Tab F, No. 2(a)
GULF OF MEXICO FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

JOINT REEF FISH/MACKEREL/RED DRUM MANAGEMENT COMMITTEES
Quorum Hotel                                      Tampa, Florida
June 6, 2006
Reef Fish Management Committee:

Others:



Roy Williams, V. Chair



Bill Daughdrill

Karen Bell





Stevens Heath

Roy Crabtree





Robin Riechers

Julie Morris





Corky Perret

Bobbi Walker





Bob Shipp

Kay Williams





Theodore Brainerd









Phil Steele

Mackerel Management Committee:

Mike McLemore

Myron Fisher, Chair




Dave McKinney
Degraaf Adams





Bob Zales, II
Karen Foote





Marianne Cufone

Roy Crabtree





Karen Norcross

Phil Horn






Dave McKinney

Roy Williams





Stevens Heath









Judy Jamison

Red Drum Management Committee:

Jim Smarr

Karen Foote, Chair




David Medici
DeGraaf Adams, V. Chair



Guillermo Diaz
Doug Fruge





Peter Hood

Joe Hendrix





Michael Bailey

Phil Horn






Dave Donaldson

Larry Simpson





John Broderick









Shannon Calay
Staff:






Benny Gallaway

Steven Atran





Martin Fisher

Assane Diagne





David Krebs

Trish Kennedy





Dennis O’Hern

Stu Kennedy





Worth Nowlin

Karen Hoak





Will Ward

Rick Leard





Bobby DeVaney Jr.

Charlene Ponce





Sal Versaggi

Wayne Swingle





Bill Tucker
The Joint Reef Fish/Mackerel/Red Drum Management Committees of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council convened in the Royal Palm Ballroom of the Quorum Hotel, Tampa, Florida, Tuesday afternoon, June 6, 2006, and was called to order at 3:00 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Myron Fischer.

CHAIRMAN MYRON FISCHER:  Would everyone take their seats so we can see if we have a quorum?  This is a committee of Reef Fish, Mackerel, and Red Drum.  If everyone is ready, this is the Joint Reef Fish/Mackerel/Red Drum Committee, also known as aquaculture, and it’s under Tab E in your briefing book or CD.
The first thing on the agenda is the Adoption of the Agenda.  As we heard earlier, we do have some changes.  Our presentation under Item V, Florida’s Best Management Practices, am I correct, Mr. Swingle, that this presentation will not be made?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR WAYNE SWINGLE:  That’s correct.  He was constrained from coming because they had to get this thing published in their -- Like the Federal Register for Florida, whatever you call it, and that hadn’t been done and so he couldn’t present it.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  In your briefing book under Tab E, Number 5, you do have the sheets on it that you can read at your leisure.  Does anyone have any other changes or additions to the agenda?  

MR. HORN:  I move we adopt.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  It’s been moved to adopt and seconded.  Is anyone opposed?  Seeing no opposition, the agenda is accepted.  The next item is Approval of the Minutes, Tab E, Number 2.  Does anyone see any changes or corrections to the minutes?  

Seeing no one with changes or corrections, we’ll assume that the minutes are -- It’s been moved and seconded that the minutes be adopted as written.  Is there any opposition?  With no opposition, the minutes are accepted.  Item III is the Siting of Aquaculture Facilities, which is Tab E, Number 3, and we have a presentation by Mr. Rester.

MR. JEFF RESTER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  This is just going to be kind of an informational presentation.  The work that I did on this arose from a meeting we had last October where we were discussing aquaculture with Bill Hogarth at our commission meeting.

We started talking about site selection for these aquaculture facilities in the Gulf of Mexico.  Everyone there at the commission meeting thought that it would probably be a good idea to go ahead and start the process before you have a wide-scale aquaculture effort here in the Gulf to look at site selection.

What I want to do here is just present what you can do with a GIS and how it can help in aquaculture site selection.  GIS is Geographical Information Systems and they’re integrated computer-based systems which allow for the input of digital georeferenced data.  It’s to produce maps plus other textual, graphical, and tabular output.

The essential usefulness of GIS lies in its ability to manipulate data in a large number of ways and to perform various analytical functions so as to produce output which makes for more efficient decision making.

Why use it for site selection?  Because it can be used to explore relationships by querying the data in different ways, combining relevant data layers, and exploring the possible relationships between them using overlaying functions and more complex modeling structures.

It allows for exploration of model sensitivities and investigation of different scenarios leading to optimization of site location, exploration of visual and environmental impacts, and estimation of sustainable production benefits.

What I assumed from this project was that we would be siting offshore cage aquaculture, or aquaculture facilities.  These cages range in size from I believe about 600 cubic meters up to now 6,000 cubic meters.  These would be offshore.

They’re rigid.  They have a rigid pole here in the center with supporting ridged poles around the side.  This is a little bit of video from a facility off of Puerto Rico that’s cobia, but you can see the center spar in the cage there and looking up toward the top.

The criteria that you would need to look at for site selection here in the Gulf of Mexico, I’ve read several research papers around the world where they did this similar type of work and four things really stood out and were there for all of these different projects: number one is water depth; number two is currents; number three is water quality, your dissolved oxygen, temperature, and salinity; and number four is sediment distribution.

These are all things that need to be considered when choosing a site and so here we have a map of the Gulf of Mexico showing bathymetry in ten-meter increments and also currents.  You can see right here it’s a little bit jumbled, but these are from different years.

There was an eastern Gulf of Mexico study and also a western Gulf.  It kind of gives you an idea of current patterns.  You wouldn’t probably be able to use this data for actual site selection, but there are quite a few NOAA data buoys around the Gulf of Mexico that could be queried and the information from them could be used to do something a little bit more refined.

In looking at bottom dissolved oxygen, this is using SEAMAP data from 1982 through 2003.  You can see that on a yearly basis off the coast of Louisiana the red right here are waters less than two milligrams per liter, which is considered hypoxic.  You probably don’t want to site a facility within this region.  The changes that it’s going to be hypoxic are pretty high.

Also, temperature.  Here we have winter surface temperatures and you can see that in shallow waters it gets cooler, but as you move progressively offshore, it’s warmer and also salinity can show you the impact of large river systems like the Mississippi and the effect that it has on the continental shelf off Louisiana.


We discussed sediment type.  You can’t really see it that well, but you have hard banks here in red.  You have pretty much sand off here off Florida and then terrigenous sediments off the Mississippi River.
You need to come up with some considerations.  These considerations are just things that I came up with.  They’re not binding in any way.  They don’t reflect the views of my boss or anyone within my organization besides me.

I have discussed these with others.  Some of these are very similar to some of the stipulations that Minerals Management Service requires on oil and gas exploration as far as no activity zones.


Considerations I came up with were that the facilities cannot be located within one mile of any shipping fairway.  Within a shipping fairway is pretty much common sense, but I went ahead and put a buffer around that, just in case. 

The facility cannot be located within one mile of any artificial reef site.  That’s to prevent interference with the site and also with fishing around the site.  The facility cannot be located within five miles of any marine protected area, any coral reef or hard bottom areas, or within five miles of any habitat area of particular concern as defined here by the council and the facility cannot be located within five miles of any seagrass areas.

When you throw all these things up on a map, this is what you get.  These actually were blue, but you can see all the different little artificial reef sites.  You can see Alabama’s artificial reef zones off here.  You can see the coral and hard bottom areas.  

You can see the habitat areas of particular concern that the council has come up with and in green, seagrass areas all around the Gulf of Mexico and also the shipping fairways.  These are the yellow areas.

Additional considerations, you should consider that it shouldn’t conflict with traditional highly fished areas.  This is going to be an exclusion mapping process and probably the first thing you don’t want to do is upset a lot of fishermen.  

Also the facility should not conflict with other uses, oil and gas exploration, dredge disposal areas, and also military activity zones.  It might be advantageous for the facility to be co-located with an oil and gas platform.  

While not necessarily something that you possibly could enforce on someone, considerations would dictate that they probably don’t want to locate the facility in a hypoxic area or in an area that experiences frequent red tides.

Looking at fishing information, we have a pretty good idea of where the menhaden fleet fishes.  You can see they’re pretty close inshore off of the western Louisiana and also in Breton Sound down here off eastern Louisiana. 

This is some of the data from the NMFS port agents and I believe we talked about that a little bit this morning, but it’s divided into statistical zones and also depth zones and you can see that you have a lot of activity here in red off of Texas and also off the mouth of the river and then also off of Mississippi and Alabama.

Here’s showing distribution of oil and gas platforms off Louisiana and up close, you can see that some of them are pretty clustered together pretty tightly.  This is some data from Nancy Rabalais for summer hypoxia.  Each different color represents the extent of hypoxia for that different year and so this is about sixteen years worth of data.  You can see that this area right here, you have a pretty good chance, again, of having hypoxic conditions. 

Harmful algal blooms or red tide, this is some data from Florida for about fifty years.  Note that with their sampling program these green areas might not be free of red tide, but it just was not reported at that particular area.  Most of the reports depend upon observations from people who are out there.

It doesn’t mean that these areas are clear, but it’s just that they didn’t record it there.  The areas of red tide, orange would be considered a medium or moderate red tide with a red being high cell counts.

Other considerations, I got these from talking to Joe Hendrix.  He worked on I think the only project that actually raised fish offshore here in the Gulf of Mexico.  He stated that for storms half the cage should be halfway under the mid-depth of the water and this is for protection of the cage itself.

He stated that you need about thirty feet of clearance underneath the bottom of the cage.  You need at least a half-knot current to avoid anoxia or waste accumulation, but he stated that anything over about a two-knot current makes managing the cages difficult and you need at least a hundred-foot water depths.

What I did was make some assumptions about where you would want to site these facilities as far as looking at all these different considerations and determined that probably you would want to keep them in a range for these offshore cages of the twenty-meter depth contour out to the ninety-meter depth contour and that’s about sixty-four to 288 feet.

Here, this light blue area shows you the range of those depth contours, along with the state lines and then the federal EEZ line and if you look at the sediments involved within those areas, you have this map.

We talked about fishing effort and not conflicting with traditional fishing effort.  This is a study that Louisiana did to look at the effects of the hypoxic zone on fishing activities and you can see that right around the mouth of the river you have a lot of charterboat, which is the purple color, and also a lot of shrimping activity.

Again, this is just a cut of the NMFS data that I showed you before concerning shrimping effort and then again with the summer hypoxic data.  There is a band here in this northern section that does tend to get hypoxic each year and then also with your harmful algal blooms.

Here are areas of concern, again, off the Mississippi and Alabama coast.  When you apply those buffers that we talked about earlier with five miles around coral reefs or seagrass, one mile around artificial reef sites, and one mile around shipping fairways, you get something that looks like this with these buffer zones.

Here, across the entire Gulf of Mexico, within those depth zones that we’re looking at, twenty to ninety meters, the darker blue areas are the buffered areas where you would not allow any facilities to be sited and when you start considering everything, as far as dissolved oxygen, red tides, and fishing effort, you get a map that looks something like this.

Off Louisiana, you can see here the hypoxic zone and some of the other things that are taking place.  Again, quite a bit of shrimping effort is taking place right here off the mouth of the river.

You take an area like this off Mississippi and Alabama that within the twenty to ninety-meter depth zone is wide open and you start laying in things like seagrass and your shipping fairways, then your coral areas, your artificial reef zones and also individual sites, overlay that with your sediment type, consider your fishing effort here and you can see the shrimping effort right there is pretty high and also these are individual sites from the Louisiana study, and when you put your buffers on there and then add in your oil and gas platforms and you have your buffers, an area that previously was wide open now isn’t as open as it was before.

This is just an exercise to look at the different ways that you could go about using GIS to help in aquaculture siting.  Conclusions, the GIS can be used to help develop zones in the Gulf, but the GIS is only as good as the data that goes into it.

That’s something that was readily apparent when I started trying to get some of the current data.  You can find individual sites, but there’s not really good data Gulf-wide as far as currents and things of that nature.  Experts need to sit down and develop siting criteria or guidelines to determine where aquaculture facilities should and should not be located.

I came up with these myself.  I ran them by the commission’s habitat subcommittee and they tended to generally agree, but aquaculture experts, along with other interested organizations should probably sit down and develop something standardized.

Siting criteria can then be used in the GIS to help map areas suitable for offshore aquaculture.  This is something that probably needs to be done for the Gulf of Mexico, because if you have something beforehand and you can get everyone involved, it’s probably a lot easier than waiting until you start putting these facilities in and then trying to go out and justify their location.  If there are any questions, I’ll be happy to answer them now.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  Are there any questions for Jeff?

MR. JOSEPH HENDRIX:  Jeff, why did you limit your examination to that one cage style?

MR. RESTER:  Mainly because for this one --

MR. HENDRIX:  Let me expand on that.  There are less than twenty-four of those cages deployed in the world.
MR. RESTER:  Mainly because I thought for offshore that those were more the standard for the offshore.  I know inshore they use different types of cages.  I could be wrong.  I’m not an expert on this by any means.

MR. HENDRIX:  There’s one other cage design that’s made in Europe, of course, but it’s got over 3,000 installations of cages.

MR. RESTER:  Is it a similar type of rigid design or is it --

MR. HENDRIX:  No, it’s a different design and it is submersible, too.  They have a submersible version.

MR. RESTER:  Would the considerations be similar though as far as the depths and --

MR. HENDRIX:  A lot of the considerations are similar, but you have to remember -- One of the things is that greater than thirty meters is probably a more accurate description, because you’re not restricted to going to deeper water really.

MR. RESTER:  That was the one consideration as far as the depth of water offshore.  They did state with that one cage the way it was anchored you needed to have divers go down every now and then and check that tether to the anchor and make sure it was okay and if you go into deeper water, for safety reasons it became cumbersome.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  Any other questions?

MS. MORRIS:  Jeff, thank you for doing this.  It really helps us visualize how some of the criteria that we’ve been talking about would include or exclude areas of the Gulf and I think it’s a very powerful tool that we can make use of in this amendment.

The idea of agreeing on criteria and then mapping where those criteria were workable and unworkable is a powerful one.  One of the criteria that we talked about when we had the presentation on the Puerto Rican aquaculture system with the professor from the University of Miami that didn’t appear on your list is the criteria of being within range of a shore-based tender who could make a trip out every day to do what the daily things that needed to be done on the cages were.

I didn’t see that in your list of criteria and I’m not asking you to change anything about your presentation, but I just want to remind the committee that that’s another important consideration as we move forward.

MR. RESTER:  That is a big consideration.  I’ve read the work that they’ve done.  In areas off of western Louisiana, you’ve got a long way to go before you hit twenty meters of water, whereas off Florida and places off Texas, you’re in state waters and so that could play a key role as far as where you want to site a facility, I guess from a business perspective.

MS. MORRIS:  Also a safety and proper management of the facility perspective.

MR. RESTER:  That is a consideration you could very easily plug into something like this, you need to have water depths within twenty miles that are X amount of feet deep.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  That would also be a business consideration of the enterprise going into this.  They may choose a longer travel time and have budgeted for that.  I don’t know if it’s criteria that could -- I see the siting based on biological parameters, the water quality parameters, and the other items, but distance from shore might be more to suit his own corporate needs of this enterprise.

MR. HENDRIX:  Or you could have an offshore base of operations.  That’s done in a number of places around the world.  Your base of operations is located close to the best grow-out area and the farther offshore you are, really the better, because of the nutrient levels in the water.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  If we have no further comments, we’ll let Jeff go.  It was a great presentation.  He gave us a big head start on siting criteria.  We won’t be taking this back up until November or January and so we have quite a bit of time to think about additions or changes.

I won’t be here, but one of the changes I’ve seen was he had a five-mile buffer around most everything except shipping lanes and artificial reefs.  Being at sea at times, I see ships out of the shipping lanes by more than a mile and I think that’s something that could also be increased to a five-mile range.  

We have no real committee recommendations on this.  We do have some time to go before it even comes back up to the aquaculture committee.

MS. KAREN FOOTE:  Just a note.  In talking about siting mariculture facilities, there’s a bill in Congress right now introduced by several Louisiana congressmen, H.R. 4761, about the outer continental shelf and the use of oil and gas platforms for mariculture and so we just want to be watching that while we’re looking at this topic.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  Thank you very much.  The next item on the agenda is Item IV and this is going to be the Proposed Action for Drafting the Aquaculture Amendment and Mr. Swingle is going to get us up to date with where we are with contractors and getting the amendment written.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  You might turn to Tab E, Number 4.  As you recall, the council decided that the aquaculture amendment was not one of its high priorities in the IPT system and so we more or less suspended work on the preparation of it.

We did confer with Dr. Hogarth to see if there was a possibility of getting funding from National Marine Fisheries Service to hire some consultants to continue some of that work and he was responsive to our need.

I guess the Tab E, Number 4a is the email from Mr. Rubino, who is the director of the NMFS Aquaculture Program at headquarters and he, from funding available to him, did grant us $40,000 to begin the work with the economists and $20,000 for use of aquaculture experts to help draft some of the thing.
All four of those persons would be contracted to us and begin drafting.  We just got the money this last week and haven’t even put out the contracts to those gentlemen yet, but we will.

The next portion of this presentation is the work plan and that’s under Tab E, Number 4.  The first task is for the contracted aquaculture specialists to get with the NMFS/NOAA Aquaculture Program staff and try to decide which of the alternatives are a good set to continue to use and which ones might be put in the section of considered but rejected.

That designation would have to be agreed upon by the NOAA Fisheries Service Aquaculture Program staff.  That would be task one, which we hope to complete immediately.  The other tasks are related to drafting the text and we have three sub-tasks under that.

It’s the management alternatives section and it would employ both the skills of the economists and the aquaculture specialists and the same would be true for the environmental consequences section.

Those four would work on both of those and then the economists would have duties to prepare the regulatory impact review and the initial regulatory flexibility analysis.  Then task three would be to distribute the preliminary public hearing draft to the IPT for their review and as far as a timeline, we’re hoping to complete the redrafting by October 15th, but that’s probably an optimistic date, because we’re actually starting about a month later than we anticipated we would, but that’s because we just didn’t get the funding until this last week.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  Thank you, Mr. Swingle.  Does anyone have questions for Wayne?  Seeing no questions, I think we can assume that we probably won’t see this back in front of us -- If it can’t be completed for October 15th, we probably won’t even see this until January of 2007, at which time this committee will take action further on it.  Is there any other business to come before the committee?  Seeing no other business, the committee is adjourned.

(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 3:25 o’clock p.m., June 6, 2006.)
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