council’s
Scientific and Statistical Committee and other advisory panels are often not given sufficient time
or datato perform a complete review. They aso contended that the scientific peer review
processis ridden with conflicts of interest because those reviewing the science are too closdy
connected with those whaose research is being reviewed. They suggested that members of
review panels who are dso NMFS gtaff are unable to objectively review scientific research

performed by colleagues at the agency.

Others countered that the peer-reviewed scientific research available to inform council decisions
is adequate but that council decisions are made independent of thisinformation if it faillsto
support their predetermined decisions. They noted that, even when scientific information has
been peer reviewed and accepted by an independent body, it has still been rgjected by the
Council on the basis of inadequacy. Some pointed out that thisisin direct conflict with Nationa
Standard 2, which requires that decisions be based on the “best available scientific information.”
They suggested that NMFS should exercise more oversight in such cases.
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Some participants aso noted that the present shortage of quaified scientists may meke it
unredligtic to expect that al research can be reviewed outside of the Council’ s established
procedure. They explained that, because peer review is avoluntary process, it is difficult to find
committed, well-respected scientists who are able to participate. They added that scientists
have become frugtrated with the Council for rarely heeding their advice, accusing them of bias,
and criticizing their work. They said scientists have begun to withdraw their participation,
meaking it difficult to obtain quorums. They suggested that, in addition to compensating them for
ther time, the Council should work to improve rdations with scientific reviewers.

Others countered that a great degree of scrutiny should be expected when scientific research is
paid for with public funds. They argued that the Council is running abusiness and, like any other
business, mugt identify an gppropriate risk leve, take into congderation al information, and then
bal ance the information accordingly. They bdieve that Nationd Standard 2 should be amended
to read “best information available,” to provide council members the freedom to base decisons
on the information they believeis best.

Education: Some participants suggested that education can help close the gap between
scientists and industry. They indicated a need to educate new council members in issues of
science and scientific process before these members take their seats. Others noted that scientific
meetings, such as stock assessment panels, are open to the public and suggested that industry
interests should be encouraged to attend these meetings where they can participate in debate
about the data and information that form the basis of stock assessments.

Cooper ative Resear ch: Some participants suggested that cooperative research should be
encouraged to help indusiry members fed more included in the scientific process and improve
their understanding of how scientific information is acquired and used. They beieve this will
improve buy-in to scientific conclusons. One participant noted that in the pag, fishermen have
been reluctant to participate in cooperative research programs and to provide data to fishery
managers for fear that it will be used againgt them. Another commented thet this fear is based on
the unfortunate redlity that, in many cases, industry-supplied information reveds that there are, in
fact, problems with the fishery.

Precautionary Management: Some participants suggested that fishery scientists and
managers should aso search for ways for acquiring data that are not dependent on fishermen or
ways for making management decisions that are not dependent on unredlistic amounts of
scientific information. They specified that a precautionary gpproach to management would
reduce reliance on both.

Funding: Even if the Council adopts a precautionary approach, participants stressed that more

and better datawill be needed to adapt fishery management over time. They said scientists need
good basdine data, and noted that improving databases will require an increase in funding.
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3. MANAGEMENT IMPLEMENTATION AND ADMINISTRATION

The implementation of management decisions is an important part of the fishery management
process. Roundtable participants exchanged views on management implementation and
identified problems with the current system and how the process could be improved. Their
discusson is summarized below.

NM FS/Council Interface

Plan Review and Approval: Participants commented that the system for approving fishery
management plans and amendments has proceeded a a*“snail’ s pace” sncethe MSFCMA
was reauthorized in 1996 and that, at times, it gppears to come to a hat. Some noted that often
afishing season has ended and new regulations are being considered by the time the plan for
that season has been approved. Participants asserted that Smple regulatory changes should be
gpproved within a matter of months. They indicated a need to review plans and amendments
more quickly, while till ensuring that they are legdly defensible.

Participants acknowledged that the Council and NMFS have been working together to identify
how to make the review and approva process more effective and efficient. They were generdly
optimistic that these efforts will meet with success. Suggestions for improvements at present
included increasing the number of NOAA legd staff, amending the MSFCMA to include prior
language that alowed concurrent gpprova actions for plan amendments and regulations, and/or
reingating the fagt-track system previoudy available to the Council to reprocess rgjected plans
that have been revised.

Emergency Rulemaking: Participants said that currently the NMFS Regiona Adminigtrator is
ingtructed by NOAA headquarters to cast a negative vote on emergency rules, even if he
supports the action. They explained that by doing so, he preserves the Secretary’ s authority to
reject the request. Some recommended that the MSFCMA should be modified to direct the
Secretary to promulgate emergency regulations or interim measures to address the emergency if
the Council, by unanimous vote—excluding that of the NMFS Regiond Administrator—
requests that such action be taken.

Enfor cement

Participants agreed that enforcement is an essentiad component of fishery management in the
Gulf region. Some said it is essential because many resource users do not have the ethical
attitude needed to rely on voluntary compliance. They stressed that the public must be assured
that fishery regulations will be enforced; otherwise, people will think that the public participation
process is awaste of time.

Approach: Participants agreed that enforcement concepts and measures must be better

incorporated into the development of fishery management plans so that the enforcement
necessary to ensure compliance with aregulation is both redistic and achievable.

16



Penalties: Participants dso emphasized that fishery violations should be penaized more
severdly. They noted that a present, enforcement fines and pendties are Smply consdered the
cost of doing business. Suggestions included eliminating the “ ability to pay clause” which
prohibits violators from being pendized a sum that exceeds their &bility to pay, and permitting dl
vesdls so that consstent violators can be prohibited from participating in afishery through
permit revocations.

State/Federal Coordination: Participants commented that Sateffedera coordination and
cooperation in identifying, prosecuting, and pendizing fishery violators must be improved. They
noted that the Council supports the implementation of cooperative state/federa enforcement
programs patterned after the NMFS/South Carolina cooperétive agreement, under which both
date and federd governments work to enforce the MSFCMA—minor violations are dedlt with,
and sometimes even prosecuted, at the state level, and mgor violations are dedt with at the
federa level. Some noted that cooperative enforcement efforts will be difficult if sate and
federd regulations continue to differ.

Funding: Participants indicated that federd and state enforcement budgets are not sufficient to
prosecute every violator to the fullest extent. Some suggested that the implementation of vessdl

monitoring systems could present managers with a more cogt-€effective means of monitoring and
enforcement.

Funding and Fees

Many participants shared the view that congressond gppropriations will never be sufficient to
meset the funding needs of the Council. They argued that authority for fee collection in fishery
management should be consstent with that for other public natura resources. They contended
that fees should not be tied to a particular management tool, such asindividud fishing quotas,
but rather assessed across the board. In addition, they specified that fees must extend to all
sectors involved in the fisheries—that commercid, for-hire, and individua recrestiona fisheries
must be trested equaly.

Some participants noted that the imposition of fees would be more widely accepted if the
revenue were gpplied to fishery management, enforcement, and science in the region rather than
returned to generad revenue. But others cautioned that if doing so causes Congressto try to
balance the situation by appropriating less funds, NMFS may be left with less than it had to

begin with,

Participants suggested that MSFCMA reauthorization should carefully consider innovative,
dternative funding mechanisms for circumventing the gppropriations process. They believe that
outer continenta oil and gas legidation currently under debate would provide much needed
funding relief.
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Monitoring and Evaluation

Participants agreed that monitoring and evauation must be a critical component of fishery
management, extending to dl tools that the Council employs. They raised the questions of
whether current fishery management measures, such as size limits and limited entry, are
achieving their intended objectives, and why the Council chooses a particular tool—for
example, long closed seasons that promote derbies. They recommended that the effectiveness,
and unintended consequences, of management measures be routindy monitored and eva uated.

4.“NEW” MANAGEMENT TOOLS

Severd tools and gpproaches not traditionaly used in fishery management have been receiving
increased attention across the nation for their potential to address problems associated with
traditiond management, such as overfishing, overcapacity, bycatch, and habitat degradation.
Roundtable participants discussed the regiond gpplication of each of the following fishery
management tools and approaches.

Individual Fishing Quotas

Participants noted that the Gulf Council supports rescinding MSFCMA provisons that prohibit
it from undertaking or continuing the preparation of ared snapper individud fishing quota
program or any system that provides for the consolidation of permitsto create atrip limit before
the year 2000 deadline. The Council aso opposes extending the moratorium on the
development of individud fishing quota programs because it needs flexibility to sdlect the fishery
management tool that works best for each fishery in each Stuation, as well asflexibility in
designing individua fishing quota systems and setting fees.

Some participants supported the Council’ s position; others did not. One suggested that the
moratorium on individud fishing quota programs should be extended unless Congress can
ensure that such programs developed by the Council will meet certain criteria reated primarily
to the definition of “property rights,” the assurance of conservation benefits, and the ability of
such programs to fund themselves. Other participants expressed concerns related to
consolidation of the industry, the ability of government to revoke quota shares after investments
have been made, the ability of conservation groups to purchase quota shares, and the
transferability of quota shares between the commercia and recrestiona sectors. Some
participants who shared these concerns believe that the moratorium provides an opportunity to
discuss these issues while the Council is not “under the gun.” But others argued that such
discussions, which are essentid to dlaying the fears of those opposed to individud fishing quota
programs, will never occur as long as the moratorium remainsin place.
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Marine Protected Areas

Participants commented that the Gulf Council should consder use of marine protected areas as
afishery management tool that can provide important benefits, such as protection of fish habitat,
increased fishery productivity, enhanced yields, and research areas where naturd versus fishing

mortality and the effects of fishing gear on habitat can be studied.

Siting: Some participants said that currently productive areas should be excluded from
consderation as marine protected areas so as to avoid displacing the industry. Instead, they
suggested that marine protected areas should be sited in currently unproductive areas
supplemented by artificia reefs. Others opposed the notion that the protection of artificid and
natural habitats will provide comparable benefits, pointing to the lack of experimenta evauation
of an atificid dte rdative to anatura Ste. They argued that it is naive to assume that marine
protected areas comprised of artificial structures can be used to increase or maintain
production, determine the impact of fishing on natural reef systems, or determine natura
ecosystem function.

Restrictions: Some participants consdered it only fair to redtrict al activitiesin marine
protected aress, including recregtiond activities, such as diving and anchoring boats. They
clamed that, in addition to maintaining equity, eiminating access to these areas completdy—
with the exception of scientific research—would help make enforcement eadier. This group
supported amending the MSFCMA to provide NMFS and the regiona councils the authority
needed to manage such nonfishery activities indde designated protected aress. Others believe
enhanced diving and ecotourism activities should be part of the package of benefits provided by
marine protected areas. They contended that management of these activities should not be
confused with management of the fishing industry because doing so would derail the
establishment of marine protected areas.

Approach: Because the design and development of marine protected areasis likely to be
contentious, participants suggested that thisis an areain which the use of SFA Fishery
Negotiation Panels should be considered.

Evaluation: Participants commented that evaluation isacritical component of amarine
protected area program. They said it iscrucid that the design of such programs include specific
objectives and evauation criteria

Enfor cement: Some participants noted that the design and development of a marine protected
area program must aso include a well-thought-out enforcement plan.

Funding: Some participants questioned whether the Council will ever have the funds required
to undertake the necessary research, evaluation, and enforcement of marine protected aress.
Others noted that the funding and evauation needs of marine protected areas should be no
different from those of any other fishery management tool. They cautioned that marine protected
areas should not be held to a higher standard than other fishery management tools.
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I ncentive-Based M anagement M easur es

Participants believe that fishery managers have failed to adequately consider incentive-based
management measures in the past. They recommended that measures that make it in the
industry’ s best interest to comply with conservation objectives should become more widely

used in the future. Some suggested that incentives or financid assistance programs should be
offered to help fishermen comply with more redtrictive regulations, such as switching to a cleaner
gear, noting that this would reduce fishermen'’ s resistance to restrictive measures and increase

their buy-in.
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ACTIONSRECOMMENDED BY ROUNDTABLE PARTICIPANTS

Genera recommendations offered by roundtable participants to assist the Gulf Council with
implementation of the 1996 amendments to the MSFCMA and to improve the effectiveness of
fisheries management in the Gulf region include:

Collect more and better biologicd, ecological, socia, and economic data.
Provide guidance on how to prioritize conflicting goas and objectives.

Recognize the enormous influence of the Missssppi River and large-scale coastd
development activities on the status of fish stocks in the Gulf.

Better understand and account for differences in commercid, for-hire, and individua
recregtional participation.

Reconcile sateffederd fishing capacity gods.

Improve the council decisionmaking process.

Speed up review, gpprova, and implementation of fishery management plans and
amendments.

Strengthen enforcement.

Increase funding.

Monitor and eva uate the effects of management measures.

Many specific actions to implement these recommendations were identified by participants
throughout the roundtable discussion. Those with gpparent support of the mgority are listed
below. Although participants did not necessarily characterize proposed actions as most
appropriate for Congress, NMFS, or the councils, we have done so here in the interest of
meaking the information more ussful. A more detailed discussion of the issuesleading to these
recommendations can be found in earlier sections of this report.

1. WHAT CONGRESS CAN DO

Fund biological, ecologicd, socid, and economic data collection and analysis.

Extend and fund for another three years the MSFCMA provision that provides for
conclusion of aresearch program on bycaich of the Gulf and South Atlantic shrimp
trawl fishery.

Eliminate statutory prohibitions on the collection of economic data.

Eliminate the prohibition on user fees.

Fully fund mandates of the MSFCMA.

Provide amechanism to reconcile state and federd fishery management godls,
standards, and requirements, particularly with respect to growth of the recregationa
sector.

Establish a more comprehensive approach to essentid fish habitat protection.

Provide the Council authority to regulate activities of nonfishing vesselsin essantid fish
habitat.

Provide amechanism to protect U.S. fishermen who must abide by stricter conservation
measures than their internationa counterparts.
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Better integrate interstate and internationa conservation goals.

Clarify public ownership issuesin the MSFCMA, or reform the nomination and
appointment process to ensure better representation of the public interest.

Recombine the comment periods for amendments and implementing regulations that
were separated in the 1996 reauthorization of the Act.

Provide afast-track system for processing revised plans.

Mandate the promulgation of emergency regulations or interim measures to address the
emergency if the Council votes unanimoudy to do so, exclusive of the NMFS Regiond
Adminigrator.

Eliminate the provison limiting fines to an individud’ s ability to pay.

Fund cooperative state/federal enforcement agreements.

Provide aclause in the MSFCMA promoting the examination of incentive-based
MeasuUres.

Fund the development of incentive-based programs.

2. WHAT THE NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE CAN DO

Improve biologicd, ecologica, socid, and economic data collection and anaysis.
Obtain more information on fishery participants.

Increase stock assessment staff in the region.

Develop and implement cooperative research programs.

Incorporate fishery-dependent datainto stock assessments.

I ncorporate oceanographic information into stock assessments.

Better acknowledge and manage the recreationd sector.

Resolve the current division in the gpproach to management of commercid, for-hire,
and private recreationd fisheries.

Provide guidance on commercid, for-hire, and private recregtiona sector dlocations.
Congder afederd saltwater recregtiona permit system.

Improve leadership and oversight.

Look for ways to smplify the documentation process and reduce delays.

Pendlize fishery violaions more severdly.

3. WHAT THE GULF OF MEXICO FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL CAN
DO

Obtain more information on fishery participants.

Consder dternate, nontraditiond funding sources, such as environmental organizations
and nonfishing-related recreationa groups.

Deveop dlocation guiddines.

Resolve the current division in the gpproach to management of commercid, for-hire,
and private recreationd fisheries.

Develop programs to reduce capacity.

Develop and support permanent, voluntary buyback programs.
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Better acknowledge and manage the recreationa sector.

Incorporate habitat protection into fishery management plans early on.

Train and orient new council members a the regiond levd.

Consider broadening council composition or improving accountability &t the council
leve.

Improve public outreach and education.

Better congder the practicalities of enforcement in fishery management plan
development.

Develop and implement an observer program.

Incorporate monitoring and evauation criteriainto fishery management plans,
Monitor and eva uate progress in meeting fishery management goals.

Air and discuss concerns related to the use of individua fishing quotas to assst with

capacity reduction.
Develop conservation incentives.

Consider marine protected areas as an ecological approach to management.



