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The Habitat Protection Committee of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council convened in the Corpus Christi Ballroom of the Omni Corpus Christi Hotel, Corpus Christi, Texas, Monday morning, January 9, 2006, and was called to order at 8:30 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Columbus Brown.

CHAIRMAN COLUMBUS BROWN:  The agenda is approved.  The minutes from the last minute are found in Tab J, Number 2.  Does anyone have any additions or modifications to the minutes?  Is there a motion to accept the minutes?
MR. JOSEPH HENDRIX:  Moved to accept.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Moved by Mr. Hendrix.

MS. KAREN FOOTE:  Second.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Second by Ms. Foote.  Is there any objection?  The minutes are approved.  Our first presenter will be Jeff Rester.  Jeff is going to give an overview of the SARP meeting.

MR. JEFF RESTER:  The SARP met on November 15th through 17th of last year.  The objectives for the meeting were to introduce the new (SARP) Coordinator, discuss administrative issues, discuss development of the FY 2007 and 2008 SARP budget initiative, discuss development of the SARP Executive Advisory Board, review the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation watershed planning grant project, discuss development of the habitat plan, and review issue work group activities.  
The new SARP coordinator started work on September 1 of last year.  The funding for the coordinator position initially came from a $5,000 donation from member organization and will cover his position for one year.  
Permanent funding for the coordinator position was discussed with several possible grants being pursued.  It is hoped that the coordinator will be able to seek additional grant funding to cover his salary and that member organizations will not be asked to contribute again.

Of interest to the council is that SARP is currently developing a Southeast Aquatic Habitat Plan.  Four pilot watershed management plans are being developed as part of the plan.  The pilot projects will help in the development of the plan, and a status report was given on the almost completed watershed management plans, which obviously they’re out for review right now.  
SARP also discussed the National Fish Habitat Initiative and how SARP’s Southeast Aquatic Habitat Plan will mesh with the Fish Habitat Initiative.  The SARP Habitat Plan and the National Fish Habitat Initiative have very similar goals, but differ in their scope.  
The SARP Habitat Plan will only cover the southeast region while the National Fish Habitat Initiative will be national in scope.  A National Fish Habitat Initiative Science Team member presented how they’re collecting data for use in their plan.  SARP felt that their plan would provide a national plan with a good overview of current aquatic habitat problems and how aquatic habitats can be restored, but the SARP plan would be more detailed and would cater to the problems that are faced here in the southeastern United States.  A final National Fish Habitat Initiative plan will be released in March of this year with the SARP plan hopefully being released later this year.  That concludes my report.
CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Are there any questions for Mr. Rester?  Hearing none, let’s move on to the next report, which will Tab J-4, the Texas Habitat Protection Advisory Panel report by Jeff Rester.

MR. RESTER:  The Texas Habitat Protection Advisory Panel met on December 6, 2005.  Eight of the nine AP members were in attendance and nine members were in the audience and there were six items on the agenda.

The first item on the agenda was an Update on the Sabine-Neches Waterway Deepening Project.  Ms. Janelle Stokes of the Army Corps of Engineers gave an update on the widening and deepening of the Sabine-Neches Waterway.  
The existing waterway is a forty-foot deep, sixty-three-mile long, deep draft channel extending from the Gulf of Mexico to Port Arthur and the Port of Beaumont.   Deepening the channel would result in extending the entrance channel to approximately twenty-two miles into the Gulf of Mexico.  
The current forty-foot depth and narrow channel widths restrict vessel movement to one-way convoys and daylight-only sailing.  Ms. Stokes stated that the Corps was currently developing a draft environmental impact statement that should be released later this year.  
The current project called for dredging the channel to 48-foot depths.  The primary environmental concerns were the interrelated issues of saltwater intrusion, marsh loss and destruction of wildlife habitat and fishery nursery areas.  
The project would produce 108 million cubic yards of dredge material that would mainly be disposed of beneficially.  Ms. Stokes stated that a subcommittee was formed to examine the impacts of saltwater intrusion through a 3D circulation model.
High and low flow regimes were developed based upon historic flow levels.  Salinity changes were then mapped throughout the area based upon the flow regimes.  The model showed that small salinity changes would occur as a result of the project.  
A wetland value assessment model was also developed to account for the quality and quantity of habitat changes over time.  The assessment model was used to help with the mitigation and beneficial use plans developed for the project and all beneficial use material would be shared equally between Texas and Louisiana to mitigate for impacts in areas where the impact occurred.    

MS. MORRIS:  Jeff, since I’m not familiar with this part of Texas, what is the channel used for, what kind of commerce and recreational activities?

MR. RESTER:  It’s mainly a deep-draft channel with shipping into and out of the port of Beaumont.  It’s a lot of oil and gas and a lot of other things also.

MS. MORRIS:  The report says that it’s a sixty-three-mile long channel, but it sounds like it will be longer at the end of this.  Is it just adding twenty-two miles to the length overall?

MR. RESTER:  Into the Gulf of Mexico I believe it’s adding about another ten miles or so that they’re going to have to dredge.  The next item was a very interesting item.  It’s the Comprehensive Restoration Plan for West Galveston Island.

Mr. Rusty Swafford of NOAA Fisheries stated that the goal of the comprehensive restoration plan was to develop a long term plan that would maximize the beneficial use of dredged material from residential subdivisions to restore and protect valuable bayside habitats.  
He stated that Galveston Island has experienced erosion due to subsidence and sea level rise.  Mr. Swafford reported that both the bay and Gulf sides of the island were currently eroding.  The goals of the plan were to restore the function and values of lost bayside habitats on Galveston Island’s west end, foster partnerships between west Galveston Island communities, natural resource agencies and others, and provide bay shoreline protection to address erosion, subsidence and anticipated relative sea level rise.
He also discussed several projects they had done over the past few years where residential communities had come together with federal agencies to restore habitat that actually has worked out very well.  The next item is the Status of the Beneficial Use --

MS. MORRIS:  Jeff, can I ask another question?  Why is there dredge material being generated in residential subdivisions?  Are they dredging boat canals?

MR. RESTER:  Actually, these are historic areas where they’ve had boat canals previously.  At the mouths of these, they’re tending to silt up, due to long-shore transport, and they are going back in and dredging the access channels and using this material beneficially.

MR. ADAMS:  I don’t know if this has anything to do with it or not, but they’re getting ready to build a giant marina complex down at the far west end and this may not be historic channels.  This may be a new project.

MR. RESTER:  The next item was an update from Mr. Dalton Krueger from the Corps of Engineers.  He discussed the beneficial use sites in Galveston Bay from the dredging of the Houston ship channel.  The purpose of the sites was to dispose of dredged material from the ship channel and mitigate any impacts from the dredging through marsh creation.  
He discussed several areas throughout Galveston Bay and talked about some of the things that worked and some of the things that didn’t work there and talked about the future of some of these sites. 

Next, Mr. Bill Baker of Reliant Energy discussed changes to Section 316b of the Clean Water Act that requires that the location, design, construction and capacity of cooling water intake structures reflect the best technology available for minimizing adverse environmental impact through impingement and entrainment of aquatic organisms.  
Mr. Baker stated that 316b regulations to reduce impacts were being implemented in three phases.  Phase I was promulgated in 2001 and affected new facilities.  Phase II took place in 2004 and affected facilities that were withdrawing more than fifty million gallons per day of water.  
Mr. Baker stated that Phase III would be implemented in 2006 and would affect all remaining existing water withdrawal facilities.  He reported that national performance standards have been set that target reducing impingement mortality 80 to 94 percent from baseline and reducing entrainment 60 to 90 percent from baseline.  
Mr. Baker discussed several technological and operational ways of reducing impingement and entrainment and their associated benefits and costs.  In cases where new technologies were not feasible, habitat restoration has been listed as an alternative.
The restoration may be in kind or out of kind restoration.  Facilities must demonstrate that restoration was appropriate because use of other technologies was less feasible, less cost effective, or less environmentally desirable.  

He listed several types of restoration that included wetland restoration, submerged aquatic vegetation restoration, stock enhancement, artificial reefs, fish ladders, dam removal, and water quality improvements that lead to fish habitat improvements.  
A current lawsuit sought to remove the restoration option from Phase II implementation.  Mr. Baker stated that if the restoration option remained in Phase II rules, there would be an opportunity in the future for funds to be available to help with restoration projects in coastal areas.  

Next, I gave a brief update on potential fishery impacts of liquefied natural gas facilities to the Advisory Panel.  Finally, we discussed impacts from the 2005 hurricane season.  We had a roundtable discussion on these impacts. 

Underneath Other Business, Mr. Rusty Swafford stated that the Corps was in the early planning stages of a project that would affect the 50,000 acre Keith Lake watershed in southeastern Texas.  
Mr. Swafford stated that historically the area was cut off from marine fishery access. There was a gate allowing runoff only to the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway in the northern portion of this area.  
A fish passage was cut from the Sabine River into the area in the 1970s to allow fishery access to the complex.  He stated that several state and federal wildlife refuges encompass the area and the Corps was looking to control the salinity to help manage waterfowl.  
The project would include a three structure baffle system with weirs that would severely impact marine fish ingress and egress to this 50,000-acre area.  He stated that this was a project that the AP and Council needed to watch closely because of its magnitude and that concludes my report.
MS. MORRIS:  Jeff, I don’t really understand the last one.  It’s a lake that’s freshwater now and there’s some saltwater access into it, but they want to reduce the salinity and so they’re going to cut off that saltwater access?

MR. RESTER:  I’m not an expert on this.  Historically, it has been cut off from marine fishery access.  Back in the 1970s, there was a connection that was made kind of in the eastern portion of this complex from the Sabine River into the area.  I think historically the only access was you had to go to the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway and then down from the northern section to get access.

It was restricted somewhat.  Now what they’re looking to do is over on the eastern cut, where a fish passage has been made in the past, put in a weir, a baffle system, that’s going to severely -- It’s primarily for waterfowl management.

MR. ROBIN RIECHERS:  I was just going to help Jeff a little bit on that one.  This has been an ongoing discussion on Keith Lake for several years here in Texas and it really is a discussion about what we manage from a species perspective up in that area.


What we’re really trying to do is optimize flow and timing so that we’re managing for the benefits of all those species concerned and the current project, with its baffling system, hopefully will be closer to that than with some of the projects that we’ve been discussing in the past.

MR. ADAMS:  I want to go back to these changes on 316b, the Clean Water Act.  What Reliant is saying here basically is changes to 316b require them to meet certain standards of impingement and entrainment and they can’t meet those standards and so they’re all setting them with restoration projects.

It goes on to say that there’s a current lawsuit that is asking the courts to say no, you can’t offset these with other projects and you must meet these reduction requirements in impingement and entrainment.  Isn’t this the same question that’s going to hit the LNG projects, that they can’t meet these impingement and entrainment standards either and so they’re going to offset them with other mitigation projects?  Is that right?

MR. RESTER:  316b is only going to apply to cooling water intakes.  LNG is going to be used for heating purposes and so they’re not going to have to follow 316b rules.  As far as Reliant meeting, Mr. Baker went in and talked about -- He’s the chairman of the advisory panel and he went in and talked about some of the economics as far as retrofitting some of these preexisting facilities and talked about what it would take to comply with some of these rules and basically from an economic standpoint to retrofit some of these facilities that aren’t using a lot of water and that aren’t operating year round, they would probably just shut them down if they’re required to, if the restoration option wasn’t there.  Mr. Hendrix was there also.

MR. JOSEPH HENDRIX:  Jeff, remember one of the things he discussed also that in part of the mitigation process one of the things they’re doing is actually shutting the plants down.  They’re running them less because of the cost of retrofitting these plants.

MR. RIECHERS:  In addition, and I don’t know whether this is still the case or not, but in the past Reliant Energy and Bill -- We’ve had discussions with them about whether buyback programs would actually fall under restoration if it reduced effort in ways that were meaningful.

At least at the last time that I was updated on this, it was still in the mix of those restoration efforts.  It’s not listed here in their listing in the summary, but as far as I know, it is still an alternative that could be considered when they get to that point and so that is something that we may want to keep our ear attuned to.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Are there any other comments or questions of Mr. Rester?  Hearing none, we appreciate your report and we’ll move on to the next item on the agenda.  Next we have, under Tab J-5, a presentation by Matthew Zerafa and Greg Koehler from Shell Gas and Power.  They have an informational briefing on the Gulf Landing LNG.  We thank you for coming and joining with us and bringing us up to date on things that you’re doing.
MR. GREG KOEHLER:  Good morning.  Thank you for having us here.  I think this is a great opportunity for us to share some of our plans with Gulf Landing with you, where we are right now, and what the project plans are going forward, particularly with our monitoring program.

The reason we’re here today is Karen Foote suggested that we come and share our plans with you and I thank you for that invitation.  Along with me today -- 

I’m Greg Koehler and I’m the Project Coordinator for Gulf Landing.  In addition, Matt Zerafa.  Matt is responsible for the health, safety, and environmental aspects of Gulf Landing, as well as many of the permitting requirements.  In addition, Jim Ray, who is recently retired from Shell Oil, but he is serving as a marine consultant for Gulf Landing.

I think there’s a couple of key things I want to get from this discussion today.  First is just to share plans with you and the second is either during this discussion or throughout the day is to get some feedback and tap into your experience, particularly on the monitoring program going forward, to make it a monitoring program that is successful, that is based on good science and that is useful, not only for Gulf Landing, but for the wider community.

I’m going to give you a brief background of what Gulf Landing is and why we are building it.  I hope to spend most of the time on our plans going forward.  

A little bit about why build Gulf Landing and what’s the motivation for building it.  You’ll see a chart here that is a historic look of U.S. gas production and U.S. gas consumption.  You can see the two curves.  The supply of U.S. gas is not keeping up with current consumption.

The gap represents imports and to date, imports have largely come from Mexico and Canada, with a little bit of LNG imports.  As that gap widens, there’s an increasing demand for importing LNG.

This has been underscored by a number of reports.  Alan Greenspan has called for additional facilities to import LNG.  Natural gas is an important part of U.S. industry.  The largest growing area for consuming natural gas is in the power industry and that is driven by regulations to reduce coal usage and so there’s an environmental motivation to increase usage of LNG or natural gas.

I think if you just look at your utility bills today, you’ll see they look different than they looked like a year or two ago.  If you look at today’s prices they’re in the ten to twelve dollars per MCF range, as opposed to a couple of years ago they were in the two to four-dollar range and that’s a strong market signal that there’s a demand for additional LNG.
Shell is responding to that by proposing Gulf Landing and Gulf Landing will serve as an import facility that would be capable of bringing in approximately 2 percent of the current U.S. demand for natural gas.

A brief description of what Gulf Landing is, it is an offshore LNG terminal.  It’s located thirty-eight miles offshore, adjacent to an existing shipping fairway in about fifty-five feet of water.  This picture you see here is the Gulf Landing facility is the square box on the left.

It’s a large concrete structure that rests on the sea floor.  It’s not a floating structure and it’s not pile driven, but it’s just gravity stable on the sea floor.  In this picture, there’s an LNG carrier adjacent to it.

(At this point there was an audio problem and a brief recess was taken.)

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  We’re sorry for the disruption.  I would like for Greg to continue his presentation, but please back up to the LNG terminal slide, because that’s when we lost everything.

MR. KOEHLER:  This slide was so interesting they asked me to talk about it twice.  A description of Gulf Landing, Gulf Landing is a concrete-based structure that rests on the sea floor located in fifty-five feet of water thirty-eight miles offshore adjacent to existing shipping lanes.

It will be connecting to existing offshore natural gas pipelines.  The operation of the facility includes mooring LNG tanks adjacent to the facility, offloading liquefied natural gas, which is at minus 260 degrees F atmospheric pressure, into tanks within the gravity-based structure.  The gas is then pumped out of those tanks and gasified on the surface and injected into the pipeline structure and sent to market.  

In selecting the location of Gulf Landing, there were safety, security, environmental, and economic considerations and looking in the Gulf of Mexico, we’ve looked at locations spanning from Florida to Texas, both onshore and offshore, in a variety of water depths.

Some of the key environmental considerations were impact on air, impact on endangered species, impacts on habitat.  We believe there are many good sites within the Gulf of Mexico to locate offshore structures.  We think the westcam 213 location is one of the superior locations and that’s why we proposed it.

In addition to a location, this also, kind of also on the engineering side, what do you build and we went through a system selection process as well.  Three of the key different systems that we looked at was a floating structure; a gravity-based structure, which is what we ultimately selected; and what we call a direct re-gas facility, which is a fixed leg platform-based structure.

When Shell does a major project like Gulf Landing, we have a series of criteria that we evaluate.  It’s our sustainable development program.  This is a program that Shell takes very seriously.

It looks at impacts on the environment, it looks at the ability to serve your customer, the impact on communities, the impact on people, certain profitability for the shareholder, the use of efficient resources, and the impact on stakeholders at large.

This is more than lip service that Shell -- In looking at this, it’s just more than lip service.  We actually have an annual report that accompanies our annual report and it’s our annual environmental performance report that we put out on an annual basis that goes through how we’re doing in all these areas.  It’s pretty direct.

We’re not going to proceed with a project like Gulf Landing unless we have a green light in all these areas and as we have developed Gulf Landing, there are areas of concern that have popped up and that is the project team’s responsibility to address those and we’ll talk about some of those here in a moment.

Having done that work and looked at a variety of locations and impacts, it’s set us up very nice to apply for a deepwater port license and go through the NEPA process.  Actually very little work -- I say very little work, but the application itself is very voluminous, but very little new science and engineering had to be performed.  It was a matter of putting it in the right format.

Certainly the main focuses were safety, security, the need for the new energy supply, impact of employment, and environmental impacts.  I’m not going to go through the details of a NEPA process, as I suspect most of the people in here are more experts than I am.

Some of the key milestones for Gulf Landing to date, we did put our application for a deepwater port act in November of 2003.  A draft EIS was generated of June of 2004.  A final EIS was published in December of 2004 and MARAD issued a record decision to issue Gulf Landing its license in January of last year.

Shell formally accepted that application in May and so we are actually one of three projects that have been approved to date.  There are a number of other projects that are in various stages of the application process.

Key activities going forward for us is the selection of a grading yard.  This structure will be built and it won’t be built on site.  It will built elsewhere and then towed and put on the sea floor and so it’s selecting the right construction or grading yard site for that, as well as some additional design work to mature the design prior to initiating construction.

Probably what’s not on here and is going to be the focus of the remaining of the discussion is a lot about the monitoring plan that we have in the works here.  In going through the application and approving it, some of the key environmental concerns that cropped up on Gulf Landing are the impacts on fish eggs and fish larvae, particularly entrainment, the use of chlorine in the system as a biocide, and the impact on discharging cold water into the environment.

Those were considerations.  They are recognized impacts and we are committed to address those.  Maybe just stepping back a little bit and saying maybe we could do something else that avoids these impacts, it seems like no matter what you do there’s an impact on something.

If you use a different technology on vaporizing the LNG, you have a bigger impact on air.  If you change the location to an onshore location, then you have the impact on wetlands and estuaries.  You’re building closer to population centers.

If you do no project at all, it again shifts the fuel balance for the U.S. back to more of a coal-based fuel-based and so I think when MARAD made their decision to approve this project they recognized this and they looked at these impacts, thought they were manageable, and approved the project and we believe that’s the case and Matt is going to talk about our plans on how we’re going to manage these going forward.

MR. MATTHEW ZERAFA:  As Greg said, I’m Matt Zerafa.  I look after environment, safety, and regulatory affairs within the Gulf Landing team, which Greg heads.  He’s our project manager.  I’ve been the point person working with the Coast Guard and MARAD on the NEPA process and answering our questions, working with other regulatory bodies to help them understand what we plan to do.

Coming out of that licensing process, there were some conditions set upon us on what we must do to comply with MARAD’s record of decision.  Essentially, we’re required to use open rack vaporizers to vaporize the LNG.  That’s a technology that uses sea water to warm the LNG to its gaseous state.
We’re required to develop a prevention, monitoring, and mitigation program and I’m going to talk about that primarily here today and tell you what our plans are on that and so I’ll skip over that one a little bit.

We must develop an adaptive management plan to ensure that we’re operating the open rack vaporizers and our vaporization system in a way that minimizes harm to the environment and so it’s not just go out there and install what you’ve designed and operate it.  It’s to use this monitoring and mitigation program to adapt our management and to learn from the impacts that we’re actually having on the environment.

We’re in the process of selecting a construction site, as Greg said.  One of the key aspects of that selection is environmental impacts.  The construction site involves digging a hole in the ground that we would build a concrete box within.

That hole has to be big enough to fit that box, which is 1000 feet by 300 feet, as you saw, at about forty-feet deep and so it’s quite a large hole in the ground that would need to be de-watered and the environmental impacts associated with that are a significant feature for where we would choose to build it.

We need to go through an EIS process with the Coast Guard and MARAD again to look at the selection of that site and how the environmental impacts are being managed.  We need to develop an operations and security manual that’s more in the detail of how we’re going to operate the facility and demonstrate and ensure that there won’t be any adverse security issues and we need to develop the detailed design and Coast Guard has a very active role in looking at the details of how the facility would be built and operated and constructed and there’s quite a bit of input into the technical aspects of the project and how that’s approved.

Those are conditions within our license that we must meet before we can operate.  Right now, we just have a license to build and then we need to work with the Coast Guard on selection of the construction site and the detailed design of the facility.

Moving on, one of the key aspects is this prevention, monitoring, and mitigation program and that’s really the reason that we’ve come here to talk to you all today.  We’ve been working pretty actively with Miles and Karen and members of CCA on developing this program.

We think it’s very important to us to truly understand what are the impacts that Gulf Landing could have on the environment and what is it that we need to do to manage and mitigate those impacts.

We see having this group of advisors, as you will, as something very useful to us, to help get input from other parties from the government, from recreational fishermen.  I think that adds a lot to our process of understanding what’s important to them.  We do this in a pretty open manner.  We’re trying to be independent and transparent and so we’re bringing on board an independent consultant to help us develop this monitoring program.

We want to make sure it’s based on the best science and factual evidence that we can find and develop and we’re committed to operate Gulf Landing in a way that’s environmentally responsible.  I’ve heard Greg and our president, Jose Lima, say on a number of occasions that if we find that the impacts are significant or too big, we won’t operate Gulf Landing.

This is the real test for us to demonstrate that the impacts are in the levels as predicted in the EIS or lower and that we’re able to mitigate those impacts as much as possible.

What are we doing right now on the monitoring?  Really, I wanted to talk to you about this today as just a first step of introducing ourselves and giving you an outline of what we’re doing so that you’re aware of it and have the opportunity to comment or advise us if there’s any things that we should be doing or doing differently.

The real focus here is that we have quite a bit of time.  The requirements within our license are that we must collect three years of baseline data prior to operation.  Counting back from when do we want to operate, we have to do three years of sampling of information, provide some reports and input to MARAD, NOAA Fisheries, and the Coast Guard.

Counting back from there, we want to operate in about 2011 and that gives us 2007 to 2010 to do this baseline sampling.  Given that’s what we have to do, we thought it’s most important to make sure that whatever sampling you do is as good a program as you can develop.  Our focus for 2006 is on the plan development.

In this interactive, open, transparent manner, we see that that’s a sufficient time to do that and so we’re focusing in on structuring our monitoring plan, testing that plan, and moving forward.

If you go on to the next slide, this is the real meat of what we intend to do this year.  The first quarter of this year we’re trying to develop the scope of work that the consultant would work to, how to collect data, what to collect, what the requirements are for that data collection.

We’re pretty close to issuing a scope of work for a couple of independent contractors to bid upon and that would be to provide us with a monitoring plan, a testing system to go out and collect data, test the plan, make sure that the equipment works, and make sure that the sampling can be done properly and then go out by the end of the year and revise that plan and take on all the wisdom that we’ve gained in the testing process and the engagement process with bodies like NOAA Fisheries, Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries, CCA, and others.

That’s our outline.  We think this scope is pretty important that we get hat scope of work right and so we’re using a document that NOAA produced that’s called “Guidance for LNG Monitoring” as our basis.  We’re using that as the starting point to determine what things should be collected and in what manner they should be collected.

It talks about the number of samples collected in a day.  It’s four periods during the day: dawn, midday, dusk, and at midnight.  It’s three sets of samples.  All the sampling is done in triplicate, two different net sizes, a base location and a reference point.  

There’s quite a bit of information established within this guidance document that explains NOAA’s expectations and we’re working with selecting a consultant and helping in going through to make sure that we can do that in a practical and efficient manner, what will it take to do it, in terms of do we need one sampling vessel or do we need two, what is all the work that needs to be done to collect this data.

We see that there’s some issues here with ensuring that the data we collect is significant and scientifically representative and so a lot of the focus will be around ensuring that the program is statistically significant and we’re collecting enough data to understand what the impacts will be.

We also think that it’s quite important that we get a good quality assurance program in place so we’re able to demonstrate that the data that we’ve collected and the samples that have been analyzed are reproducible so that we’ve got real data and it’s going to be viable and it’s managed in a manner that’s going to be open and available for public scrutiny.

The whole plan here is to make sure that we have something that will be realistic, open, and it will be able to withstand public scrutiny as to what are the potential entrainment impacts associated with the facility.

At the end of the year, in that third and fourth quarter, I think really we want to learn as much as we can from the work that we’ve done earlier on in the year and so how do we use this testing and analysis that we’ve done to refine our plan and make sure what we do from 2007 to 2010 is really as good as we can do prior to operation of the facility.

We’re taking quite a bit of time and we’re not just going out there and saying we could start dragging nets now.  We think it’s actually better to take a step back and work through and develop the plan, the protocols, test those protocols, get input from bodies like yourselves, and incorporate that into our plan.

The focus here is on good science and so stepping back from a lot of the dialogue and information that we’ve had and focusing on what is the best available science we can produce for this. 

Where are we going?  Just to summarize a little bit, Gulf Landing isn’t finished yet.  We have engineering design work that’s ongoing.  Some of that engineering work involves the sea water system and so there’s an opportunity to ensure that we’re doing the detailed design work of the sea water warming system to minimize any entrainment effects.

We’re working on finding a construction site, as we mentioned.  We’re looking all around the world.  That process is narrowing down to the final five or six sites now and so we’re coming close to identifying where we might want to build the concrete box, somewhere on an onshore location before it’s floated out to the Gulf Landing location.

We’re working on the monitoring program and engaging stakeholders.  That’s I think something that is taking up a good proportion of our time.  We see it as very important that we’ve shared our thoughts on what Gulf Landing’s impacts are and we’ve engaged members of the public and government organizations to get their input.

This has been a process that we probably should have started earlier.  Our focus had been on working with the Coast Guard and focusing in on the Coast Guard’s requirements for the EIS and letting them do the engagement with the other government bodies and members of the public.  

I think in hindsight we would have preferred to do more of that ourselves, because we think that as the operator of the facility we’re better placed to understand those comments and understand what we could do to mitigate or manage some of the concerns and so we’re playing catch up a little bit here in working with stakeholders and we see this monitoring plan and the development of it as a key way for that engagement to take place.

Baseline monitoring, from next year onwards we’ll be collecting data out in the Gulf Landing location every couple of weeks and moving on to construction and operation hopefully in 2011.  That’s really the outline and what I wanted to share and what Greg wanted to share was just to really introduce ourselves and let you know who we are.

We’re trying to embark upon this program for monitoring at the Gulf Landing location.  We want to get as much engagement and input from agencies such as yourselves who are responsible for a fisheries habitat and ensure that we’re talking to each other and so we really see as the first step, to come along and introduce ourselves and lay out our plan.

MR. KOEHLER:  That’s what we had prepared formally.  We’re very anxious to answer any questions that you might have.  I know one that Bill Daughdrill had asked during the break is what happens to Gulf Landing in the event a hurricane comes along.

In fact, Hurricane Rita did track directly over this location and so we actually got a lot of good information in terms of net ocean impacts.  Gulf Landing is designed to withstand a Category 5 hurricane.

There’s a couple of impacts.  One is waves.  It is designed to withstand the maximum theoretical wave, which is forty-six feet in this water depth.  We actually saw forty-one-foot waves during Rita.  It is designed to withstand winds associated with a Category 5 hurricane.  Those type of winds will cause some damage to some of the facilities like flare booms, heliport decks.  You could expect some damage, but the main structure and main facility will maintain structural integrity.  It was built with that in mind.

We do plan on being here throughout the day and so if you have an opportunity to come up and talk with us, we would enjoy that.  Are there any questions at this time?

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Before I open it up to questions and comments, I would like to ask that -- You mentioned that you would like to solicit comments from the council on the monitoring plan.  What is your time table for this input and how would you like for us to go about doing that?

MR. ZERAFA:  We’re pretty open.  We have Karen and Miles sitting on our advisory committee and we meet with them on a regular basis and share with them our plans.  You can input through them or you can input as individuals to us or you could input as a council to us.

Our plan is by the end of 2006 to have a robust strategy that’s tested and ready to go so that January of 2007 the data that we’re collecting -- We don’t intend to deviate very much from that strategy.  By the end of this year is when we need to have all the input really finished for the plan and then I expect to be coming back and talking to you about the data, what comes out.  I see this as an ongoing opportunity to engage the council.  Does that answer the question?

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Kind of.  I’m sure we’ll get to it more clearly before the end of this session.  Any other comments or questions?

MR. HENDRIX:  Thank you for being here today.  I appreciate your presentation.  Do you have an idea at this point in time of the impact that this facility is going to have on the shrimp and pelagic species resources in this area?  In your initial discussion, you address red drum, right?

MR. ZERAFA:  Just to be clear on the process, Gulf Landing submitted an environmental review to Coast Guard and in that review we looked at an assessment of entrainment of fish eggs on a pretty coarse basis, very similar to what had been done for the previous approved terminals.

The Coast Guard was responsible for doing the EIS and they developed the assessment and so they took in, at the scoping meeting, comments on what should be included within the scope of the EIS.  When the draft was issued, they took on more comments and they really ran that process.  Shrimp really haven’t been very well addressed within this.

I think it’s clearly something that needs to be addressed in our monitoring plan to understand what is the entrainment of shrimp eggs and larvae and other species.  Part of this is not just what’s been covered before, but what are the species that we need to be looking at and what do we collect?  Once we collect the data, we’ll have a better indication of what’s out there and what we’re likely to entrain during operation.

MR. HENDRIX:  You plan on using chlorine to prevent biofouling? 

MR. ZERAFA:  Correct.

MR. HENDRIX:  In what form?

MR. ZERAFA:  It’s through electrolysis and so the sea water that is brought onto the facility you pass an electric current through it and it liberates some free chlorine.  Probably about half a part per million chlorine will be dosed into the intake part of the facility.  

That gets used up and evolves in the open rack vaporizers and so what’s discharged back into the environment will be a few parts per billion, something on the order of fifty parts per billion or less and by the time it’s outside of the mixing zone, it should be very low levels of chlorine left, residual chlorine.

MR. HENDRIX:  Will it be continuous or pulse loading?

MR. ZERAFA:  Continuous.  That’s the plan.  I think it comes back to looking at how much is needed to manage biofouling and with a colder water process than -- Typically we’re used to sea water being used in warming processes.  In cooling processes, you heat up the water.  In this case, you’re cooling down the water and so biological fouling should be less significant and less of a problem, but we’re going to manage that to -- It costs money and so you’re going to dose as little as possible.

MS. KAREN FOOTE:  Thank you again for being here.  As I mentioned earlier, the Gulf Council cares a lot and is very interested in what you have to say.  You asked, Columbus I believe, about how we might be engaged and one suggestion might be that we request, or full council request or Shell volunteer, to submit status plans, written status plans, maybe to the council just for our information.
Then we can, if we choose to, comment back on that.  The council is not a formal part of the process at all and Miles and I do meet with Shell, but I think if the council received through its mailing process a where we’re at type approach, we could decide if we want to say something at that point.  It’s just a suggestion.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Is that something that Shell can accommodate?

MR. ZERAFA:  Absolutely.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Thank you.

MR. ZERAFA:  Everything we’re doing with Karen and Miles is public information as far as we’re concerned and so it’s no problem and we can submit the same status information that we’re doing to you all and get your views or give you an opportunity to comment.  It’s very easy for us to come along.

MR. ADAMS:  Your planning process, do you have a budget line item for mitigation costs?

MR. KOEHLER:  At this point in time, there is not a cap on mitigation.  It goes back to this adaptive management process.  Our choice is to operate this thing to minimize impacts or not operate it at all and so going forward, I don’t see a budget limitation to the mitigation program.

I’ll be honest with you that we do not have a formal mitigation plan put together yet.  We’re focusing in on the monitoring plan first and we’re also, in the engineering and design of it, trying to minimize impacts.  Until you actually know what the final impacts are, it might be premature at this point in time to say how you’re going to mitigate them.

MS. MORRIS:  Thank you for being here today and I think our communication with Shell has been bad and I hope that it will improve in the future.  Greg, you made a comment that if the company finds the impacts are too big that you won’t operate Gulf Landing and have you set some kind of target or a tipping point to decide whether the effects are too big or not and did I hear you right?  Is that a claim that you made when you made your statement to us?

MR. KOEHLER:  We have stated that on a number of occasions, that if impacts are unacceptable then we will not operate.  In issuing the license, there is language around that, although it’s very vague, and I’m not sure exactly what that means and I think for us to go forward, we would need input from agencies like yourself or a committee like yourself in terms of what is acceptable and what is not and what does that mean.

Gulf Landing is a significant project in itself, but if you look at Shell’s overall business and reputation, I don’t think we’re willing to sacrifice that reputation in being environmentally responsible for Gulf Landing.  That’s not the end game.

The direct answer to your question is there are not specific guidelines in terms of what is too much and what is not.  I think the final EIS is a good benchmark in terms of if the impact were more significant in that, you would have to question are the impacts too big, because it was based on that level of impact and we would certainly target to have a much lower impact than that.

MS. MORRIS:  Would you consider using the performance standards in 316b as a goal for impacts being acceptable or not acceptable?

MR. ZERAFA:  Which part of that?  What I understand is it’s mostly around reduction.  It’s around reduction percentages and I don’t know what the starting point would be.  I think that’s the harder part for how you would apply that.

MS. MORRIS:  It seems like the starting point could be the level of entrainment and impingement with just if you went out and started taking in your water without any kind of mitigating effects.

MR. ZERAFA:  I think that’s worth looking at.  The harder part is we’ve already tried to take on board a lot of the 316b design considerations for, for example, water velocity across a screen type, gap size.  I’m not sure.  I think when it comes to entrainment or impingement of adult and juvenile fish that we’re doing the best available technology.

It really comes down to just the eggs and larvae and I’m not sure how you can reduce those.  I’m not sure how we could achieve that 80 to 90 percent type level reduction, but we’re still pretty open and I think some of the ongoing discussions with our advisory group and MARAD is to look at what is the significance criteria that we should be applying and how do we use that in looking at mitigation or prevention dollars.

MS. MORRIS:  One final question, Mr. Chairman, if it’s okay.  Did the Coast Guard EIS envision a structure resting on the bottom?  I don’t recall that being something we focused on particularly.  You knew from the time that you applied for the permit that the structure would be resting on the bottom?  Thank you.

MR. VERNON MINTON:  Just a quick question.  You were talking about your structural designs and so forth and are your engineers incorporating in the possibility that you would have to go to a closed loop system or you’re committed totally to the open loop or are the design factors allowing for changes?

MR. KOEHLER:  Current designs only contemplate using sea water to warm LNG.  Really, the option of changing, there’s a couple of significant barriers to that.  One, the license itself doesn’t allow for that.  There are a number of air discharge permits and the like that would be affected as well and so it’s not in our plans to provide that option at this point.

If using sea water was unacceptable, I think our next best option, rather than going to a hydrocarbon combustion-based process, is that we would probably abandon the project and not go forward with it and perhaps seek an alternate site onshore.

MR. ZERAFA:  It’s different environmental impacts.  You move either to an onshore location, which involves wetlands impacts and other impacts, or you go away from bringing in LNG and you’re back to more coal or other energy forms in our mix of energy for the country.

MS. WALKER:  I have just one question.  Did you do a cost comparison?  From what I understand from your presentation, 1.5 percent of the product, or that value, is what we would lose with a closed loop system and did you do a cost comparison on possible mitigation and monitoring and the expenses associated with that as opposed to the 1.5 percent of the product used?

MR. KOEHLER:  We don’t have firm mitigation plans, like we talked about earlier, because we know we do need to address the impacts in the final EIS, but we looked at a range of scenarios and what that would cost and they’re really probably on the order of magnitude less than the additional fuel that you would be consuming.  It is an additional amount of fuel.

1.5 percent sounds like a small amount, but that amount is enough to actually provide Baton Rouge with power on a continuous basis and so it’s a significant number when you switch from a sea water-based system to a hydrocarbon-based system.  We think we can manage the mitigation within the budget and it shouldn’t be an issue.  Does that answer your question? 

MS. MORRIS:  Does Shell operate any closed loop LNG facilities anywhere in the country?
MR. KOEHLER:  Shell does not currently operate any LNG terminals within the U.S.  We do own capacity rights to two existing terminals and one is Cove Point in Maryland, which is currently operating, and the second is Alba Island in Savannah, Georgia.

We’re not operators, but we have capacity rights and we move product through that.  Both of those systems are closed loop systems.  I wasn’t around when those facilities were built in the 1970s and I don’t know what the drivers were.  We have looked at it today.

In fact, we have proposed a facility in Long Island Sound and we expect to be putting in an application with FERC to go forward with that project and it is a closed loop system.  The reason for that is water in Long Island Sound is too cold and it’s just not feasible from a technical point of view to do it.  That would certainly have been our choice, but -- The answer to your question is we do not operate any closed loop systems, but we are proposing one in Long Island Sound.

MS. MORRIS:  That will have the hydrocarbon effects that you think are unacceptable in the Gulf, but there’s some kind of other set of factors that makes that economically viable there and not in the Gulf.

I know that you’ve heard all these arguments and seen them in writing, but this is our frustration.  We feel like the waters in the Gulf are really rich in eggs and larvae and you have the capacity and the technology is there.  You could have chosen a different structure and you could probably afford it.

It seems like to us, just from the big picture of what you get from selling natural gas now.  Instead, you went forward with this much more risky approach for the Gulf of Mexico fisheries point of view and that will continue to be an aggravating decision as far as I’m concerned and perhaps as far as the Gulf Council is concerned.

MR. KOEHLER:  If I could follow up a little bit -- I think that was a statement and probably not a question.  It’s our commitment to work with -- I take your concerns seriously and it is our commitment to continue to work to minimize those impacts.  I’m not sure that we’ll ever agree on whether this is the right system or not, but I would like your help and experience and knowledge moving forward to make this the best project we can and I think that’s where we’re at today.  I invite that and would appreciate any guidance or experience you can provide.
CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Thank you very much for coming and addressing the Habitat Committee.  We appreciate your coming to the table and we look forward to working closely with you and getting your updates on the monitoring plan.

MR. KOEHLER:  Thank you for having us and, Karen, thank you for inviting us.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Our next presenter is Tab J-6, which will be Kendal Keyes from the Gulf of Mexico Foundation.

MS. KENDAL KEYES:  I’m Kendal Keyes with the Gulf of Mexico Foundation.  I’m the project coordinator for the Gulf of Mexico Community-based Restoration Partnership.  The Partnership is managed in part by a steering committee and Columbus Brown is a member of our steering committee and so he asked me to come share with you all today information about the Partnership.

The Partnership was formed in 2001.  The partners are the U.S. EPA Gulf of Mexico Programs, Gulf Ecological Management Sites Program; the NOAA Restoration Center’s Community-based Restoration Program; the Gulf States Natural Resource Agencies; in Texas, Texas Parks and Wildlife Department; in Louisiana, Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries; the Mississippi Department of Marine Resources; Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources; and in Florida, the Florida Department of Environmental Protection; and the Gulf of Mexico Foundation.
The purpose of the Partnership is to strengthen conservation efforts by supporting on-the-ground projects to restore aquatic marine habitats, benefit living marine resources, and to foster local stewardship of the sites.

What the Partnership does is fund citizen-driven restoration projects.  The partners, first of all, the EPA Gulf of Mexico Program, the GEMS Program.  GEMS is a Gulf-wide network of unique habitat areas that are ecologically significant to the continued production of fish, wildlife, and other natural resources.   

The GEMS Program was started in 1996 with 105 sites.  It’s grown today to over 134 sites Gulf-wide.  The purpose of the GEMS Program is to conserve, restore, enhance, and to create Gulf of Mexico habitats.

The NOAA Restoration Center’s CRP started in 1996 also to encourage local efforts to restore fish habitat.  The CRP provides seed money and technical expertise to help communities restore damaged or degraded fishery habitat.  The program leverages resources through national, regional, and local partnerships.

It promotes community support and volunteer participation and instills stewardship and a conservation ethic.  The purpose of the CRP is to repair, improve, and create coastal aquatic habitats essential to the population sustainability of NOAA’s trust resources.

Funding for the Partnership comes from NOAA.  It comes from the Gulf of Mexico Program, it comes from the Gulf of Mexico Foundation, and from the individual Gulf states.  Annually, NOAA contributes $250,000 to $500,000.  The Gulf of Mexico Program contributes $60,000 to $90,000 and the individual states contribute approximately $7,000 each in in-kind services.

This chart shows funding since the partnership began, the first projects were actually funded in 2002, through 2007 funding, which we have already secured from NOAA.  Gulf of Mexico Program amounts there are projected.

The primary tasks of the Foundation in management of the Partnership are to facilitate the project identification and selection process and to fund, implement, and monitor the projects and that’s primarily my responsibility.  We have another project coordinator whose primary responsibility is to coordinate and participate in public education and outreach activities.

Management of the CRP is done through the steering committee.  The steering committee consists of personnel from NOAA, from the Gulf of Mexico Program, state GEMS managers, the Gulf of Mexico Foundation, and personnel from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

The steering committee reviews and selects the projects and they provide technical expertise.  The GEMS managers are all state agency personnel and they serve as the primary points of contact in each state.  They’re familiar with the GEMS conservation needs and they work with the potential applicants to ensure that we get good proposals in and that we have fully developed proposals and that the projects are implemented.

This map here shows our project locations, years one through five.  It’s color coded per year.  You can see there we have eight projects that have begun in Texas and to date, we have completed four of those projects.  

We have seven projects that have begun in Louisiana and three of those projects are complete and we have four projects that have begun in Mississippi and two of those are complete.  Seven projects have begun in Alabama.  Four of those have been completed and seven have begun in Florida and two of those have been completed.

So far years one through five, fifteen projects have been completed.  We still have eighteen projects that are in progress.  Once the year one through five projects are all complete, we will have raised over $1.9 million in matching funds and services, 2,250 acres will have been restored, and the Partnership will have been a participant in projects which have restored over 14,500 acres of coastal habitat.

Over 16,000 volunteer hours will have been contributed and incalculable education and outreach benefits will have been generated by the projects.  Every one of the projects utilizes community volunteers and over 75 percent of them utilize student volunteers.

In year one, we funded three projects, an intertidal marsh restoration project at Armand Bayou Coastal Preserve near Pasadena, Texas; and a beach stabilization and vegetative restoration project at Breton Island National Wildlife Refuge; and a fisheries habitat restoration project on Pearl River.

The fisheries habitat project in Pearl River provided funding to construct a fish passageway up the Pearl River for Gulf sturgeon and it also provided significant education and outreach benefits and we’re following up that project hopefully in year six to see about implementing the construction of the fish passageway.

In year two, we had eight projects: a natural trail site restoration at the Weeks Bay Natural Estuarine Research Reserve in Fair Hope, Alabama; a shellfish restoration and a crab trap recovery project in Mobile Bay, Alabama; restoration of Clear Creek at Milton, Florida.  The restoration involved eliminating an erosion source.
Prop scar restoration at Fort Pickens and at St. Andrews State Parks in Florida; hydrologic restoration of Tarpon Bay near Naples, Florida; maritime forest ridge and marsh restoration at Port Fourchon, Louisiana; a sea grass restoration project at Gulf Islands National Seashore; and the Bahia Grande Restoration Project, which to date is the largest salt marsh restoration project underway in the United States.

It involves restoration of approximately 10,000 acres of habitat of the Bahia Grande, which was cut off from its water source from the Gulf of Mexico and the Laguna Madre back in the 1930s when the Brownsville ship channel was constructed.  It’s now owned by the Fish and Wildlife Service and the NRCS and it’s within the Laguna Atascosa National Wildlife Refuge.

The habitat restoration involves cutting approximately five channels there.  It’s pretty hard to see on that slide because it’s so far away.  One of the channels though has been -- A pilot channel has already been constructed and that’s Channel E, if you can see, that from the ship channel into the Bayou Grande.

The pilot channel is about fifty-feet wide and it has allowed water to enter the Bahia Grande and flood about 75 percent of it.  The introduction of the water has eliminated the dust problem that was produced by this big dry salt flat, but it hasn’t yet completely restored the biological productivity.  This is a very large project, requiring several millions worth of dollars of funding and it will be ongoing for several years.
In year three we funded seven projects: Big Devil Bayou hydrologic restoration at the Matagorda Island National Wildlife Refuge here in Texas.  We provided a little over $11,000.  The Wildlife Refuge matched that with additional funding and restored some culverts in the area and was able to restore productivity to 100 acres.

We created some oyster reefs in Bay St. Louis, Mississippi; habitat restoration at Mon Luis Island in Mobile Bay, Alabama; Saw Grass Point marsh restoration at Dauphin Island; created a salt marsh terrace in Terrebonne, Louisiana; and then participated in hydrologic restoration at Clam Bayou, another hydrologic project where we were able to restore 470 acres with $50,000 and matching funds from the city of Sanibel, Florida.

Our last year three project is Goose Island State Park Marsh Restoration, which is north of here about thirty miles in Rockport, Texas.  We contributed $45,000 to this project, which is also a multimillion dollar project.

That little spit of land there had some significantly productive salt marsh behind it, but they’ve lost seventeen acres since 1969.  The project, which is underway now, is building a breakwater offshore and that’s the portion you can see there to the south and behind it will be filled with dredge material from some channels in the area and then it will planted with spartina, creating a twenty-two acre marsh.

In year four, we funded seven projects: Peveto Beach sand fencing near Jennings, Louisiana; a plant nursery for restoration of several GEM sites near Biloxi, Mississippi; invasive species control at the Scenic Galveston Nature Preserve and that’s a 1,500-acre nature preserve near Galveston, Texas; Lafayette Middle School e-watchers.  The “e” is for environment and ecology.

This is a seventh-grade group with a very dynamic science teacher and she is constructing, with our funding, a greenhouse on campus.  This is $70,000 in funding and a freshwater wetland that’s one-and-a-half acres and the children will be growing black mangrove plants and planting them at several sites in Louisiana.

Stream restoration project at Bohemian Park in Bay Minette, Louisiana and then GreenShores Site 2 marsh creation in Pensacola, Florida, which has been on hold now for fifty-four weeks pending NEPA review.  

Then our last year four project is Long Lake marsh restoration at Matagorda Island.  This one is already complete.  They just wrapped it up.  We contributed $15,000 and they matched those funds one-to-one and restored some failed culverts here and have begun restoring the biological productivity to 645 acres.

Year five, we have eight projects that just kicked off January 1: Oyster reef restoration and shoreline protection at Vermillion Parish; dune and sea grass restoration at Robinson Island, which is near Dauphin Island, Alabama; shoreline protection and marsh restoration as Isla Del Sol, Galveston; invasive species removal at Lake Shore Savannah at Hancock County, Mississippi; grasses and classes at Fairhope, Alabama.  This is another project through the Weeks Bay National Estuarine Research Reserve where they’ll be assisting children in classrooms to grow black mangrove and other species that will be planted at restoration sites.

A sand dune restoration program at McFadden National Wildlife Refuge; SAV salvage in northwest Florida at several different sites; and then a hydrologic restoration project at Don Pedro State Park, which is near Boca Grande, Florida.

Also in this year we have begun year one of the Caribbean restoration projects.  We have approximately $80,000 to $100,000 to spend on restoration projects in the U.S. territories of the Caribbean, which includes Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, which are St. Thomas, St. Croix, and St. John.

So far, we have selected local managers.  Craig Lilyestrom, who is the Director of the Puerto Rico Department of Natural Resources, and Paige Rothenberger, Marine Ecologist with the Virgin Islands, have agreed to function as managers for us in that area.

We requested pre-proposals about three months ago and received and they’ve been reviewed by the steering committee.  They requested four full proposals and they’re due on January 23rd and we hope to be able to fund all of the year one proposals.  That’s it.  Do I have any questions from anyone?

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Thank you, Kendal.

MR. PERRET:  A detail question.  Did I understand you to say that for the Pensacola marsh restoration that you all have been awaiting NEPA approval for fifty-four weeks?

MS. KEYES:  Yes, sir.

MR. PERRET:  I think this points out one of the issues a lot of us have talked about.  Your partners are NOAA Fisheries, EPA Gulf of Mexico Program, and the five state natural resource agencies and yet you’ve been on hold for fifty-four weeks because of NEPA.

MS. KEYES:  My last email said that we had priority.

MR. PERRET:  I guess that was my next question, is it moving?

MS. KEYES:  The last email I received said it was supposed to have been completed in November.

MR. PERRET:  We have the top man over there and any comment?

MR. MILES CROOM:  I’m Miles Croom and I’m not a member of the committee.  I’m the Assistant Regional Administrator for Habitat Conservation in the NMFS Southeast Region and most of this work is funded and orchestrated by the community-based restoration program from the NOAA Restoration Center, which is a program that’s run out of headquarters at the Office of Habitat Conservation.

There is very little coordination between that program and the habitat program in the Southeast Region and so it’s my understanding that the NEPA work that’s being done for these projects is being orchestrated through the community-based folks who are located in the region, but who don’t typically coordinate their activities with the region.

MR. PERRET:  It seems some time back headquarters gave the regions more authority and maybe we need to work on getting you guys more authority in the region on these habitat and NEPA issues.

MR. CROOM:  I think that would be a really good idea.  I think it doesn’t serve the agency that well and I don’t think it serves our partners that well to have to go to a bunch of different folks for different kinds of activities and so I agree that there’s a lot of room for improvement in the way we coordinate these projects.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Any other questions?  Thank you very much, Kendal.  We really appreciate your efforts.  Next we have Quenton Dokken, who is going to give us an update on the Gulf of Mexico Summit, which is going to be here in March at this hotel.

DR. QUENTON DOKKEN:  Good morning.  It’s a pleasure to be here with you and right off the bat, I apologize.  I’m a little congested and what have you and so if I’m coughing and choking up here, everybody be patient and I will get through it.
Chairman Brown, I greatly appreciate the opportunity to be here before you today and provide an update on the State of the Gulf of Mexico Summit, which is scheduled to be held here in Corpus Christi March 27th through the 29th of 2006.

This program was originally scheduled last November, but subsequent to the hurricane activities of the Gulf of Mexico, we had to postpone it up until this point in time.  The purpose of the summit is to focus attention on the Gulf of Mexico, both as a tremendous environmental and ecological resource, as well as an economic resource.

Just as the discussions here today have talked about the interconnection between economy and environment, two cornerstones of the quality of life, they’re inseparable and the summit needs to focus attention.

I think too often we try to move forward thinking that they are separate and apart.  The summit is being hosted by Governor Rick Perry along with the Harte Research Institute for Gulf of Mexico Studies at Texas A&M University Corpus Christi.

Our foundation to the invitation list, we have the eleven governors of the Gulf states and certainly five here in the United States and the six Mexican governors as well.  We want to convene this summit to focus attention, discussion, and collaborative actions on achieving sustainable economies and environmental quality within the Gulf of Mexico region.

Certainly we see this as a first step and it is a follow-on to the U.S. Ocean Commission report and recommendations and the subsequent response by the Bush Administration to keep this moving forward and to keep this attention.

I’ve heard the Gulf of Mexico described as the U.S.’s forgotten ocean in the past.  Certainly it doesn’t seem to get as much media attention or what have you, except for the storms.  The storms have brought us a whole lot and not necessarily positive media attention, but it is arguably the most economically productive body of water within U.S. territorial seas and the same can be said for Mexico.  It is an essentially critical marine asset to us.

The challenge that we face today certainly with growing U.S. and Mexican populations, human populations, and the migration of those populations towards the coast, my staff has done some, just using the 1980 to year 2000 census estimates, they have made some predictions to the year 2100, ninety-four years from now, which is essentially one lifetime for the children being born today, and it literally could be a continuous metropolitan area from Cancun, Mexico, all the way around to Key West, Florida.

If you consider the challenges that you wrestle with through this body and through your respective employers and what have you of managing the resources and maintaining the resources in the sustainable manner that we have now, just imagine what that will be like in 2100 when we do have this metropolitan area and when the populations are much greater in the coastal areas than they are right now.

Now is the time that we have to really begin to focus attention and deal with these issues and look for sustainable alternatives and not necessarily the cheapest alternative in growth and industry development and everything, but sustainable in the long run.

I have attached here a -- We have a program and if you go back towards the back, you will see that’s it’s marked “Programs - State of the Gulf of Mexico 2006 Summit.”  We are focusing on four major topics: economy, the environment, public health, and governance.

What does it take to institute a sustainable strategy across not only state and federal, but also international boundaries.  Every seagoing nation in the world has ships floating or traveling across the Gulf of Mexico.  It’s just a huge logistics challenge and quite honestly, we haven’t been successful in putting together collaborative governance strategies that do cross all of these boundaries.

Certainly there are conflicts and differences of opinions constantly on this and so the program, we’re going to focus on, again, the economy, the environment, public health, and governance. 

Day one of the summit will be an extremely high profile day and what we’re calling it is the governor’s day.  We expect to have six or more of the Gulf state governors here.  We are going to really turn the day over to them and allow the governors to, in a very proactive manner, talk about the future of their respective states in these four topic areas and how we can move them forward at that point in time.

Day two will focus on economy and public health.  Dr. James Cato, who directs Florida Sea Grant, is chairing the economy.  I am really excited about this particular panel.  For a year-and-a-half now the Harte Research Institute has been funding researchers to conduct a comprehensive studies of the economy of the Gulf of Mexico and it’s a very complex and comprehensive economy and so there will be a lot of new information coming out.
Keep in mind our targeted audience is not the scientific community.  Our targeted audience are those folks who are leaders of government, leaders of business and industry, leaders of conservation and resource management, those folks that can go back and through the power of their position can make things happen relatively quickly.

The general public, certainly we’re looking for media coverage across the North American continent for this event and certainly any time that you can pull together that many governors in one room we will attract that type of attention.

You can see that the economic session, the economy session, the Changing Oceans and Coastal Economy, Industry Performance in the Gulf of Mexico Region, the Socioeconomic Importance of the Gulf of Mexico to Mexico and the Potential to Develop as a Major Economic and Political Region.  It’s a very dynamic panel presentation.

Public Health, Dr. Jay Grimes of Duke University and Dr. Enrique Cifuentes of Mexico, a physician of Mexico that deals with public health, will be looking at that.  They will have programs on risk from chemical pollution, risks from pathogens, toxins, and communication and how do we contribute and get this information out to the public.

Day three, the Environment and Living Resources Panel is being chaired by Doctors Larry McKinney, William Walker, and Richard Newell.  Again, we’re going to be looking at those issues that we’re facing right today.  

Quite honestly, and I am a marine biologist, if we look at all of the parameters, characters, that we measure today as to the success of our resource management, almost all of them are on a downward trend, despite all of the money and all of the efforts that we put into it.

We’re losing wetlands and we’re losing fisheries resources, water quality, public health issues are increasing.  We have slowed down or reduced the steepness of those slopes, but we haven’t reversed them all into a positive slope as of yet and that’s really what we’ve got to start to begin to focus on, how to push them a little bit further up that positive side.

We’ll be talking about restoring coastal ecosystems.  The storms of this summer -- I was in Mississippi about three weeks ago and pictures do not do justice and do not fully convey the destruction that exists there and when you can drive along for miles after mile after mile after mile, over hundreds of square miles of area, you can see marshes and sea grass beds and debris piled up twenty feet high and higher out in these productive nurseries and wetlands and habitats.

Then the issue of how do you even begin to get in there and get this trash out of there without doing more damage and it’s a horrendous challenge we have restoring the Gulf back to where it was.  We’ll be talking about restoring Gulf fisheries after the storms.

Then we’ll get into the Governance Session and Dr. Richard McLaughlin and Dr. Biliana Cicin-Sain will be heading this up.  Again, Biliana, for those of you who don’t know her, she’s with the University of Delaware and she works quite extensively on helping to develop collaborative agreements across international boundaries on environmental issues.
Rich McLaughlin is a new endowed chair with Harte Research Institute for Gulf of Mexico Studies and we’re going to be looking at collaborative regional governance, a case study of regional governance, what’s going on in Mexico, how does regional governance impact industry and what’s industry take on all of this, and then there has been an effort that’s been working to develop called the Gulf of Mexico Alliance, which is being suggested as a possible structure for collaborative regional governance.  We’ll work on that.

The closing panel for this, we’re trying to put together this panel led by Don Powell.  Mr. Powell is with the Bush administration now and responsible for hurricane recovery activities and we’re trying to get the other states to identify the appropriate person and people on that and so it’s a very pertinent and very necessary needed issues as discussion to see where we’re all at.

That is the State of the Gulf of Mexico Summit for 2006.  The panels will stay active post the summit.  The summit is really just a kick off and what we want to come from these panels, these four panels, economy, environment, public health, and governance, is, for the lack of a better word, a report card.

What is the state of the Gulf of Mexico?  We’ve identified it here at this point in time and how do we move it forward and how is it changing as we move forward and so there should be a series, a continuing series, of information and publication that will be coming from these panels.

A lot of this is going to be underwritten by the Harte Research Institute for Gulf of Mexico Studies and we look to host this summit or a similar summit as this every -- We haven’t decided whether it’s three years or five years or what is the best time frame, but, again, this is not an endpoint and this is not a hey, let’s go to this and see our friends and leave.  This is a kick off for something much bigger long term.  Columbus, that’s my pitch.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Thank you much, Dr. Dokken.  I might add that he’s one of the folks who authored a number of the papers that we used in our essential fish habitat amendment and we appreciate all the good science you’ve done over time.  Are there any questions?

MS. MORRIS:  Could you just give us five minutes on the Harte Research Institute for Gulf of Mexico Studies?  I’m glad to know about the summit and one of the things I hoped could happen if we met in Corpus Christi is that there would be some getting to know each other between the Harte Institute and the Gulf Fisheries Management Council.  Could you just describe the institute for us briefly?

DR. DOKKEN:  Yes, and I thank you for the question.  The Harte Research Institute -- When you’re in academia, which I work both for A&M University and I’m also the Director of the Gulf of Mexico Foundation, but when I have my academic hat on, it’s one of those rare -- It’s like winning the lotto and somebody comes in and says here’s $46 million and try not to lose it.

Ed Harte was based here in Corpus Christi.  He was head of the Harte-Hanks newspaper chain, which he sold out about ten years ago I guess and he and his family have been very involved with the university and what have you.

I guess it was about three years ago Mr. Harte, as he’s trying to decide what to do with his estate and what have you, he happened to read the book by Dr. Sylvia Earl on the oceans and he decided that we need to put some money into the oceans and so he came out to the university and endowed the center with $46 million.

They set the center up -- At the press conference, Mr. Harte’s statement was I want to make a difference and that difference is in improving the quality of life of the people living within the Gulf of Mexico region, recognizing that economy and environment are two cornerstones to that quality of life and you cannot separate one from the other.

They endowed eight chairs, fisheries being one of them, governance being another, socioeconomics being a third, GIS modeling, and I can’t remember what the others were at this point in time, but they endowed eight chairs and they have been searching literally all over the world for the right people to fill those chairs to put into it.

Would the Harte Research Institute look favorably on a working relationship with this council?  Absolutely.  If you look at the activity, they set up an advisory committee that has about thirty members now and they’re from all over the U.S. and Mexico and the administration of the Harte Research Institute, Dr. Bob Fergason and Dr. Wes Tunnell, along with Dr. Sylvia Earl, they very much see the Harte Research Institute as a catalyst to bring divergent groups together to discuss these issues, which the summit is a perfect example of that.

Yes, they’re very keen on developing these working relationships and contributing wherever they can to help move efforts forward.  The Harte Research Institute just opened up a new building, which the state of Texas put up $18 million to build a magnificent facility out on the campus of A&M to house the institute.  It is now open.

About three or four of the chairs are filled.  They haven’t yet filled the fisheries chair, but the other endowed chairs are filled or some of them are, not all of them, but they’re moving along.

MR. RIECHERS:  Quenton, the summit was kind of the kick off to kind of announce the Harte Institute to the world as well and its gotten kind of embedded in with this Gulf Alliance concept.  Is that a fair statement in some respects?

DR. DOKKEN:  Yes, it’s a fair statement.  Keep in mind that the Alliance and the efforts of the Harte Research Institute, the summit, they’re two separate things.  Each has its role and each has its purpose.

The summit has provided a very nice forum for the Alliance to be announced or to be moved forward and so the Harte Research Institute is certainly very aware and keen on the need for collaborative regional governance.  By the same token, the summit is going forward whether the Alliance does or doesn’t.  We hope the Alliance is there.  

The Alliance has a lot of work to do and it’s not the first attempt to put together a Gulf of Mexico Alliance and it takes just a huge commitment from each of the partners in the Alliance, which is always difficult, and how do we get something that will continue on past the ending administration of any one governor and so there’s a big challenge.  It needs to be done and the summit, we’ve very, very grateful for the opportunity to help promote it, if we can.
CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Any other comments?  Thank you very much, Dr. Dokken, and we’re looking forward to the summit.

DR. DOKKEN:  Thank you and welcome to Corpus Christi, everybody.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Is there any other business for the Habitat Committee?  I did want to make a comment that NMFS approved the Generic Amendment Number 3 addressing essential fish habitat requirements, habitat areas of particular concern, and adverse effects of fishing for a number of species.

It becomes effective on January 23rd and now that we’ve crossed this hurdle, this will help us in dealing with a number of the fishery management plans by having a good basis for habitat information on the books and that should be very, very useful.  Are there any other comments?  Without any objection, I would declare this meeting adjourned.

(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 10:30 o’clock a.m., January 9, 2006.)
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