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The Joint Reef Fish and Shrimp Management Committee of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council convened in Salon I and II of the Baton Rouge Marriott, Baton Rouge, Louisiana, Tuesday morning, August 16, 2006, and was called to order at 8:30 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Karen Foote.
CHAIRMAN KAREN FOOTE:  Good morning.  We’re going to start the Joint Reef Fish/Shrimp Committee meeting.  I’m going to chair the first part of it and Roy is going to chair the last part of it.  We have everybody here but Corky, I believe, on both committees and I know we can’t make up for him, but, Larry, maybe you can vote for him every so often.  The first thing we have is the Adoption of the Agenda.  Are there any changes to the agenda?  

DR. RICK LEARD:  Not a change, but just on the agenda, just note that there will be the continuation of the AP and SSC recommendations on 27/14 when we get to that and that’s not actually shown on the agenda.

CHAIRMAN FOOTE:  The Approval of the Minutes, are there any changes to the minutes?  Seeing no changes, the minutes will stand adopted.  We’ll start off with the first real agenda item, the Shrimp Fishery and Stock Status Reports and Jim Nance.

DR. JIM NANCE:  Thank you, Karen.  I appreciate being here today and going over the shrimp stock status report for the year 2005.  It’s interesting this past year, in 2005.  You can see that the last few years we’ve been, on average, around 150 million pounds of tails for the total shrimp catch within the Gulf of Mexico.
You can see that it’s divided into brown, pink here, white, and then the other four species that are taken in commercial abundance.  Last year, we had about 137 million pounds of tails landed within the Gulf of Mexico shrimp fishery.

It’s a little bit below what it was in 2004, but still, on average, what we’ve seen the past several years.  If you look at the catch for the three major species of shrimp, we have brown here along this axis -- Brown last year was around sixty million pounds of tails.  It’s down from what it was the last few years, being around eighty million pounds in 2003 and around seventy-eight million pounds in 2004 and down here it’s sixty million pounds in 2005.

White shrimp also saw a slight decrease.  It’s still above average and this is interesting.  It’s the first year since 1960 that we caught more white shrimp than brown shrimp within the Gulf of Mexico and pink shrimp, we’ll go into that in the Tortugas analysis in more detail, but it was around ten million pounds for the 2004 biological year.

If you look at what’s happening in 2006, this is the January through June statistics and this is all I really have right now for 2006 and so that’s why I wanted to compare them.  On average, it’s around fifty-two million pounds for 2002, 2003, and 2004.  In 2005, we were around forty-three million pounds.

This year, within that same time frame, we’re almost at seventy million pounds and so in 2006, we’ve seen a very good catch of shrimp and we’ve seen this over the several months.  In July and August, I’m looking at reports and it’s still just coming in, but we have very good catch off of both Texas and Louisiana for the July and August time frame.

Effort in the Gulf of Mexico, as we’ve seen over the years, we reached a high here in the late 1980s to early 1990s.  We’ve gone down since that time frame.  Brown shrimp last year, we were down at around 70,000 days fished.  White shrimp, the directed effort was around 90,000 days fished and the Tortugas down here at around 20,000.

With the above average catch and below average effort here -- I’ll get into that in a moment, but you can see for total offshore effort you can see that we’ve gone down in 2005 to around 106,000 days fished for the total offshore effort in the Gulf of Mexico.  It’s down from where it was here in 2004 and down here now in 2005.

CPUE, because of the above average catch and below average effort, we’ve seen a real increase in CPUE over the years and up here -- We’re over for brown shrimp last year.  We were around 850 pounds per day fished for brown.  On white, we were around 700 pounds per day fished.

It’s a little bit below what it was in 2004, but still above average for the time period and pink shrimp, even down here on this axis, we can see that it’s down here at around 600 pounds per day fished.  All the three major stocks, we saw an increase last year in the catch per unit of effort.

Size, it’s also interesting.  We saw a decrease in size and so larger shrimp were landed, on average.  We had been up here, for brown shrimp, at around eighty-five tails per pound.  Last year, we were around seventy-eight tails per pound and so a marked decrease from what we’ve been the last few years.

White shrimp were down to around sixty-six tails per pound and pink shrimp were down to around fifty tails per pound and so, on average, larger shrimp were landed last year than we had seen previously.

With recruitment, based on a virtual population analysis, recruitment for the species is up.  White shrimp has been increasing since about 1996, a good increase there.  Brown shrimp has remained stable over the past years with the same as pink shrimp.

If you look at the yield patterns, the way this is estimated is we’re right here at this F pattern of one and you can see that brown shrimp, we’ve kind of come back over the curve here so that you could have an increase in effort and get more brown shrimp yield.  This is the first time we’ve started to reach down below the apex here.

White shrimp, we’ve moved a little further to the left also and we’re starting to be on this curve and the same with pink shrimp.  We typically have been in this area and we’ve moved more in this direction, which means we could have a little more effort and pick up a little more yield in the shrimp fishery.

This is different than what we’ve seen the past few years and as we go into the effort analysis in a later presentation, I think you’ll begin to see, with the MSY values that we have, why we’ve started to come down on the yield curves.

As far as the conclusions from this, it’s interesting.  As I mentioned, white shrimp is the dominant catch this past year.  We have not seen that since the 1960s when we started to keep good records.

Pink shrimp catch, we saw a slight decrease this past year and that will be talked about in the Tortugas analysis.  The other shrimp catch is still variable.  It’s lower than it has been the last few years.

Average shrimp counted landed is lower and in other words, larger shrimp on average.  A decrease in effort again this year and thus, an increase in catch per unit of effort and I’m going to go right into the overfishing talk next and I’m going to show that there’s no stock in recruitment overfished condition.

With that, the recruitment overfished analysis that we’ve done this past year, brown shrimp -- We look at each of the major species and we have a parent index level that we need to stay above and for brown shrimp, you can see that we are above this overfishing index level of 125 million shrimp.

We’ve really moved away from it, showing that in this case there were more brown parents available this past year than we have seen in the past.  White shrimp, again, we’ve continued to move away from that overfishing index level, which is here at 330 million shrimp, and we’ve moved away from that.

For pink shrimp, we continue to move away from the overfishing index level of 100 million shrimp and for royal red shrimp, which we have the index here, the overfishing index level is 396,000 pounds of tails.  You can see that we’ve also moved away from that, last year being about a hundred-and-fifty-some-odd-thousand pounds of tails landed in the royal red shrimp fishery.

The conclusions from the overfishing analysis are all the species that we look at, the brown, pink, white, and royal red, all are within their recruitment overfishing index limits.  Pink shrimp is a little closer to the limit, but, as I showed, it’s generally moving away.  With that, the status of the stock and the overfishing levels, if there are any questions, I’ll be happy to address those.

CHAIRMAN FOOTE:  No questions and so would you like to go on?

DR. NANCE:  For the Tortugas analysis, Dr. Hart is going to give that analysis and I’ll bring that up here.  

DR. RICK HART:  Thank you, Dr. Nance.  Thank you, committee members, for having me here today.  I would like to just briefly review the biological review of the Tortugas pink shrimp fishery.  I will also present some results for the Florida pink shrimp as a whole as well.

What I would like to discuss is primarily 2005 calendar year data compared to previous year’s data and some of these presentations will be compared to long-term means from 1960 to 2005, while some data are also going to be -- I’m going to show some figures compared to what we call the pre-decline means, from 1960 to 1985.

This is annual or calendar year pink shrimp for the west coast of Florida.  This is Stat Areas 1 through 9 and we can see that we had a decline in annual pink shrimp catch down to a low of around eight million pounds last year and when we look at pink shrimp catch partitioned into specific stat areas with Sub-Stat Areas 1 through 9 being the red squares, we can see catch has declined in all the stat area combinations, whether we look at just the Tortugas, which is the yellow boxes 1 through 3, or overall 1 through 9.

What this illustrates is that catch for pink shrimp in all stat areas has declined from last year and the years previous compared to historical catches.
Then when we just look at pink shrimp catch for the Tortugas and this is for biological year 2004 and keep in mind that the 2005 data won’t really be available until 2006, which now we’re just getting those data in at this time and so I’ll be able to present the 2005 biological year next year at the meeting.

You can see that for the biological year, when we look at it that way, pink shrimp catch for the entire Florida, Stat Zones 1 through 9, slightly increased, whereas the catch for Florida Tortugas grounds, 1 through 3, slightly decreased for biological year 2004.

When we look at that for monthly averages, the red circles is the long-term historical monthly catches by month and when you compare that to recent, 1988 to 2005, the post-decline mean, we can see that for most months, and up here, this would be 2005 and 2004, it has declined.  Every month it’s lower than the historical average.  The last year or so, catch has been below average for each month.

2005 data compared to previous data, like I said, and some were compared to long-term means, the majority of the shrimp landings are from the Tortugas grounds and I’m showing a slight decrease for both calendar and biological years, while monthly catches for average year 1996 through 2005 fluctuated from near to slightly below the historical levels.

When we look at pink shrimp size distribution -- I’m color blind and so as Dr. Gallaway at one meeting pointed out, these are not pink shrimp, but they look kind of pink to me.

What I’m going to show in the next couple of figures is just a size distribution for each year as a stacked bar.  Each one of these bars is actually a size distribution of shrimp in the standard size categories. 

When we look at size distribution of shrimp, and this is proportional to the total catch, for 2005, we see that the decrease in landings for 2005 came from the forty-one to fifties and the greater than sixty-seven size counts and so that’s where most of the decline in catch came from, those smaller shrimp.

When we look at this, this is the same data, just depicted in a different graphical manner and you can see the size distribution where we have the greater than sixty-seven and the forty-one to fifties really having a smaller piece of the pie, if you would, and it also illustrates how the catch has declined in 2005 especially from previous years.

In 2004, these three years, we had kind of a comeback, but we’ve got a decline again in 2005 and nothing quite up to the historical levels.

As I mentioned before, from 2001 to 2003, the result of an increase in yield of smaller size shrimp.  In 2004, however, yields increased in the twenty-six to thirties and thirty-one to forties and declined in the greater than sixty-seven count, but this year, the most recent data shows a decrease in the 2005 landings was due to the smaller yields in the forty-one to fifties and the greater than sixty-sevens.  These mid-size to small, primarily small, shrimp accounted for the decrease in landings.

Now I’m going to briefly talk about effort and CPUE and effort, keep in mind, is a number of twenty-four hour days fished or nominal days fished, where CPUE is calculated as pounds of shrimp caught during a twenty-four-hour day fishing period, pounds per day fished.

These CPUE values are for the biological year and so keep that in mind.  While I noted catch decreased, also we can see how effort has decreased, both overall in Florida and in the Tortugas grounds themselves.  Effort greatly declined for the 2004 biological year.

It was rather stable from 2001 to 2003 in the Tortugas, as well as we showed a slight decrease in total Stat Areas 1 through 9 for Florida, but in 2004, it really, really took a dive, as most people would have expected, due to the nature of the fishery and the weather and everything else that went along with it.

While landings or catch and effort declined, we saw that they declined at a disproportional amount and so what that resulted in actually was an increase in catch per unit effort and so the people that were able to get out there and fish were able to actually maximize that fishing and their catch per unit effort went up.

In 2004 biological year, it went to about 600 pounds per day fished and in the Tortugas, it went up to about 640 pounds per day fished and so it greatly increased and so that might be a little silver lining in the cloud, if you would.

As I mentioned, the catch declined in biological year 2004, effort in 2000 through 2002 increased, but not to the 1995 level, and effort in 2004 declined.  However, as I mentioned, they declined at a disproportional rate, if you would, and hence resulting in CPUEs increasing for biological year 2004, up to about 640 pounds per day fished.

I’m going to quickly go through our VPA model, which illustrates how we can look at recruitment, and we have estimates of pink shrimp recruitment on the Tortugas grounds for 1960 through 2004 with this horizontal line being the long-term mean recruitment, if you would.

We see recruitment was pretty stable compared to last year, 2004, at about 0.75 billion recruits and when we look at this by seasons, we look at fall and spring, we can see that the fall recruits greatly increased from the previous year, whereas spring recruits fell at approximately the same rate and so hence, that’s why we ended up with a balancing act there of overall recruitment pretty much stable from last year.

As you can see, in the past, fall and spring have been pretty well matched.  In the last couple of years, they’ve changed that pattern and spring has declined.

When we look at the relationship of pink shrimp parent stocks and recruitment, this is just a -- I’ve labeled some of these years just to show that there really isn’t a real strong relationship between the number of parents and the number of recruits. 

If that was the case, we would have more of a linear or some sort of a relationship, whereas this is pretty much a shotgun blast.  One year you may have 200 million parents and you might have a billion recruits, whereas the next year you might have 200 million parents and three billion recruits.  There is no strong relationship and we, like many others, believe that it’s primarily environmentally driven and like I mentioned, recruitment is below the long-term average.

It seems to be a little bit on the increase over the past few years, but there is a lack of relationship between the number of parents and the number of recruits and we believe that it’s primarily environmentally driven and not necessarily the number of parents that determine the number of recruits at the levels that we see it.

In conclusion, catch for the west coast of Florida experienced a trend of increasing pink shrimp landings.  However, landings in 2004 have declined back down to the 2001 levels and so in previous years, they were increasing and we saw a decrease in landings.

Most of the shrimp that are being landed from the Florida coast are coming from the Tortugas grounds.  It’s a very, very good fishing area, as shrimpers out here know, and the decrease in catch in this year was due to declines in the forty-one to fifties and the greater than sixty-sevens.

Effort in the biological year decreased.  However, CPUE increased to, like I said, about 640 days fished for 2004 and so that’s probably the silver lining in the cloud for this talk and like I mentioned, primarily we believe that the recruitment is most likely environmental conditions.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR WAYNE SWINGLE:  In the 2000 time period, I think they attributed the decline in the pink shrimp to the fact that the salinity level in the upper end of Florida Bay, or the estuarine area, was basically about sea strength and was the parts per thousand salinity in the Florida Bay estuary area was about sea strength, or about thirty-six parts per thousand.

DR. HART:  It was much higher, yes.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  Has anyone looked to see whether that may have happened in this last year?

DR. HART:  Not that I’m aware of that happened in this last year.  That’s something that every time I come here I say I’m going to take the time to do that, to look at those environmental conditions, and see which one is really driving recruitment and I haven’t had an opportunity to take on that research, but as far as I know, Mr. Swingle, that has not been looked at for this past year.  If there’s anyone out there that may know, I would open the floor to that.  Are there any other questions?  Thank you.

CHAIRMAN FOOTE:  Thank you and thank you, Jim, for your presentation.  Next we’ll move on to Agenda Item Number IV, the Ad Hoc Shrimp Effort Workgroup.  Who is handling that?

DR. LEARD:  I was just going to say that Tab D, Number 6 -- Assane just put together this little one-page summary of their June 28 and 29th meeting and mostly we just did this so that you would have an idea of what they’ve been doing, what direction they were going in, and I think Jim has a more complete report after their meeting the first part of this month.
I really just put this in here just for your information, to let you know some of the things that they were doing, but Jim’s report will be the more complete analysis.

CHAIRMAN FOOTE:  Thank you.  Then you’re back on, Jim.  While you’re getting set up, I would like to welcome John Roussel, who is a council member here at the table with us right now.  Don’t worry, only one of us will vote.
DR. NANCE:  We had a meeting last week and we came and we completed most of the analysis that we wanted to.  We’ve been working on this presentation since then and we have not had a chance to make a copy of it, although this is available to have in your briefing book, but I don’t have a paper copy for you.  We can certainly make this available so that you can have it and be able to look at the results.
We have been working as a group.  We’ve met several times and have come to consensus on methodologies and then we had the last meeting, which was last week, on Monday and Tuesday.  We had analysis presented and came to consensus on some of those things.

I wanted to put the motion up here.  This is the charge that we have been dealing with as an ad hoc shrimp working group.  The charge that we’ve had is to provide the council with alternatives for determining appropriate levels of effort in the shrimp fishery in the EEZ.

The two things that we’ve been dealing with here is what would be the minimum level of effort that is necessary to achieve OY.  Remember that last time we talked a little bit about that.  We said that MSY is equal to OY in the shrimp fishery in the EEZ and we defined the EEZ.
The analysis that we’re going to put together today, we did analysis for total, offshore only, and the EEZ.  I want you to take a look at the differences between those.  We did this for MSY and we also did this analysis for MEY, maximum economic yield, which meets this second alternative, what level of effort in the EEZ, and we did it for the three components again, would derive maximum benefits to the shrimp fishery.

The methodology for MSY and also MEY, the years that we selected -- We went back and we looked from 1960 to 2005 and we made some runs and came up with some MSY values and things like that.  We as a committee felt like that in the more recent years, 1981 to 2005 was representative of where we’re at as a fishery, starting to deal with management issues, with the Texas closure and things like that.

1981 to 2005 was one set of years that we used for our effort.  1990 to 2005 we felt was a more recent dataset.  TEDs are in existence in here for all of the fishery and so this is a little more representative of the more current conditions.

It’s interesting that any year you select -- If you select 1985 to 2005, the effort values that you get, the MSY estimates are different and so it is important what years are selected.  We decided upon these as consensus, 1981 because it gives us a pretty good range of information in recent time.  This we would consider the more current type of effort in this fishery.

Certainly we’ve seen a dramatic decrease in effort the last few years and so it’s incorporated here, but you do have some other -- Obviously some high effort here in the 1987 to 1988 time frame.

The effort estimation techniques, there are two basic ones out there and I’ll go through the differences between those.  There’s what we termed as a pooled estimate where we’re using larger pools to calculate average catch per unit of effort and then estimate effort and the other one is a general linear model that is developed to estimate effort on a per trip basis.  I’ll go through those two.

Depth allocation, since about 2002 with the trip ticket, depth has come out of some of the trips and in order to do these analyses, you have to estimate where the landings were taken, what depth strata, and so there’s a couple of different allocation techniques and I’ll go through those.

The 2002, 2003, up to 2005, we’re having to estimate depth in some of the trips.  Aerial coverage, as I mentioned, we’re going to show you the total, which is both inshore and offshore component of the fishery, the total offshore, essentially the beach out, and then the EEZ component only.

We are using the Graham-Schaffer Production Model.  The assumptions of that basic model is that you’re utilizing it for the total fishery.  That’s one of the assumptions for the basic model.

As you start to cut the fishery down into these smaller sections, there was some discussion about how appropriate the Graham-Schaffer Production Model is for total offshore and then particularly in the EEZ only.  We’ve started to look at some other models and trying to get an abundance index into those models to see how those models perform in our MSY evaluations.

The pooled effort technique, if you look at these two different cells, you can have different types of trips in there.  You can have those that are interviewed, which represent these squares here, and those that are not interviewed, which are the diamonds, and you have this other pool out here.

These guys are the ones where you don’t have any depth associated with them and so you don’t know whether they’re here or here.  The way the pooled effort estimate takes place is you with the interviewed trips here, it’s the sum of the catch divided by the sum of the effort for these trips here that are interviewed.

Then that gives you a mean catch per unit of effort, which is then used to extrapolate the total pounds for this to calculate total effort.  If you have an estimate of catch per unit of effort, you have a known catch for all these trips, you can simply extrapolate up and say the total effort associated with all these trips is this value.  That’s all the pooled technique is doing.  It’s estimating an average CPUE utilizing this ratio estimator and estimating the total for those.

The landings here, which need to be put back into this cell or this cell in this case, we’re using for a given port of landing, month, species, and size.

We say with the interview data a shrimp from this port, this month, this species, and this size were caught in this -- 80 percent were caught and 20 percent were caught here, the same species allocation we’re putting 80 percent of that here and 20 percent into this one and so that’s how that allocation technique is.  We’re not worrying about each trip.  We’re simply allocating the pounds associated with those trips back into these various depths.

With the GLM technique, we still have the interviewed trips, but instead of calculating an average catch per unit of effort for those and then extrapolating up, this general linear model is used to estimate effort for every single trip.
This model is used to estimate effort for this one, this one, this one, and this one and so forth out and so it’s a different technique.  Instead of doing the mean, it’s estimating for each trip.  Because it’s estimating for each trip, an entire trip needs to be put back into a various depth zone.

For example, this one, utilizing a standard Poisson Regression Model that’s been developed, this trip would be put into this one and this trip into this one and so forth.  In the report, we’ll have this written out so that this is explained, how this is done.  It’s just a different technique, but it does add a little bit of change to where these pounds are being put into the different cells.

MR. LARRY SIMPSON:  Jim, how do you identify each one of those trips or vessels?

DR. NANCE:  These trips are in the system and so essentially what you have is you have a landing for a given trip, but you don’t have any depth associated for that trip.  In the code, it simply has a “99” in it.  It’s given an area where they fished, but --

MR. SIMPSON:  You’re saying you have a record for every one of these?

DR. NANCE:  Yes.

MR. SIMPSON:  When you extrapolate to, you’re extrapolating to a known universe and what about the unknown universe is what I’m trying to get to.

DR. NANCE:  I guess I’m not -- These trips are all identified in the ticket system.

MR. SIMPSON:  You’re assuming that every vessel is captured with that trip ticket?

DR. NANCE:  Yes, which is the -- In the system, we’re assuming we have a census of all landings.  Anything that’s sold outside of the system, that’s peddled on the dock or elsewhere, it is not going to be incorporated into this system.  It’s just not going to be captured.

If you look at the two different methods, I have here 1981 to 2005, the pooled technique and the general linear model technique, you see they track fairly well over time.  This is total effort in the shrimp fishery and so we went up to a high in 1987 and then down from there.  Both of them are fairly well in 2005 at around 150,000 days fished for a total.  

If you look at the offshore, from the beach out, the GLM and the pooled model, they track very well until about 1996 and then they kind of diverge a little bit.  There’s around a 5 percent difference here in the two different models.

Both of them though are tracking this decline of effort that we’ve seen the last few years and then in the EEZ only, they track fairly well up to around 2002.  We have this anomaly here in the one dataset.  It gives around 160,000 days fished.  I’ve looked and looked at the data and I can’t see anything that’s in gross error here, but it certainly is outside what I would consider the normal range here.

Without that point, if this point was down here, they track fairly well in the EEZ.  This one has a very sharp decline here, the general linear model from 2002 to 2003.  The other one is a little slower, but both reaching this point here in 2005.  

The two techniques are giving us a little bit different estimate of effort and one is based on a general linear model, as I said, and the other one is based on a more pooled technique.  Also, we have the depth allocation in here, which may be confounding some of that.

With that, I wanted to present those two things because the data we’re going to show has both the pooled and the GLM effort estimates in it.  It’s important to remember that the pooled technique is the one that was designated by SEDAR as the standard effort technique and so that’s the one that’s utilized in the stock assessments.

If we start to do anything with effort and we say that GLM is what we need, those stock assessments would have to be redone with those different effort estimates.

For all of the different data I’m going to show you, I’ve put one standard up here.  I don’t want to go through all the different graphs, because they’re all the same in technology here, but you have the effort down here and you have a CPUE for the various components, various years.

This is the 1990 through 2005.  This is the pooled method here, but you get a regression here with an adjusted R-squared.  In this case, it’s 0.807 and so I’m going to show you the adjusted R-squared for each of the different runs.  I just want you to remember that what we’re doing is we’ve got the regression line here and I’m going to show you the R-squared and then the MSY calculation is here, based on that and based on this, which has offshore effort here and then landings.

You’re going to have an MSY.  In this case, it’s 101 million pounds of tails with a nominal effort of 178.8 thousand days fished, which is along this axis.  For everything I’m going to show you, we’re basing it on this analysis that we’ve done.

If you look at the two different time frames here, the more recent time frame and then the 1980 through 2005, I’ll walk you through this.  The MSY is here, the effort associated with that MSY, and then the adjusted R-squared for both the pooled technique and the GLM.

You can see that for the total fishery we have 156.7 million pounds and 159.6 and so very similar MSY values for the total and not that much difference in the effort MSY.  It’s 235 and 245.  The adjusted R-squared is 0.85 and 0.88 and so very good R-squared associated with the total.
For the total offshore, about 178.9 thousand days fished and 162.  It’s still pretty good R-squared and for the EEZ alone, 122 and 96.9.  The R-squared here is 0.4 and the R-squared for this one is 0.7.

You can see with the larger dataset there’s not very much difference in the pounds associated with any of these, sixty-four and sixty-three.  The pounds associated with the MSY are very similar, but you can see that the effort is a little higher for each of these compared to the 1990 effort values associated with the MSY are slightly less than the effort values associated with the same MSY for the larger dataset.

MS. JULIE MORRIS:  Dr. Nance, could you again remind me what the adjusted R-squared means?

DR. NANCE:  Adjusted R-squared is how well this regression line is fitting the data.  You have your different CPUEs with that associated effort for each year and so how well does that regression line through there fit through the points?

MS. MORRIS:  A higher R-squared value means that it fits the data better?

DR. NANCE:  Yes, the data here fit this line.  In this case, it’s 80 percent of the variability is associated with the line.  These, certainly this would be -- This one would have a higher association than this one.

I wanted to show you how well we’re doing and I hope you can see this.  This one has the data and I’m going to have to read this other one to you and the reason is it’s important of where we’re at and I couldn’t fit them all and I wanted to give you all the data in one place.  I’ll kind of just have to read these to you. 

We are, for the total, for the effort MSY values, the effort associated with the MSY -- If you look at the 2001 to 2003 average effort, the MSY associated -- The effort MSY, the average is higher than the effort associated with the MSY value.

In other words, for the 1990 to 2000 time frame, the effort associated with MSY is around 245,000 days fished.  The average effort in 2001 to 2003, which is an important average here, we were around 262,000 days fished.  We were 17,000 days fished over what was needed to catch the MSY.

In both cases, whether you’re using the pooled or the GLM, the effort was higher in the average than was necessary to harvest the MSY.  If you look at simply the 2005 effort value, we are now, just using that effort value itself, we are below the effort needed to harvest MSY.  Does that make sense to everyone?

If you’re using the pooled technique, we’re 81,000 days fished below.  If you’re using the GLM, we’re 100,000 days below what would be necessary to harvest MSY and that’s for the overall fishery.  

If you’re looking simply at the offshore, where you would need between 178,000 and 161,000 days fished as your effort MSY value, we were 190,000 and 156,000 and so you can see that we were over by 11,000 days fished, on average, 2001 to 2003.  We were slightly below, about 5,000 days fished, for the GLM methodology.  For the last year, 2005, we’re around 72,000 days fished below what would be necessary to harvest the MSY.  

For the EEZ component only, the estimate is 122,000 days fished and 98,000 days fished.  We are over for the 2001 to 2003 average by about 11,000 to 14,000 days fished, but the 2005 effort is around 35,000 days below what would be necessary or 15,000 days.

In conclusion for this, we have calculated an estimate, an effort estimate, for MSY for total, for offshore, and the EEZ.  We’ve calculated the effort associated with that MSY for each of those different areas, utilizing 1990 to 2005 or at 1981 to 2005.

We’ve used two different effort models, if you will, both the pooled and the GLM.  Both of them are showing that on average in the 2001 to 2003 time frame we were above -- The effort was above what was necessary to harvest MSY and in 2005, we are below -- The effort is below what was necessary to harvest MSY, utilizing these results.  Are there any questions on the MSY?  I’m going to turn it over for Mike to talk about MEY.

DR. ROY CRABTREE:  I believe in the shrimp FMP we’ve set OY equal to MSY.  

DR. NANCE:  Yes.

DR. CRABTREE:  Effort is below what would be consistent with taking OY in the shrimp fishery now.

DR. NANCE:  In 2005, on average.

DR. CRABTREE:  Yet, in 2005, effort was still higher than the reduction that’s required to rebuild red snapper under a linked scenario by I believe some 40 percent or so and so it appears like we have set up conflicting objectives and this is kind of what we’ve talked a little bit.

You can’t optimize both of these fisheries simultaneously and somehow, we’re going to have to come in and reconcile these sort of conflicting management objectives that we’ve set up.

VICE CHAIRMAN ROY WILLIAMS:  Jim, along that same line, if we reduce effort by 65 percent, say, in order to -- We need to reduce our bycatch by 65 to 80 percent and what is the yield associated with a 65 percent reduction say in the 2001 to 2003 level of effort in the shrimp industry?

DR. NANCE:  I don’t know.  As far as if we go down, what would be the yield associated?

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  If we try to meet the red snapper bycatch reduction goal that we were given by the SEDAR.

DR. NANCE:  On average, with the MSY we calculated, all I can say with this analysis is with the 2005 effort that we’re below what would be necessary to achieve MSY.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Only 10 percent or less below, right?

DR. NANCE:  I haven’t looked.  For example, for the total, it’s probably around -- It looks like for the total here, Roy, the GLM is showing 245,000 days fished and the effort in 2005 was 144,000 and so you’re 100,000 days fished below that and so it’s around half.  

MR. SIMPSON:  You’re going to get us a copy of this, right?
DR. NANCE:  Yes, absolutely.

MR. SIMPSON:  Today?

DR. NANCE:  Yes.  What I’ll do is I’m going to turn it over to Dr. Mike Travis and he’s going to go through the MEY values that we’ve calculated and then give a synopsis here at the end.  I need an economist to explain this one.

DR. MIKE TRAVIS:  First of all, mea culpa on the table that was actually not -- That was not Jim’s creation that was boggling your eyes.  That was mine and I’m going to boggle your eyes a little bit more later.  I guess we should have told you to bring your bifocals and binoculars with you, but we did have a lot of results and I wanted to make sure that we got them up here.
Jim has talked about the MSY results.  I’m going to talk about the maximum economic yield results.  Before we get to that point, I wanted to cover some basic concepts and some theory, since we haven’t talked a lot about MEY in the past.

Basically, your textbook definition of maximum economic yield is you are looking for the level of landings and the level of effort that is going to generate the greatest difference between the revenues being accrued and the costs being incurred in the fishery or to put it more simply, you’re looking for the level of landings and the level of effort that’s going to maximize profits in the fishery and in this case, we are talking about the harvesting sector only.

If you think about it from a mathematical perspective, for those of you whose minds go more in that direction, it’s the level of landings and the level of effort where the marginal revenue is equal to the marginal costs.

In other words, the additional revenue that you get from an additional unit of effort is equal to the additional costs of that additional increase in effort.  If you think of it graphically, it’s where the slopes of the total revenue curve and the total cost curve are equal within the standard bioeconomic equilibrium model and we will take a look at that.

This is the standard bioeconomic model that you’ll see in any number of different textbooks.  Your important components here are your total revenue curve.  Total revenue curve is derived from the Schaffer Production curve.  It’s simply landings times price, times an average price, whatever that average price may be.

This is your total cost curve here.  It’s a straight line and what you’re looking for, as I said, with MEY is this is the level of effort and the level of production and revenues that’s going to give you the greatest distance between these two curves.  It’s also where the slopes of the total revenue curve and the total cost curve are equal to each other.

As Jim has been talking about, you have your MSY value and at MSY, this is where you’re going to maximize at this asymptote or apex.  You are going to maximize your revenues and maximize your production as opposed to maximizing profit.

Out here, this point way out here where the total cost curve and the total revenue curve intersect, you’re not earning any economic profits in the fishery at this point.  Economic profits are zero there and in standard theory, we generally believe that an open access fishery will tend towards this point over here.

In other words, if there are profits being earned, and there are profits being earned everywhere where the revenue curve is above the cost curve, you’ll have entry into the fishery that will push you to this point over here until those economic profits have been completely dissipated.

In general, you’re going to expect that the fishery is going to operate somewhere between these two points, depending on economic conditions and depending on the regulatory structure in that particular fishery.

A couple of assumptions and issues that I wanted to point out and I’ll go back as I discuss these and go back and look at the graph a little bit more.
The standard bioeconomic model is basically a static model.  In other words, it gives a depiction of what MEY would be and what MSY would be for a given set of conditions and from an MEY perspective, that means that you’re assuming a particular set of cost conditions, shrimp prices, spatial distribution of effort, gear catchability, and the regulatory environment.

When you go back and you look at those curves, that’s for a given set of conditions.  If you change those conditions, any of those conditions, those curves, or one or both of those curves, are going to move.  They’re going to shift in one direction or another and, of course, if the curves shift, then your level of MEY and your level of MSY is also going to change.  That’s important to remember, because we’re going to look at how these things have changed over time.

Relevant to the downward sloping part of the curve, this particular subject brought about some interesting discussions within the committee and what I’m talking about is this downward sloping portion of the curve.

This is consistent with the standard Schaffer model, but the discussion amongst the committee members was whether this particular section of the curve is relevant or is applicable to a fishery like the Gulf shrimp fishery that is an annual crop, because this section of the curve is only relevant if in fact you can fish down the stock of the critter that you’re looking at and since it is an annual crop, there’s some debate about whether you can actually fish it down or not or at least whether we have ever seen that actually happen.

If this portion of the curve is not relevant, what you may in fact see is that this curve just levels off at some asymptote or apex instead of coming back down.

Really, the only main difference here then is that the intersection out here with the cost curve is at a higher level of effort than depicted in the graph, but I wanted to point that out, because it is something we intend on looking at a little bit more.

A couple of things I wanted to point out with regard to the three levels, this point here, which is your open access equilibrium, this is where you’re going to get your maximum economic impact from the fishery and that means not just to the harvesting sector, but to the onshore sector as well.

This is where you’re going to get your highest employment, your highest economic impacts to both the harvesting sector and the onshore sector.  At MSY, this is where you’re going to get your highest level of revenues and highest level of production.

At MEY is where you’re going to get your highest level of profit within the harvesting sector and so there’s different goals and different outcomes being achieved at each of those three levels of effort and levels of landings.

MS. MORRIS:  I just want to understand the last thing you said.  The top of the curve is the maximum economic yield?
DR. TRAVIS:  At MSY, at this apex here, this is where you’re going to maximize your production in the fishery, which also means you’re maximizing revenues and in other words, the value of the production.

MS. MORRIS:  The people involved in harvesting and selling shrimp are going to make their most money at the top of that curve.

DR. TRAVIS:  Gross, in a gross sense.  That would be not taking into account the cost of the production.  In terms of profits, which would be your net, it’s back here is where it’s the greatest and then out here is where, in terms of total economic impact from that activity, it’s maximized out here and not just the harvesting sector, but the onshore sector as well.

MS. MORRIS:  That’s the restaurants and the --

DR. TRAVIS:  The restaurants, the processors, the dealers, the distributors, yes.  The onshore sector likes big production.  The more production, the better off they are, but that’s not necessarily true for the harvesting sector itself, obviously, according to this.

I meant to go back and mention that in economic terms -- When we say that this level of effort maximizes profits, if we have sort of a, for lack of a better term, a perfectly operating market system, this is also the level of effort that will attain economic efficiency in the fishery.  There’s several assumptions that go along with that.

The term “optimum” gets tossed about quite a bit and I wanted to talk about that, because I sometimes think that folks will say that MSY is an optimum and MEY is an optimum.

If you think of it from a societal perspective where the idea is to, as it is expressed within Executive Order 12866 where the goal is to maximize net benefits to society, in general neither MSY or MEY is likely to maximize net benefits to society.  

Generally, the socially optimal level of effort and production is going to be somewhere between those two values and so, in other words, if you go back to the graph, your socially optimal level of production and effort is going to be somewhere between these two levels of effort and somewhere between these two levels of production.  Why is that?

Well, the total revenue and total cost curves that you look at in your model are not typically representative of all the benefits and all the costs.  

If you go back and you think of your total revenue curve as a total benefits curve and your total cost curve as a total cost curve, what I’m saying is that these may not be indicative of all the costs and the benefits associated with the production of shrimp.  Those only take into account the costs and the benefits incurred by the harvesting sector itself.  

The curves will be higher depending on what benefits and costs you’re going to take into consideration, the magnitude of those other benefits and costs, and then how you’re going to weight those additional costs and benefits.

In terms of which ones you consider, that’s typically going to depend on the availability of data and whether your models can incorporate those benefits and costs, because sometimes the other costs and benefits are difficult to measure.

The magnitude of those benefits and costs, it’s an empirical issue.  You have to actually go out and measure them and then how you weight those other benefits and costs is a policy decision, which means it’s a council decision.  The analysts need some guidance in terms of here are the other benefits and costs that we think should be considered, but the policy makers need to tell us how important those things are.

For example, when I was talking about other costs, sometimes you’ll hear about these spillover costs or externalities.  They are the costs resulting from shrimp trawl bycatch.  If you were to include the costs that are imposed on others as a result of shrimp trawl bycatch, going back to your graph, what would happen is that this total cost curve would shift up and your socially optimal level of effort and production would go down.  That would be the case with any other type of other cost that you might want to consider.

On the benefits side, what’s important to remember here is that if you reduce the level of harvest and effort below that that attains MSY, you are reducing the economic impacts to the onshore sector.  

In other words, lower levels of production and lower levels of effort cause less economic impacts to the onshore businesses that both supply the harvesting sector and buy from the harvesting sector.  An example would be your processors and, as Julie said, your restaurants and distributors, et cetera.

One of the other things to consider is that as you reduce the level of effort, which generally means you’re reducing participation in the fishery, that means that the benefits from that production are accruing to a smaller number of people, a smaller number of people, a smaller number of households, a smaller number of businesses, communities, et cetera.

That implicitly tells you that you’re going to get a more unequal distribution of those benefits and of the income from that production.


Another thing to take into consideration is distributional fairness issues.  As you reduce production below MSY, you have impacts on fishing communities.  You want to pay particular attention to those that are the most dependent on that fishing activity.

You would also want to look at impacts on those who are the most socioeconomically disadvantaged, people who come from low income groups and minorities.  Just to emphasize these impacts on fishing communities, that directly comes from National Standard 8.  Impacts on the socioeconomically disadvantaged, that comes from another one of our executive orders.

Then another factor to consider is that obviously as you’re reducing production and participation, people are losing jobs and the question is what ability do those people have to move to other jobs and how easy is it for labor to move.

The more specific or the less their skill levels are or the more geographically isolated they are, the more difficult it is for those people to find other employment.

The point that I wanted to make here is that these types of benefits, these types of issues, are going to push the socially optimal level of production and effort up.  Going back to the graph again, this is why I’m saying that your socially optimal level is going to be somewhere almost always between these two points, because the other costs are going to shift this up, but the other benefits are going to shift this up and it’s going to be somewhere between those two.
Going to the results, there were two different modeling approaches taken by the group and they had slightly different purposes behind them.
The first modeling approach that was looked at really focused on 2005 and specifically focused on the offshore and the EEZ component of the fishery and did not look at the fishery as a whole.

It used the 1990 to 2005 yield curve.  The decision was made within the group that that was more reflective of current conditions and given the economics of the fishery, that that was more appropriate and they did generate estimates using both the pooled effort estimation approach and the GLM effort estimation approach.

Under this particular model, the modelers used cost information that was reported in the shrimp business plan, which I believe most folks here have seen that.  The shrimp business plan looked at conditions in 2002 and then what these individuals did was they converted those costs to current costs based on several pieces of information.

They also converted it from a per unit of effort, because the costs in the business plan were based on per unit of effort or per day fished and they converted it over on to a per pound basis.

They adjusted the fuel costs based on what they thought was a reasonable fuel consumption rate on a per hour or per day basis.  The crew shares were held at a constant percentage of revenues.  Other operating costs were adjusted upwards based on changes in the CPI.  

That’s a fairly reasonable approach and the fixed costs per vessel were estimated using Wade Griffin’s estimate of total fixed costs in 2005 and then their estimate of how many active vessels there were by size category within the EEZ or the offshore component of the fishery.

This particular analysis is what we would call a short-run analysis.  In a short-run analysis, you’re going to hold your fixed costs constant.  Fixed costs would include -- Your primary components would be things like your boat payments and your insurance payments.

In other words, they’re things that you’re going to have for regardless of how much you fish or whether you fish at all.  Your variable costs, on the other hand, are going to change with the level of effort.  Your variable costs are basically your operating costs, things you have to pay for each time you take the boat out, your fuel, your crew, your ice, et cetera.
In this particular analysis then, really the fixed costs don’t affect your determination of MEY.  Really it’s the variable costs that drive the determination of MEY and then the real purpose of this and not just to estimate MEY itself, but what they were looking at was they were trying to do a sensitivity analysis.

They wanted to see how MEY is going to change assuming different conditions, particularly different shrimp prices and different fuel prices.  There’s a strong sentiment there that it is the relationship between shrimp prices and fuel prices that directs how the fishery goes.  Obviously higher shrimp prices make things better and higher fuel prices make things worse.

They examined a range of shrimp prices, from $3.00 to $3.75 per pound of tails, and they examined a range of fuel prices, from $1.75 to $2.50.  They thought that was a fairly decent range of prices and fuel prices for today’s current situation, or at least in the foreseeable future.

In the worst case scenario, you would have a $3.00 shrimp price and a $2.00 fuel price.  The best case scenario is a $3.75 shrimp price and a $1.75 fuel price and then in 2005, based on available data, we think that the most reasonable assumption is a $3.00 shrimp price and a $2.00 fuel price.
In the second modeling approach that was used, we looked at the fishery as a whole and we looked at offshore and we looked at EEZ, still using, again, the 1990 to 2005 yield curve and, again, generating estimates using both the pooled and the GLM effort estimation approaches.

What has become known as the Funk Model -- The Funk Model was developed back in 1998.  It’s kind of what I consider to be a bit of a band-aid approach to estimating cost when you don’t have actual cost information.  It is a good model for when you don’t have a lot of actual cost data and it uses a variety of indexes for fuel price changes, changes in the cost of insurance, maintenance, supplies, interest rates, capital costs, et cetera.

It updates those, the old cost information, to make them current and, again, that was the approach that was used in the shrimp business plan.

In this model, costs are estimated on a per day fished basis, except for the shares and as you probably all know, shares are a function of the revenues that the vessel earns.  As I’ll talk about a little bit later, it may be time, since this was back in 1998, we may need to re-estimate the equations in that model to make sure that they are actually indicative of current cost situations and we do intend on doing that.

One of the primary reasons for doing this model is it was a type of sensitivity analysis.  We wanted to look at how MEY changes over time and in fact, we’re going to see it did change over time.

We looked at four years, from 1990 to 1995, 2000, and 2005.  Also, in this case, we took a more long run approach, where we said that in the long run all costs become variable and there are no fixed costs, because in the long run you have to make your boat payments and your insurance payments, et cetera.  What that does is it changes the slope of the cost curve and I’ll show you the difference.

In that first model that I talked about, this was basically the way that they viewed the situation.  You’ve got your revenue curve and this is your total variable cost curve and so this would be your level of effort at MEY.

In the second model, what happens is the cost curve is different, because all costs become variable and so the slope is different and I wanted to show this because what it tells you is that in the first model your level of effort at MEY is always going to be greater than in the second model.

I’m not trying to give an idea of the magnitude here.  I’m just pointing out that conceptually we’re always going to expect this result and so the first model will always yield higher levels of effort at MEY than the second model.

Sorry for bugging your eyes out.  This is a summary of the Model 1 results.  The blue numbers represent what we thought were probably the conditions in 2005.  The red results would be your worst case scenario and your green results would be your best case scenario.  Apologies for the question marks here.  There’s some question about what those values actually were.

Reflecting what Jim was saying before, these last three columns are the key and what you’re seeing in general is that your 2005 effort levels are somewhere between your MEY effort and your MSY effort.  That is probably the most critical finding.

I don’t want to emphasize the numbers themselves too much at this point, because we do intend on revisiting in particular these MEY estimates. 

One of the other findings from the sensitivity analysis is that if you look at either the effect of an increase in shrimp price or a decrease in fuel price of about twenty-five cents, your MEY landings and your MEY effort increase, on an average, by about three-and-a-half-million pounds and 6,400 days fished in offshore waters under the pooled approach.

Under the GLM approach, it’s only 2.8 million pounds and 5,200 days fished.  In EEZ waters, it’s 2.6 million pounds and 4,800 days fished and in the EEZ waters under the GLM approach, it’s 1.9 million pounds and 3,100 days fished and again, the numbers aren’t incredibly important in and of themselves, but what it suggests is that MEY and effort at MEY are slightly more responsive or sensitive to changes in shrimp and fuel prices under the pooled approach model than under the GLM approach model.

This is a summary of the Model 2 results and again, without -- You’ll see the actual numbers when we get the paper out, but, again, the key result here is that your actual effort -- What happened is from 1990 to 2005, it doesn’t matter whether you’re looking at EEZ, offshore, or total.

Your MEY and your effort at MEY are changing over time, but they’re fairly stable and in fact, I think that was one of the more surprising results.

From 1990 to 2000, it appears as though MEY and effort MEY are fairly similar and there’s not a lot of big changes, but once you get to 2005, the numbers drop significantly and the importance of that is that, as Jim alluded to earlier, in years past, from 1990 to 2000, we were at effort levels that were above the effort needed to harvest MSY.

Once you get to 2005, the effort level is between the effort needed at MSY and the effort required for MEY, which is consistent with what I talked about at the very beginning.

We just talked about that, that they change over time, they’re fairly similar through the 1990s, peaking in 1995, but then they fell significantly from 2000 to 2005, and we talked about this.  The actual effort in 2005 is between the effort at MSY and the effort at MEY.  Depending on the area and the model that you use, it may be closer to MEY than to MSY, but I’m not -- I don’t want to put too much stock in those numbers quite yet.  I think the point is that it’s between those two levels.

Preliminary conclusions are that from 1990 to 2000 actual effort generally exceeded MSY effort and that’s consistent with the standard bioeconomic model under open access conditions.  MEY and MEY effort are sensitive to changes in shrimp prices and cost, particularly fuel costs.
Decreases in shrimp prices and increases in fuel costs have been the primary causes for the reductions in MEY and effort at MEY from 2000 to 2005.  As I just said, actual effort now is between MSY effort and MEY effort.  How close to one or the other depends on the model that you use, the area under consideration, and how you treat fixed costs.

If shrimp prices fall further and/or fuel prices increase from their 2005 levels, you can expect that MEY and effort at MEY will continue to decrease and you would expect actual effort to decrease as well.

The increases in CPUE from 2003 to 2005 that Jim and Rick have both mentioned have caused the revenue per unit of effort to increase, which in turn helps keep the costs per pound of shrimp harvested from increasing more than they have.  The increases in CPUE and revenue per unit of effort are a good thing.

We expect the trend to continue, but we don’t know for how long it’s going to continue.  In other words, we don’t know the level at which we’re going to max out on that CPUE.  I should also mention that hurricanes are also a factor in all of this.

Issues that the group as a whole need to resolve with regard to estimating MEY, we need to reach a consensus on how we’re going to treat fixed costs.  One model treated fixed costs one way and the other treated it a different way and so we need to resolve that and we need to verify the cost estimation model, which we intend on doing that before our next meeting.

We need to redo the MEY analyses based on a single set of cost estimates, because the two models did not use the same cost estimates, and we need to await the discussion of the relevance of the standard Schaffer production curve and whether it’s appropriate to the shrimp fishery, particularly in offshore and EEZ waters, and then, as Jim talked about, we need to resolve this depth prediction model.

We had two different models that tried to predict the depth for the data coming from the trip ticket programs and that is an important issue to resolve, because that’s what determines whether the landings and effort are in state offshore waters or they’re in the EEZ waters.

Finally, management implication.  MEY and MEY effort are moving, unstable potential targets for management purposes.  As I said, from 1990 to 2000, they were fairly stable, but when you have the type of economic instability that we’ve seen in the fishery in recent years, MEY and MEY effort are moving from one year to the next.

Generally, you can say that the more unstable the economic or the management environment are, the more unstable those estimates of MEY and MEY effort are going to be.

Second, if the intention of management is to maximize profits in the harvesting sector or in other words, your target is MEY or your goal is to maximize net benefits to society, you shouldn’t focus on just setting a specific level of effort or landings, because it’s not going to get you what you want.

You can do that, of course, but what the focus should be is on setting up management policies that are actually intended, specifically intended, to achieving one of those two goals.  If you just set a level of effort or a level of landings at a particular level, you’re probably not going to maximize profits and you’re not going to maximize net benefits because, as we’ve seen in the past, fishermen are going to change their behavior if you impose a new regulation like that on them.

Then, finally, just going back to what I said earlier, if the intention is to maximize net benefits to society, then we need to know what costs and benefits are to be considered in the analysis and how they are to be weighted and that’s it.

CHAIRMAN FOOTE:  Thank you, Mike.  I would like to take the chairman’s prerogative for a second and take a short break, move to another agenda item, and come back to this one, because I know we will have some questions.  We would like to take advantage of Dr. Porch.

I believe you’re going to stay here for a little while and, Jim, you’ll be here for a little while.  I would like to take a three-minute break.  I know that’s unheard of in this group, but Roy has got the clock and so we’re going to break for three minutes and we’ll come back to Agenda Item Number VI, the Amendment 27/14.  Thank you for your presentation.

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.)

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Can we come back to order and get started on Reef Fish Amendment 27/Shrimp 14?  That appears in your agenda at Tab D, Number 8.  Before we go too far, we’ve got Dr. Porch here this morning for a portion of the morning.  

He was the lead stock assessment person on the SEDAR assessment and I think if there are any questions -- If anybody has any questions about the assessment or anything they need to know about it, while we have him here I wish we would go ahead and ask those questions now or if you need any clarification on anything about the assessment.
We’ll have him for a while on into our decision making, but he does have a plane to catch in New Orleans and so eventually he’s going to have to go.  Is there anything we want to talk -- Are there any questions for Dr. Porch?

DR. ROBERT SHIPP:  I don’t know if it’s appropriate at this time or not, but at the last meeting, Degraaf had raised a couple of questions about the underage of a million-and-a-half pounds of the recreational as well as I guess the reduction in shrimp effort and how those might play into the current evaluation of the SEDAR and stock analysis information we have.

I don’t know whether Clay is the one or someone from the Center or staff could address that, but that was a very important question at the end of the last meeting.

DR. CRABTREE:  We’ve pulled together the landings from the Center from 2004 and 2005 and I think Andy probably has those in some form we could pull up or something, but I think the question was about the landings in 2004 and 2005 and what was used in the projections.

If you look, the quota is 9.21 million pounds.  In 2004, we were over quota and 9.76 million pounds were landed.  In 2005, we were a little under quota and 8.63 million pounds were landed.  There’s nothing particularly unusual about the landings in those levels.

We had an underage of more than that in 2001 when 8.52 million pounds and in 2000 when 8.12 million pounds were landed and we’ve had overages of various amounts.  Remember, our goal is to achieve the TAC on average, because we know the recreational fishery is going to be above sometimes and below sometimes.

Basically, when you look at these landings, they’re well within the range of variance that we’ve seen over the past few years and so there’s no real expectation and Clay can elaborate, but there doesn’t appear to be any reason to think that those actual landings, as opposed to using the quotas for those last two years, would have any appreciable impacts on things.  They really were not that much different than the ranges we’ve seen in preceding years.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  What about the underages or the lower shrimp effort that we’ve experienced in recent years?

DR. CRABTREE:  Clay, I believe in the projections forward -- What did you assume about what shrimp effort did in 2004 and 2005 and then the regulations were to go in place in 2007?

DR. CLAY PORCH:  2004 and 2005 would have been basically what was estimated in the last couple of years, 2001 to 2003, and then after that it’s assuming essentially the linked scenario that Andy is going to talk about.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Do you have a follow-up, Bob?

DR. SHIPP:  No, but we’re going to have to readdress this quite a bit, I think, in both this meeting and in the future.  Maybe Degraaf can shed a little more light on it, but I thought we had a 500,000-pound underage for three straight years and correct me if I’m wrong, Degraaf.

MR. DEGRAAF ADAMS:  I think the underage over a period of time actually averages out to about 300,000.  It depends on if you do it as a mean average over time.  On a per year basis over the last three years, it may be a million pounds each year.  As a mean amount over a period of time, I would say it’s about 300,000.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  What you need is since the last assessment, right?  In 2001 to 2003, they set the baseline and there is -- On page 56, it does give what the total directed harvest is, although it lists 2004 as preliminary and then I think you said 2005 was 8.63 and I don’t know what you said 2004 was.

DR. CRABTREE:  On the table I’m looking at, 2004 was 9.76 and 2005 is 8.63.  The reality is over the last five years the catches have been very close to the TAC and so I just don’t see anything in the landings that I would expect to have much impact on the status of the stocks, because there have not been -- When we’ve been under, there’s been an overage of a comparable amount in the previous year.  The fact of the matter is we’ve done really a pretty good job in this fishery of staying close to the TAC.

MS. BOBBI WALKER:  Dr. Crabtree, I recall a paper and I think it was done by Dr. Turner and the question is this.  He recalculated recreational harvest and he went back in time, I believe, based on the new charterboat survey that’s being done.  It seemed to me that we were -- They had overestimated about 30 percent, I think.  Do these numbers reflect that paper?

DR. CRABTREE:  The numbers I’m giving you are all in the last five years and that’s all we use anymore is the new charterboat methodology.  The corrections you’re talking about were for the years prior to 2000 and we’re talking about landings in just the most recent years.

The assessment uses landings through 2003 and so the only issue on the projection is what were the landings used for 2004 and 2005.  The projections assume that we caught the quota.  In 2004, we caught a little more than the quota and in 2005, we caught a little less than the quota, but there’s no real trend in that.

DR. SHIPP:  I would kind of like to go back to the other issue of shrimp bycatch.  I wasn’t exactly clear on Clay’s comments at the end on what was used three years ago and what’s being used right now and I just wish you could clarify that a little bit, Clay.

DR. PORCH:  The shrimp effort levels that are projected into the future, the shrimp fishing mortality rates that are projected for 2004 and 2005 and 2006, were based on the most recent estimates, which would have been a 2001 to 2003 average.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  We’ve been under those in recent years.  I guess where he’s going is you’re wanting to know do we get some benefit from that, because effort has gone down post-assessment.

DR. SHIPP:  That’s correct and I think that was Degraaf’s point when he made that request a while back.  If you’re using 2001 and 2002 numbers and the effort is much reduced from that, how does that impact the assessment?  That’s the essence of the question.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Any idea, Clay?

DR. PORCH:  I don’t expect in the projections it would make a huge difference, although it may have some impact.  It depends on what you mean by doing the assessment.  We could rerun the entire assessment, but that requires updating all the databases and that’s basically another SEDAR.

If you’re just talking about incorporating them in the projections, that could be done.  I don’t anticipate it would have a huge impact, because you’re talking about a short period of time.

DR. CRABTREE:  Remember when you’re talking about the short-term projections, out to say the next five years, they’re not particularly sensitive to what happens in the shrimp fishery in terms of the SPR and those types of things, because there’s a lag between reducing bycatch on age zeros and age ones.

They’ve got to grow up and become part of the spawning stock biomass before they start -- On average, they don’t contribute very much at that point and before you start seeing differences, you’ve got to get out several years and you can look at the isopleths that are in the documents that we have and if you’re looking at the next three or four years, they’re pretty vertical in terms of the impact of shrimp trawl bycatch.

They’re mostly driven by the TAC.  Also, remember in the linked scenario, which we’ll need to talk about a little bit more, those projections are assuming that come 2007 we’ve got a 74 percent reduction in the fishing mortality rate on red snapper, in the shrimp fishery, in the directed recreational fishery in-season bycatch, in the commercial fishery in-season discards, and in the closed season discards on all the fisheries.

The projections forward, while they may not have captured the falloff in shrimp effort during 2004, 2005, and possibly 2006, they’re assuming that we have probably more reduction in shrimp trawl effort, because we haven’t really seen anything that shows we’re down 74 percent yet and we certainly haven’t seen anything to indicate that we’ve got the reductions in the discard components of the directed fishery to that extent, too.

There may be some things that have fallen off a little more than we thought for a couple of years, but there are other things, on the other hand, that under this linked kind of scenario, this equal proportion scenario, that probably haven’t fallen off as much and that’s just the nature of trying to make these kinds of projections.

MS. MORRIS:  Is this ask Clay Porch question time on anything having to do with red snapper?  Is that what we’re doing now?

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Yes, he’s going to have to go to New Orleans before long and so yes.

MS. MORRIS:  Clay, what I would like you to talk about is the size limits in the recreational directed fishery and we both have an indication from some work that you did that if we go below a sixteen-inch size limit that we don’t get a lot of gain in -- There’s kind of a balance between recruitment and reduction in discard mortality, but we also, in this document, have statements saying that it really doesn’t matter that much if you from sixteen to fifteen to thirteen, but if you go below thirteen, you start to see a real difference.

Could you just tell us about that range between thirteen and sixteen-inch in the recreational fishery and how it changes things in terms of discard mortality?

DR. PORCH:  As you all know, there’s a very high discard mortality rate, release mortality rate, because these fish are caught at depth and it turns out that on average the recreational fishing seems to occur in shallower water and so there’s a lower mortality rate of those fish and so that plays into it heavily.

The minimum size limit is more effective for the recreational fleet simply because more of the ones that are released survive.  If you decrease the size limit a little, then there’s a small impact.

If you decrease the recreational size limit a lot, say down to twelve inches, then you start seeing a substantial impact in terms of those graphs and where the spawning biomass of the stock will be.

For the commercial fishery, there’s virtually no impact, because such a large fraction die and there’s not any point in releasing them.  They’re going to die anyway and so you might as well keep them and then they contribute towards the landings.

All those projections you saw were assuming that the fishery would continue fishing until the landings met the same quota and so in that case, if all the fish are going to die, it’s better to include them as part of the quota and go ahead and land them than just throw them away and that’s why the commercial fishery in particular, the size limit doesn’t do much good.  For the recreational fishery, it does some good.

MS. MORRIS:  Just to follow up, you see twelve inches as a real tipping point regarding recreational size limits, but the document seems to say that thirteen and fourteen aren’t that harmful on the recreational directed fishery and is that a fair interpretation of what you’re saying?

DR. PORCH:  Yes, it’s just a continuum.  The smaller you change the size limit, the more of an impact you’re going to see and I guess if you look on the graph at the different lines, you don’t get much separation until I suppose it’s around thirteen inches or so, to where there’s really much impact.

MS. WALKER:  Clay, do you know if the recreational discard numbers of fish came from the MRFSS dataset or were they model generated?

DR. PORCH:  The recreational discards were model generated in the sense that we have estimates of the total landings, we have estimates of the distribution of length about age and so therefore, we can estimate what fraction -- If you have a certain number that were actually landed, there should be a corresponding number that were undersized that were thrown back and so the model estimates that.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Are there further questions for Dr. Porch?

MS. WALKER:  Clay, the Ketchum model, did it assume recruitment at age one, which is different than the ASAP model, which assumed recruitment at zero?  I remember reading something and what significance would that have?

DR. PORCH:  The final model that was used to generate most of the advice was based on age zero and that was -- That came out of the review workshop.  The preferred model incorporated the age zeros directly, including the catch of the age zeros.  However, there were runs made which started at age one.

In other words, you assume that the catch of age zeros, the bycatch of age zeros, was negligible compared to natural processes.  That was the age one model.  The age zero model directly incorporated the catches of age zero and that was the one that most of the advice was based on.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Any other questions?  I think, Roy, you would like to talk about this linked versus de-linked red snapper -- Before we get into actually choosing management alternatives, I think you would like us to be aware of something here.

DR. CRABTREE:  I was going to ask Andy to go through a very brief PowerPoint, because it’s really a central issue and I don’t think we’ve spent nearly enough time on this, but it has more effect on how the assessment and how the results and what we need to do than probably anything else we’re looking at.

Andy will kind of go through this, but the way to think about this is really an allocation issue and we’ve got right now an allocation commercial and recreational, but what we’re really talking about here is allocating how much of the total red snapper fishing mortality are we going to allocate to the shrimp fishery and within the recreational fishery, of the total recreational fishing mortality, how much of that is going to be landed fish and how much of that is going to be discarded fish and the same sort of issue in the commercial fishery.

We’re really moving down a path in recreational fishing in general where we’re shifting a higher and higher proportion of the total fishing mortality from that fishery to the discard portion, because we keep doing things that increase discards.
I think these are all central things and they have impacts on the reference points, on what MSY is, and all sort of aspects of it and if we’re really talking about coming in and saying this is how much effort we’re going to have in the shrimp fishery, setting a cap or a limit or a target, whatever you want to call it, then we’re in effect, in my mind, moving away from this so-called linked scenario, because we’re now starting to set some explicit targets.

I would like, if we could, to let Andy, and this is not a long presentation at all, go through this and then have some discussion of it.

MR. ANDY STRELCHECK:  This has been discussed during several council meetings, I believe by Clay Porch as well as Steve Turner.  We’ve, I think, increased our understanding of the issue quite a bit since those council meetings and we’ve tried to lay it out a little bit simpler with more of a comparative approach of describing the linked rebuilding scenarios versus the de-linked rebuilding scenarios and I’ll talk about those definitions so that hopefully people can better understand what that means.
The real issue here is our definition of maximum sustainable yield and how we go about defining it and maximum sustainable yield is contingent on the selectivity of red snapper and when I refer to selectivity, it’s vulnerability of various age classes to fishing mortality.

MSY is contingent on that selectivity on multiple sources of both directed and incidental fishing mortality and with the Ketchum model that Clay and others at the Science Center developed, they’ve estimated fishing mortality rates for five different so-called fleets and they were modeled both for the eastern and western Gulf.

There’s actually ten fleets in the model and those include sources of fishing mortality such as commercial hand line, longline, the recreational fishery.  They also modeled closed season as a separate component in the model, as well as shrimp trawl bycatch.

With the linked versus de-linked rebuilding scenarios, the linked scenario is somewhat of a historical carryover and what essentially the linked rebuilding scenario does is that in order to achieve maximum sustainable yield, you have to reduce your fishing mortality rates proportionally across all sources of mortality and so all of those fleets that I just discussed would have to be reduced proportionally.

In the case of the linked scenario, we’re looking at reductions between 68 and 80 percent for reductions in fishing mortality to achieve SPRs on the range of 20 to 35 percent SPR.

Keep in mind that under that scenario you’re talking about reducing bycatch fishing mortality significantly in these fisheries.  Whether we can do so or not is kind of another practical question and we’ll get into that in a minute.

With the de-linked scenario, what you’re essentially doing is you’re setting your estimate of MSY contingent on some specified level of fishing mortality in the shrimp trawl fishery and for those of you who remember, there was a memo by Thompson that was presented a while back and it showed scenarios ranging I think from zero to 60 percent reduction in shrimp trawl bycatch mortality and those were the de-linked scenarios.

I don’t necessarily think they were referred to as that in the memo itself, but they were de-linked scenarios, but the bottom line is that reductions in fishing mortality are no longer proportional across all fisheries.

You’re going to assume that fishing mortality in the shrimp trawl fishery is going to be fixed at some level of F and then MSY would be contingent on fishing mortality in the remaining fishery sectors.

This is essentially what I talked about in that we’re reducing by these larger percentages, a 74 percent reduction in F, in order to achieve these high SPRs.  With the de-linked scenario, the key difference is that you essentially have status quo fishing mortality rates in the closed season bycatch component of the model.

The directed fishing mortality rates are reduced to your fishing mortality at maximum sustainable yield and fishing mortality is reduced to some specified level of F that is considered practical and is obviously a management decision and so it’s contingent on what you believe could actually be achieved in these fisheries.

This just gives you an idea of the fishing mortality rates for the various fleets that were modeled.  Over on the left-hand side is the eastern Gulf.  The right-hand side is the western Gulf and the recreational fishery dominates the fishing mortality component of the eastern Gulf, whereas the western Gulf is dominated more so by the commercial fishery and the shrimp fishery.

You have several fairly low levels of fishing mortality in some of these other fleets that were modeled, such as the closed season bycatch and to some extent the commercial hand line in the eastern Gulf and closed season bycatch in the western Gulf.

Keep in mind that under the linked scenario, even though those are low levels of fishing mortality rate, you still have to further reduce those proportionally across all fisheries in addition to the very high levels of fishing mortality rate that you see in some of the other more dominant components of the fleet itself.

What are the advantages or disadvantages and why are we even talking about this?  Under the linked scenario, you can achieve much higher levels of SPR if you can practically reduce your fishing mortality rates and bycatch reduction to those high reduction levels that I talked about.

What that will result in is, and I’ll show you some figures in the next minute or two, is higher levels of TAC and higher levels of maximum sustainable yield that could be sustained.

A couple of disadvantages is it is less realistic in terms of whether or not you can actually achieve your bycatch goals or targets across all of your fisheries and keep in mind that the bycatch component includes closed season discards as well as shrimp trawl bycatch as well as in-season bycatch of the directed fishery.

Additionally, if you don’t achieve these large reductions in fishing mortality, what happens is for the certain fleets that have been modeled that actually achieve reductions, they’re penalized in the next assessment because even though they’ve achieved their reductions, overall you haven’t achieved the reduction goals necessary and so everyone again gets reduced equivalently, regardless of whether they’ve achieved their reduction goals or not.
In the de-linking scenario, you have lower TACs, lower MSY.  I’ll show you the graphs comparing the two.  What happens though is you end overfishing sooner and rebuild the stock faster, although it’s compromised your lower SPR levels.

The reason that happens is because your benchmarks are changing.  You’re actually changing your benchmarks so that you can rebuild faster, but it will be to lower levels.   Advantages are that you get more realistic bycatch reduction goals and fisheries would necessarily be penalized if reduction targets aren’t achieved from one assessment to the next.

Here’s a comparison of the projections in total allowable catch over time, from 2007 out to 2032.  You can see -- These are constant fishing mortality projections, but you end up having lower levels of TAC under the de-linked scenario than you do the linked scenario and the green line refers to 50 percent reductions in shrimp fishing mortality for a de-linked scenario and the red is 60 percent reductions in shrimp trawl mortality.  There is, obviously, a difference between the two.

I guess the bigger discrepancy is the level of spawning potential that you inevitably would achieve under the two scenarios and once again, if you can reduce your fishing mortality in all bycatch and directed fishing components to the necessary levels, you would achieve SPRs on the range of 26 percent for MSY.

In contrast, under the de-linked scenario, based on those TAC projections I just showed you, the best you could achieve is somewhere on the order of 8 or 9 percent and so a much lower level of SPR.

This shows you how overfishing and overfished would result in terms of status determinations.  This essentially is the good area of the plot where overfishing and overfished status are ended.

Under the 50 percent bycatch reduction de-linked scenario, you could end overfishing immediately under TACs from six or seven million pounds or less and be rebuilt within a period of seven to ten years.

Once again, that’s at lower SPR levels and so your rebuilding goal then has changed.  You’re rebuilding to a lower level contingent on some level of fishing mortality in the shrimp fishery.

MR. ROBIN RIECHERS:  In the graph you’re showing there, explain your nine million pound line.  Is that actually saying we would reach the non-overfishing stage in three years with a 50 percent bycatch reduction?

MR. STRELCHECK:  If you do achieve your 50 percent reduction in fishing mortality in the shrimp trawl fishery, your closed season bycatch fishing mortality remain at status quo levels, baseline levels in the model, and you’re able to reduce your fishing mortality component of directed fishery to MSY levels during that time period, then yes, you would end overfishing within about a three or four-year period.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  What are all these models assuming about the directed fishery, Andy?  They’re assuming present levels of bycatch mortality don’t change?

MR. STRELCHECK:  It assumes that -- Clay, help me out if I say something wrong, but fishing mortality in the closed season bycatch, which is incidental directed take, would remain at status quo fishing mortality rate levels.  

In-season discards are modeled as a component of the directed fishing mortality, which also includes landings, and so your fishing mortality rate in the directed fisheries are a combination of landings plus dead discards.  You have to reduce your current fishing mortality rates to MSY levels as estimated by the model.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  The discard mortality rates remain proportional to what the landings are, is that right?

DR. CRABTREE:  When you’re in a constant catch scenario like this, because the stock is increasing over time, the catch remains the same but the Fs are going down.  I guess if you’re within the directed and the commercial fishery, the Fs in the landed catch would come down and the Fs in the discard component would have to come down as well.

The implication of constant catch is always that you will have to tighten and become more restrictive in terms of your management measures every year to keep the fishing mortality rates declining, because the stock is going to be growing, but you’re only going to remove a set number of fish.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  We’re assuming that we can reduce shrimp trawl bycatch by 50 percent?

DR. CRABTREE:  Yes.  Then you’re assuming that you’re going to bring the discard mortalities in the directed fishery down proportional to the Fs on the harvest component of it too, which means probably what you just looked at is not very realistic.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  We might actually gain more than that in the commercial fishery if we lower that size limit, right?  We’ll do better than the present rates.

DR. CRABTREE:  The measures we have in the document, depending on what we choose for preferreds, but certainly in the commercial fishery if you reduce or eliminate the size limit and the IFQ goes into place, I think the analyses show that we get a substantial decrease in the discards there, although I don’t know that it shows that we get a 74 percent decrease in those discard mortalities.

MR. STEVEN ATRAN:  Andy, I guess your response to Robin’s question earlier was that with a 50 percent bycatch mortality reduction, even at the current TAC, your previous slide indicated that we would eliminate overfishing in as little as three years.

Some of the earlier analysis that’s been done that’s in the draft amendment though says that over the next four or five years the recovery plan and the fishing mortality rates are relatively insensitive to changes in shrimp trawl bycatch mortality and some of the earlier analysis suggested that no matter what happens, we’re not going to eliminate overfishing in less than five years at the current TAC.  It seems to me that there’s a conflict between what you’re just presented and what’s in the draft amendment.

MR. STRELCHECK:  All I can say is it’s contingent on the assumptions that are being made about the level of fishing mortality rate you’re able to reduce to.  If you make those assumptions and believe that they can be achieved, then the overfishing and time period to rebuild will be contingent on whether or not those reductions are met.
Under the linked scenario, you’re assuming you can reduce fishing mortality in the shrimp fishery by 74 percent and in the closed season bycatch by 74 percent.  Whether that’s reasonable or not, it’s up to the managers to decide.

If you’re incorrect in that assumption, then what happens is you delay when you end overfishing because you haven’t eliminated or reduced fishing mortality to the extent that would be required in order to meet your rebuilding trajectories.

I went back to this slide.  Keep in mind the low SPR levels under the de-linked scenarios.  If you look at the TAC levels in this slide, under de-linked you’re looking at TACs ranging from fifteen to eighteen or nineteen million pounds if you’re successful in rebuilding the stock and so they’re well above what current levels are.

If the council wanted to do down this path, but yet wanted to set higher SPR goals, then one potential solution is to not raise your TACs as quickly as estimated by the projection model.  That would allow SPR to increase to higher levels than what is presented here.

I just wanted to kind of point out a couple of comments that were made.  These are in the SEDAR final report for red snapper.  It was discussed at length, is my understanding, but no consensus was reached.

I believe Joe Powers now has a publication discussing this issue and so it’s in the peer-reviewed literature.  The problem is the difficulty in accounting for these large differences in selectivity among different fisheries, specifically the shrimp fleet, and keep in mind that the shrimp fishery -- They’re harvesting largely age zero and age one red snapper, whereas the directed fisheries are harvesting anywhere from age two to age five or six red snapper.

The age at which the fish are most vulnerable is very different in the shrimp fishery than it is in the directed fishery and I put this in quotes because it comes right out of the SEDAR report: Some SEDAR panelists preferred MSY definitions, incorporating realistic selectivity expectations with the advantage of keeping MSY benchmarks more meaningful to real fisheries.

Even though there were some that were favoring the linked scenario, there was also some that favored the de-linked scenario, thinking that this would be more realistic in terms of bycatch reduction goals and with that --

One other thing is this just gives you an idea for the shrimp fishery -- This is a correlation of red snapper fishing mortality on the Y-axis and shrimp effort in the ten to thirty-fathom zone on the X-axis and I believe this is some of Benny Gallaway’s data and the orange and red dots are right on the line because they’re estimated.

That’s where we’re at in terms of effort in the estimated fishing mortality rate for the shrimp trawl fishery.  In order to get down to the level necessary for the linked rebuilding scenario, you still need approximately a 50 percent reduction in fishing mortality relative to 2005 and so you’re at 0.3 now and you need to go down to about 0.16.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  I have a question.  If we were to go to the de-linked scenario and we get 50 percent shrimp trawl bycatch reduction and we rebuild, in the directed fisheries and the closed seasons and just get proportional reductions, we only rebuild to 5 or 6 percent SPR.  Does that create any legal problems for us or is that okay?

Somewhere in there we had a goal of we were trying to achieve a 26 percent SPR and in terms of our benchmarks, are we okay doing that?

MR. MICHAEL MCLEMORE:  It really just depends on how you approach it.  As I understand it, de-linking does not automatically lower the rebuilding target for red snapper.  That’s a function of where you set the mortality for the different fisheries across the board, but de-linking allows that to happen and some say it’s a more realistic view of where the fisheries are.

I think you’re going to have to look at these two fisheries together when you’re setting the targets and the benchmarks for it.  Roy identified the conflict earlier.

The effort in the shrimp fishery is too low to meet where OY is currently specified for that fishery, but it’s too high to allow the rebuilding of red snapper with the bycatch that occurs in that fishery and so it looks to me like you’re going to have to respecify your targets for both fisheries and in a context of OY for the shrimp fishery, you’re going to have to figure out how much -- As Roy said, it’s an allocation issue.

How much of the red snapper are you going to allow there, looking at what’s the maximum benefits to the nation from these two fisheries?   You’re going to have to do it together.  There’s a significant legal risk with that, but there is with anything else you do as well.

We’re in court right now and we’ve briefed the case.  Oral argument is not set, but the context is that we have known for some time that you’re going to need to do something about the bycatch in the shrimp fishery and also the directed fishery and the TAC.

We’ve been hearing that for a long time and so this is one thing, I think, one approach that will allow you some flexibility.  I don’t think it necessarily should delay what you’ve got going on in 14/27, because I don’t think you’re ready to sort of answer these questions yet.

You’ve got more record building to do, it looks to me like, but you do know that you need to take some general action in these fisheries rather than delaying, because you’re already late with it and those points have been made in the court case.

The risk you have is getting an order where a court is managing the fishery under circumstances that you can’t live with like deadlines, quota, whatever.  That’s the risk we have.

DR. CRABTREE:  Really, when you think about it, it’s about making conscious decisions about how we’re going to manage all of these fisheries.  We’re saying right now that the proportional relationships of the Fs in all components of the fishery have to stay the way they are.

Yet, where did we make a conscious decision that that’s how the proportional relationships should be?  I think we need to make that kind of conscious decision and it is, in essence, an allocation.

We’ve got people now telling us that we need to reevaluate the allocation between the recreational and commercial sectors.  I guess what I’m saying is we’re going to have to make some decisions about the allocation of red snapper that involve the shrimp fishery and ultimately, you’re going to have to decide what level of the fishing mortality rate in the commercial and recreational fishery, how much of that are we going to be okay with going as discards.

If you have very high levels of discards, it’s going to compromise the recovery of the stock and it reduces the TACs you’re going to have and we need to start thinking more about that and making some conscious decisions, but we do have a conflict here with shrimp in that the effort needed to catch OY is higher than what we’re looking at under this linked scenario with the effort to rebuild red snapper.

We’re going to have to make a decision somewhere as to where we think shrimp effort needs to be and that’s where we’re going sort of with Amendment 15.

Once you decide this is how much shrimp effort we’re going to have, you have effectively de-linked, because you’re now saying that’s it for shrimp and that changes things and it changes reference points and all the rest of it.  

I think it’s something that we’re going to have to come back to in the course of working through Amendment 15 and recognizing that what we decide there changes the reference points and it changes the game.  The only other thing I would point out is regardless of whether you’re linked or de-linked, in the short term, under any of these sorts of scenarios, TACs need to be set below seven million pounds.

In the de-linked scenario, you need to be below seven million pounds, because you’re going to have a very limited probability of achieving some of the bycatch reduction targets.

For example, in the closed season fishery, we really don’t have anything in this amendment that’s likely to reduce the discards in that and so you have to kind of compensate by being more conservative in your TAC.

In the de-linked scenario, the concern is what is the ultimate target you rebuild to?  If it’s 6 percent SPR, we’ve said we want to get to 20 percent and so that means we need to be more conservative on that side to try and make sure we get to a healthy SPR and so really, in the short term, the TACs are going to be very similar regardless of which one of these that you choose.

In the longer term, as you move out five years or so, it starts making a difference in where the TACs are going to be and when you actually recover and so I think it’s something that we need to work through over the next year and a half or so as we move through Shrimp Amendment 15 and resolve some of these issues.

MS. MORRIS:  This is an interesting and important discussion and I just can’t in good conscience support a plan that will allow SPRs to only recover to 8 or 9 percent in the red snapper fishery.

That just is wrong and the reason we were drawn to the equal proportion reduction strategy that came out of SEDAR was because it was the only strategy that the models predicted would allow the red snapper fishery to recover to 26 percent SPR by the year 2032.

It seems like Andy’s presentation and Roy’s explanation and elaboration on it are trying to make the point that 26 percent SPR is out of reach, because it’s just not reasonable or practical to take the steps that the assessment tells us that we would have to take in order to reach that SPR.

I just am not willing to accept that at this point.  It seems like we need to manage these two fisheries in a way that will allow us to reach an SPR for red snapper by 2032 that’s in the 20 percent range and this is difficult.

It’s very difficult.  We have to make hard decisions over the next six months on what our first steps are going to be in response to this recent assessment and we need to move forward with those difficult decisions, but I’m not prepared to accept a strategy that’s going to have red snapper at 9 percent SPR in the year 2032.

DR. SHIPP:  I guess this would be directed to either Roy or Andy.  I’m wondering if there’s not something in between.  If you follow the de-linked scenario to the point where your yields start to creep up, if you chose not to harvest all of that, could you not move the line somewhere in between the de-linked and the linked?

DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, you could and I want to be very clear about it.  The de-linked scenario in and of itself does not imply you’re going to recover to a lesser SPR.  You can recover to a 26 percent SPR under a de-linked scenario, just like you can during a linked.

All the de-linked is saying is that you’re not going to necessarily reduce all proportions of the fishery the same.  You’re going to make conscious decisions about how much you’re going to reduce them.

You may decide to reduce some components even more, but you could de-link the selectivities and still go ahead and get substantial reductions in all components in fishing mortality and get to a 26 percent SPR or even a higher SPR.

The point I’m making now is you kind of have a historical outcome in terms of how the selectivities and the proportional Fs tended to line up and we seem to be locking that in without ever discussing how they ought to line up and what would be most beneficial to the nation and these fisheries to line them up and then we’re heading towards some inherent conflicts.

You’re exactly right.  By being more conservative in terms of the landings, you could compensate for not being able to reduce the F in another component of the fishery by so much.

DR. SHIPP:  I would like to follow up on that and a couple of Julie’s comments.  The SPR numbers, what’s really critical there, we’re not going to know until we get a good stock recruit relationship.

An SPR of 9 percent might be fine, but it might take 30 percent.  The stock recruit relationship is what’s critical in determining what the best SPR is in the long term.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Further questions or observations?  I guess I have one, Roy.  With just a 50 percent reduction in shrimp trawl bycatch, you’re saying it’s still possible to achieve a 26 percent SPR with some regulation of the directed fishery or maybe Clay.  Clay says he can answer it.
DR. CRABTREE:  I don’t know if you have the memo that was sent from Nancy Thompson to Julie Morris, which has a number of scenarios on it.  You can rebuild under a 50 percent shrimp trawl bycatch reduction to somewhere around a 27 percent SPR with a seven million pound TAC, but you’ve got to hold the seven million pound TAC all the way to 2032 and you’ve got to get the equal proportion reduction in the open season discards that are commiserate with that.

You can do that and that’s why I’m saying that de-linking in and of itself does not mean that we’re going to rebuild to a very low SPR.  You’re still going to have to get though some deep reductions in bycatch under any sort of scenario to get to a high SPR.

Could I address something that Dr. Shipp said?  I would like to ask Clay.  SPR reference points are basically independent of the stock recruitment curve and that’s kind of the advantage of using them and, Clay, am I correct on that?

DR. PORCH:  Yes, until you start trying to set the MSST.  Then it does matter what the recruitment level is, but in terms of SPR itself, no, it’s independent, because it’s spawner per recruit.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Under what you just described, Roy, with a 50 percent reduction in shrimp trawl bycatch and then if you held the line on a seven million pound TAC until 2032, I guess it’s going to become more and more difficult as time -- It wouldn’t be so difficult now, but in ten or fifteen years, it’s going to be real difficult to hold the line.

DR. CRABTREE:  It certainly is, because you’re looking at the spawning stock biomass go from where we are now is around 3 percent to a 26 percent SPR and so you’re going to have vastly more fish in the water, yet you’re trying to hold the catch and I would guess you potentially are going to get to a Pacific halibut where they caught the TAC in two days.

That’s not where we want to go.  We’ve talked about this many times.  We’ve got to get to more of a constant fishing mortality rate strategy over the next few years to do that and the other point, Roy, is you would have to hold the line on the mortality rate of the open season discards in that too, which I think would be very difficult.

You’re going to come to very low bag limits and things like that and so it’s just not a very realistic scenario to think you’re going to be able to hold the line at seven million pounds for all those years.  I don’t think it’s a desirable situation, at any rate.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Further questions?

MS. WALKER:  Just to put it in practical terms if we continue with a constant F, what kind of a TAC?  Would we be looking at a two million pound TAC in order to go to a constant F in de-linking it?

DR. CRABTREE:  You’re talking about right now?  No, I think TACs on the order of six million pounds or so would be consistent with transitioning towards a constant F sort of scenario.  I don’t think that we want to get into a situation where we’re changing the TAC every year.

I think there’s a reasonable likelihood that if we had a TAC on the order of five or six million pounds and we held it for a few years until we came back in 2009 and then provided that what we’ve seen in the shrimp fishery in terms of the reductions there take place and if we’re able to make some reductions in bycatch in the directed fisheries, there’s a reasonable likelihood then that the Fs -- We could make a transition to an F at that time and the TACs could start going up.

A lot of it all depends on what happens and remember too that this assessment breaks the Gulf into an east and west component and we have very different situations in the eastern and western Gulf.

In the eastern Gulf, the recreational fishery is by far the largest source of fishing mortality and so the recovery of the eastern Gulf is going to be mainly driven by what happens with controlling the recreational fishery and constraining those Fs.

In the western Gulf though, you have very high impacts still of shrimp trawl bycatch on it and so reductions in shrimp trawl bycatch are going to have an impact on the western Gulf.  How those play out in the end will have impacts on how one side of the Gulf grows with respect to the other and that has all kinds of implications.

Changing allocations has implications.  If, for example, you reallocated from the commercial to the recreational sector, you would likely see the Fs in the eastern Gulf go up and the Fs in the western Gulf go down, because most of the recreational fishery is in the eastern Gulf and most of the commercial fishery is in the western Gulf.

There are a lot of complications to all these kinds of things that play out in the future, but I think there are reasonable prospects that TACs on the order of six million pounds are consistent with ending the overfishing over the next couple of years under any of these scenarios and that if we do get some substantial reductions in bycatch, the prospects for then transitioning to a constant F and allowing the TACs to start going back up again in a few years are reasonably good, but nothing is certain, particularly when you’re talking about bycatch in these issues, as to what the outcome will be.

MS. WALKER:  Roy, that doesn’t make sense.  You’re saying that under a constant catch we would have to keep the TAC at seven million pounds to 2032, which we know would be very difficult.
Then on the other hand you’re saying we could have a six million pound TAC and still rebuild if we get these bycatch reductions.  What if we keep going down the same road that we’ve been going down for sixteen years when we say we’re going to reduce shrimp trawl bycatch by 40 percent, by 50 percent, and if we don’t do it by X amount a year, then we’ve got to reduce it by 80 percent.

What are we going to do when we’re sitting here at this table five years from now and the shrimp trawl bycatch is still not reduced?  What do we do?

DR. CRABTREE:  If you don’t get the reductions in shrimp trawl bycatch and discards in the recreational fisheries and in discards in the commercial fishery, then you’re not going to be able to do that.

We’ve had presentations that suggest that already in 2005 shrimp Fs were down more than 50 percent and we’re looking at BRDs that are going to get us some more reductions on that.  If we can only get 50 percent reduction in the Fs in the shrimp fishery, then yes, you’re not going to be able to bring those TACs up very much and it’s going to compromise the recovery.

If you can get more than that, if you can get 60 percent or if you can get 65 or 70 percent, then that’s a different scenario and you’re going to be able to do a lot better in terms of increasing TACs in terms of the recovery.

MS. WALKER:  What guarantees do we have though?  In order to set the TAC, don’t we have to be confident that whatever magic number we choose we reach and right now, under BRDs, we’re at 11.7 percent, I think, under the current BRD.  I believe we were told a 58 percent effort reduction and how are we going to assure that we stay at these levels?

DR. CRABTREE:  Those are significant questions and the other hand is in the recreational fishery with the discards.  How are we going to make sure we get a 74 percent reduction in the F on those discards there?  This isn’t just shrimp.  It applies to all of the discard fisheries.  It’s broader than shrimp.

To the extent that we don’t achieve those reductions, then we’re not going to end the overfishing when we think we are and we aren’t going to be in the kind of status that projections say we’re going to be.  The projections are based on that we will achieve those goals.

The problem with the linked one is that if you do achieve your reduction target in one fishery, but you don’t achieve it in the other fisheries, when you run the assessment in 2009, it’s going to say that once again everybody has to be reduced the same.
Even the fishery where you met your target is going to have to be reduced the same as the fishery where you didn’t meet the target and that, to me, is a real problem and doesn’t make much sense to me.  Bobbi, there are no guarantees we’re going to meet the bycatch reductions in shrimp or in the directed fishery either.  That’s kind of the issue here.

We’re going to have to either try to find some management programs that ensure that we will meet those or we’re going to have to compensate for not meeting them in some areas by further reductions in other components of the fishery.

MS. WALKER:  Isn’t that what we’ve done for the last sixteen years?  We’ve never reached the bycatch reduction in the shrimp trawl fishery.  We’ve not done it and so the directed fishery has ended up suffering every time there’s a stock assessment.

DR. CRABTREE:  Bobbi, we haven’t met the bycatch reduction goals in the directed fishery either.  The past assessment was assumed on reducing the discards in both the recreational and commercial directed fisheries by an equal proportion too and that hasn’t happened and there hasn’t been any real reduction -- 

If you look at the graph of the Fs in the recreational fishery in the eastern Gulf, they remain very high and so we haven’t met our goals in any of the fisheries and this is a situation where you can’t go into any one segment of this fishery, directed or the bycatch fisheries, and say that’s where the problem is.

The fact is, we haven’t done very well in bringing any of the Fs down across these fisheries and that’s what we need to address and try to do.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Any further discussion of linked versus de-linked right now?  If not, I guess it would be appropriate to move to the document, Rick, and start going through it to make choices and that begins on page 21 is the management alternatives.  Thanks for staying, Clay.  We appreciate it.

We could go through the alternatives and then get the SSC and AP recommendations on each of them.  Is that right?  Is that what we would do?  Stu would be doing the AP recommendations, is that right?
MR. ATRAN:  I’ll be doing the SSC recommendations and Stu will be doing the AP.  However, at least in the case of the SSC and I think the case of the AP, they didn’t end up doing an item-by-item recommendation and so it might be better if either before or after Rick goes through the individual items if we give those respective reports in their entirety.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Go ahead and start with the SSC report?  Let’s do the SSC report and when Steven is done with that, then Stu can do the AP report.

MR. ATRAN:  The SSC report, again, that’s Tab B, Number 5a and 6d, which was a handout yesterday, because the meeting was just held last week and so we didn’t have time to put this in the briefing book mail outs.

The SSC did not go through all of the individual options and sub-options, because they only received the amendment -- I wrote a few days in advance and I was corrected by one of the SSC members and they only received it on the day when they were expected to make recommendations and so they felt they needed time to review the materials.

They’ve asked to be able to reconvene to review the reef fish amendment perhaps as an add-on to a conference call for the SSC that I believe is being scheduled in conjunction with mackerel and so perhaps they may have some more specific recommendations before the council takes final action.

That being said, the SSC decided to concentrate on the level of TAC to recommend and it was pointed out to them that the analysis indicates that for the three levels of TAC that are being considered in this, status quo, seven million pounds, and five million pounds, we do have a short-term goal of ending overfishing by the year 2009 or 2010 and the status quo, 9.12 million pound TAC, will not --

Of the three TACs that are under consideration, status quo of 9.12 million pounds, seven million pounds, and five million pounds, the analysis that we’ve received so far indicates that the 9.12 million pound TAC will not stop overfishing by the target time that’s set in the amendment, which is to end it by the year 2009 or 2010.

I believe it will eventually drop the fishing mortality rate below overfishing, but that comes a few years further down the road.

A seven million pound TAC is projected to end overfishing I believe in the year 2009, which is within the target date, and a five million pound TAC is projected to end overfishing immediately.

The SSC recommended unanimously that the TAC for red snapper be set at no higher than seven million pounds, because that’s the highest TAC that will end overfishing within the time frame that we’re looking at.

They also considered another motion that would set it at seven million pounds and no lower in order to minimize the socioeconomic disruptions.  However, that motion failed by a vote of three to five.  It was pointed out -- Libby Fetherston from the Ocean Conservancy was invited to make a comment and she did point out that the linked scenario under which these rebuilding scenarios are predicated assumes that bycatch reduction will be achieved not only in shrimp trawl, but also in the directed fishery and the closed season fishery.

As Roy Crabtree has been pointing out for the last half hour or so, we may not be able to achieve the necessary reductions in all of the bycatch fisheries and so if we fail to achieve it, then a seven million pound TAC may be a little optimistic. 

As a result, the SSC decided not to go with the recommendation to set it at seven million pounds and no lower and so their recommendation was no higher than seven million pounds.  That is the only recommendation that the SSC had with respect to this amendment.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Any questions for Steven?  Hearing none, we’ll go to Stu Kennedy, who will give the AP report.
MR. STU KENNEDY:  The AP initially discussed the Action Item 1. They went through all the action items anyway, but in Action Item 1, they began a discussion of bag and season closures under Alternative 2, the seven million pounds, but could come to no conclusions about what they wanted to do and eventually wound up discussing the Action Item 2, which was the reduction in effort, and decided just to move on to that action item and made no recommendations about Alternative 1.

In Alternative 2, they all agreed that effort has been reduced and you heard this yesterday when we were talking about the stock assessments under SEDAR-9 and SEDAR-10 and that some form of reduction should be applied to the Action 1 alternatives before they’re finalized.  

They didn’t come to consensus on whether that should be 25 percent or not, but they felt that there needed to be some kind of a reduction and in Action 3, a motion passed four to two with one abstention to recommend Alternative 1, no action.
Essentially, they felt that both captain and crew bag limit restrictions and bag limit restrictions on commercial fisheries should be the same across the entire reef fish fishery and they discussed that for a little while and decided that they weren’t going to agree to a captain and crew retention or removing the captain and crew retention until there was some similarity across the various fisheries.

On Action 5, they passed a motion six to one to recommend non-stainless circle hooks and venting tools and that was a fairly no-brainer.  They did that very quickly.  

They had some discussion about specifying hook size, but I think you all have a handout that came yesterday on the dimensions of various hook sizes from various manufacturers and that they were so across the board as to what a size needed to be or what the various manufacturers call a particular size hook that they felt no regulations could be put in place that would actually specify the hook size.  

It would be so confusing that there would be no way to actually enforce it and in addition, those fishermen in the reef fish fishery needed different sized hooks to fish for different species and therefore, you couldn’t control it.

Then in the last group of them, Action Items 6 and 7, they were told that the analyses were incomplete in the document that they had before them at the time and they asked that when the final analyses are done, which I think is somewhere the first week of October, that they be given that document and be allowed to have a conference call to discuss those last two items.  That concludes the report.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Thank you, Stu.  What would be the next thing, Rick?  Should we go straight to the management alternatives?

MR. KENNEDY:  Bobbi has a question.

MS. WALKER:  Stu, was the recreational season versus the bag limit discussed?  Did they tell you which was more important to them, the season or the bag limit?

MR. KENNEDY:  I can only give you my impression, because they never came to a conclusion about that.  They discussed the bag and season closures under the Alternative 2, which is seven million pounds.  I think most people felt they were going to have to reduce it some and therefore, seven was the one on the board and they didn’t want to go to five.

I think the general impression I got was that they were willing to reduce the bag limit some, at least those members that were there.  There wasn’t a quorum from the panel and so of those people that were there, I think there was some discussion that they might be willing to reduce the bag limit in order to gain season, but which one and how and all that, it got to the point where they really wanted to see the analyses done with the 25 percent or some reduction first and then see what kind of bag and season they might recommend.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Are there other questions for Stu?  Hearing none, we’ll then move to our management alternatives.  Let me just tell you that Robin has arranged it so that we can have an hour -- Well, we’ll get a half-hour.  We’ll work until noon today and then we’ll break from noon to one and we’ll come back at one and we can have one o’clock to two o’clock and so that will give us a little extra time.  Let’s go ahead and get started and see if we can work our way through this, Rick.

DR. LEARD:  The management alternatives begin on page 21 of the document with Action 1 and I would also point out that you have a handout, a handout Tab D, that what we tried to do is just take the alternatives and just lay them out so that you wouldn’t have to necessarily be flipping back and forth to different pages, but you’re welcome to do that.

I’m just going to, unless other persons have other requests, to just go through these alternatives and you can make your decisions on them.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Would it be appropriate on Action 1 to make our choices between Alternative 1, 2, and 3 and then choose the sub-alternatives after we -- We should do that first, shouldn’t we or should we go through everything in here?

MS. MORRIS:  Let’s choose TAC and then do the sub-options separately.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  I think that would certainly make it go faster.  Is that all right with you, Rick?

DR. LEARD:  Yes.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Our choices for Alternative 1, 2, and 3 are TAC differences, right?

DR. LEARD:   That’s correct.  Alternative 1 is the status quo TAC, 9.12 million pounds.  Alternative 2 would be a seven million pound TAC with the commercial allocation at 3.57 million pounds and the recreational quota at 3.43 million pounds.  Alternative 3 would be a five million pound TAC with a 2.55 million pound commercial quota and the recreational quota would be 2.45 million pounds.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Before we start with any motions, we are meeting as a committee of the whole, are we not?  It’s a joint committee meeting and so the members that are present are myself, Dr. Crabtree, Julie Morris, Bobbi Walker, Corky is not here, Karen Foote is here, Joe Hendrix, and Bob Shipp.  

Those are the seven members of the joint committee and Stevens Heath is here for Vernon Minton.  We’ve got eight of us here.  I guess I need that for purposes of counting it.   The floor is open then for a motion as far as Alternative 1, 2, or 3 in setting TAC.  No preferred alternative?  Surely somebody has a -- Let’s get it off dead center.  Somebody move either 2 or 3.

MS. MORRIS:  Setting TAC at five million pounds would be painful, but would end overfishing immediately.  Setting TAC at seven million pounds is what my sense is that most people were comfortable with before this meeting and in the discussion about de-linking, Dr. Crabtree was talking about a six million pound TAC, which is not one of the alternatives in the document.
It seemed like the NOAA internal discussions, and you should comment on this, Dr. Crabtree, were that something around six combined with these other measures of assuming a 50 percent shrimp bycatch reduction and transitioning to a constant F from constant F that six million pounds would be a good starting point for that.

In my heart, I would like to move Alternative 3 as the preferred alternative.  I don’t think that that would get majority support and I would like to hear Dr. Crabtree’s comment about six million pounds again.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Roy, you did make some comment about six million.  Would you care to elaborate?

DR. CRABTREE:  Seven million pounds has been sort of the ceiling that we’ve talked about, but for seven million pounds, the assumptions this is predicated on are that we will get 74 percent reductions in F across all of the discard fisheries, including the closed season discards.
I think when you look through the document, we don’t really have measures in here that are likely to be able to achieve that and so you’re not likely to get those levels of discards across all of these other fisheries.

Going to a TAC that’s more conservative than that would effectively provide a buffer of some sort to provide for your not being able to achieve some of those and so if you did go to six million pounds, you could think of that extra million pounds there as kind of a set-aside of fishing mortality to compensate for the fact that you may not be able to achieve the reductions you’re supposed to get in some of these other fisheries.

If you went to five million pounds, then you would have a higher likelihood of success and in essence, you’re talking about how much risk are you willing to take that we’re going to come back here in 2009 and once again still be overfishing and not be where we need to be and be faced with having to look at more cuts and more tightening?

Do you want to go ahead and make the deep cuts now?  If you do, then the likelihood of your succeeding a few years from now is higher than if you make the minimal level of cut.

MS. MORRIS:  I don’t see an Alternative Two-and-a-Half for a six million pound TAC in the document.  I’m going to move Alternative 3, a five million pound TAC.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  We have a motion for a five million pound TAC.  Is there a second for that motion?

DR. CRABTREE:  Second.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Second by Dr. Crabtree.  It’s open for discussion.  The consequences of it, you can see under the Options A, B, and C, see what your alternatives are there.  The maximum, you can expect a 107-day season and that’s with a sixteen-inch minimum size limit.  Discussion?

MR. RIECHERS:  I’m not on your committee, but I want to go back to the point you just made in regards to setting the TAC at the current level assuming that we would get a -- The previous projections basically said that if we had a seven million pound TAC that we could get back on our rebuilding trajectory around 2012, if I’m remembering the figure correctly.

Of course, that assumed a 76 percent linked function.  If we go to a slightly less TAC or even that same TAC, what it means is we would get back to our rebuilding trajectory maybe instead of in 2012, in 2014 or 2015 if you used a seven million pound TAC, with the thought also that we’re following this amendment up.

I don’t think this is what we’ve been saying all along, is that this isn’t our actions in total in regards to the last stock assessment.  There’s a Shrimp Amendment 15 that was following this one up that we pulled out of here, but it was also going to take some actions to help cap the shrimping effort, as we’ve talked about in the past, and possibly do some other things there.

We might look at other ways to reduce bycatch in the shrimp trawl fishery as well as possibly even in the directed fishery and so I think we need to keep in mind we do have some amendments following this one up that would be -- We can’t count on them totally, because we don’t know what they’re going to be, but we are setting the stage for those other amendments that we’ve talked about following this one up.

DR. LEARD:  I would just quickly point out on page 25.  It looks like under -- You can see the different scenarios there and I think this was with the linked scenarios, but in keeping with the rebuilding plan, which I think calls for ending overfishing by 2012, both the five and the seven million pound TACs would do that.

The seven million pound TAC would end it it looks like between somewhere around 2008 and 2010 or 2011.  Of course, five million pounds would end it immediately.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Is there further discussion?  Hearing no discussion, are you ready to vote?  The motion is to recommend to the council to accept Alternative 3, a TAC of five million pounds.  It didn’t include the -- Did it include the two fish bag limit?  Take out that last part.  Take out the “and two fish bag.”
MR. ATRAN:  If you read the alternative that’s in the amendment, it does include the two fish bag limit, because there were no scenarios that could achieve that TAC on the recreational side with anything larger than a two fish bag limit.

There are some scenarios that would allow a one fish bag limit, but that wasn’t put in the amendment, because it wasn’t considered to be an acceptable alternative within the range of what the council would be willing to consider.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Do you want to keep that in then, Julie, keep the two fish bag in?

MS. MORRIS:  I would like to talk about that separately.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  We’re just voting on the five million versus seven versus nine.  All in favor of the motion signify by saying aye; opposed.  We need a show of hands.  All in favor raise your right hand; opposed.  The motion fails.  The floor is open for other motions.

DR. SHIPP:  I’ll move Alternative 2, a seven million pound TAC.  If I can get a second, I would like to have some discussion.

MS. WALKER:  Second.

DR. SHIPP:  First of all, sometimes I feel snookered here.  What happened to our 25 percent effort reduction request?  Am I missing something here?

DR. LEARD:  That’s Action 2.

DR. SHIPP:  I’m simply confused with all the handouts.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  It’s page 37, Bob.  

DR. SHIPP:  We’re coming to that in page 37?  

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Would you prefer to do that first?

DR. SHIPP:  I would prefer to do that first, yes.  Let me just scroll down to 37 and then I’ll get back with you.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  We’re going to allow Dr. Shipp to get down to page 37.  It would seem appropriate at this point to remind us that if we are going to do something like this that Dr. Crabtree felt at our last meeting that he would probably have to close the fishery when the projected recreational TAC was captured if we chose this alternative, because we don’t have a strong basis for any of this.

DR. SHIPP:  I ask the chair for some direction here.  Is it appropriate to make a motion for Alternative 2 with sub-option -- Action 2, Alternative 2 as part of that motion?
VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  I think that would be all right or since it’s your motion you can modify it.

DR. SHIPP:  That’s what I would like to do, is move for a TAC of seven million pounds with Sub-Option A, B, and C, Action 2, Alternative 2.
VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Bobbi Walker seconded and she agrees.  It’s just to go to page 37 and it adds on Action 2, Alternative 2.  Bob, do you want to explain the basis for this?

DR. SHIPP:  I think this is the realistic way to go.  At the last council meeting, we all discussed the changes in the fishery due to a number of factors, the hurricane, reduced effort, reduced infrastructure, gasoline costs, all the rest of it, and to proceed assuming that we had a 2004 situation would seem to me to be very unrealistic.

I also feel like with all these major, major changes that are occurring regarding possible bycatch projections that probably it will be 2009 before we get a solid idea of what’s really going on in this fishery and so I think for the short term, certainly for the next couple of years, we can live with the reality that reduction in effort is there.

If Roy has to close the fishery, I think most of us are able and willing to take that risk, because I don’t think it’s going to occur.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Dr. Crabtree, do you still feel the same, I presume, that the law would require you to close the fishery if the TAC is captured or maybe I might ask Mike that question.
MR. MCLEMORE:  That’s explicit in the statute.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  We haven’t really gotten around it, but we’ve set seasons and bag limits and size limits such that we could meet the recreational allocation and that hasn’t been done.

DR. CRABTREE:  I think implicit in this motion is that we will go back to in-season monitoring of the recreational quota and close the fishery down.  Let me suggest that we have the MRFSS data for 2006 through Wave 3 and I think staff could put that up on the screen if we want to look at it.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Yes, we would like to look at it.  Do you have it over there?  Andy has got it and Andy is going to help you.  I guess you’re going to do something on this, Andy?

MR. STRELCHECK:  I won’t go through a formal presentation, but I’ll be available if you have questions about the slides.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Are those estimates in here somewhere?

MR. STRELCHECK:  We have through Wave 2 in the document, but keep in mind that only includes ten days worth of a fishing season.  We just got Wave 3 estimates as of last week sometime.  I won’t go through the alternatives.
These are landings in numbers of fish from the MRFSS database and so keep in mind it’s only Florida to Louisiana and it doesn’t include Texas or the headboat survey.  This is Waves 1 through 3 for the last five years.  The red line is the average landings in numbers during that time period.

It’s slightly over in terms of average numbers during the first three waves.  This is the same information, but converted to pounds based on MRFSS estimates of average weight of fish.  Once again, the average line is in red.  Here, we’re actually below average landings slightly over that five-year time period and that’s largely because average weight is estimated to be lower in 2006 than it has been in the past few years.

Here’s the estimated trips and for private rental, I didn’t break it out by EEZ versus state waters, but there’s a declining trend in trips for 2004 through 2006.  

For charter, and this is all areas, there’s an increasing trend during that same time period and this is EEZ only.  Based on what we have for 2006, we’re estimating that trips are up relative to the same period in 2004 and 2005.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Dr. Shipp, do you want to follow up?  The 25 percent sure wasn’t evident in what he just showed us?

DR. SHIPP:  I’m sorry.  It’s like all these estimates.  I’m out there and I see it and it’s just not real.  It’s just simply not real.  We continue to rely on MRFSS data and we all know the flaws.  The NRC has pointed that out, but we’re forced to live with it.

MS. WALKER:  Do we have the estimates from the states on recreational licenses?  I tend to agree with the NRC that MRFSS is not an appropriate data system for us to use for the recreational sector.  Dr. Crabtree, has the agency requested any information from the states?

I remember that the state of Alabama was down and I also recall that Corky told us there were only ten charterboats, I think, operating in Mississippi and do we have anything other than the MRFSS data to hang our hat on on what the reduction is?

DR. CRABTREE:  That’s the problem.  I don’t think we do have anything to hang our hat on.  We have various estimates of drops in license sales and those types of things.  There’s no question -- Mississippi, for example, was way down.  There were waves where trips were zero in Mississippi, but remember Mississippi is only about 3 percent of the recreational landings.

Louisiana was down and there’s no question the components of the fishery down there, but Louisiana was only about 6 percent of it.  Florida this year has not really been down and I’ve talked to a number of charterboat fishermen up in the Panhandle and they’re fishing hard and catching a lot of fish.

There are all sorts of estimates and ways you can look at these things, Bobbi, but there’s really not something that you can hang your hat on.  My real concern with this is that we’re heading back to where we were six years ago and I think probably the smartest and the best thing the council has done with red snapper is when we put a fixed recreational season in place and stopped doing in-season quota monitoring.
My fear is that this is going to force us back into doing that.  I would like to offer a substitute motion, if I could.  I would like to move that we add a new alternative which would establish a six million pound TAC for red snapper.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  We have a motion.  Do we have a second?  Julie Morris seconds the motion.  We have a motion for a six million pound TAC.

DR. CRABTREE:  I would be adding that as the preferred as well as a new alternative and it would be the preferred.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  It’s a new alternative and preferred.  Does anybody want to talk about this?

MS. MORRIS:  How would adding a new alternative at this point affect our timeline for public hearings on the draft amendment?

DR. LEARD:  Probably Andy could answer that better than I, but I think he’s pretty much got all of that information together.  It would change the numbers and we would have to recalculate some of this, but I’m not so sure -- I think it could be done, unless Andy thinks differently.

MR. STRELCHECK:  I have all the analyses available and if the council supports this motion, I could have management alternatives ready for after lunch if you want to go down that path.

DR. CRABTREE:  I think we need to all recognize that realistically we’re going to have to have a discussion about an interim rule.  If our goal is going to be to have some things in place by January, there’s no other way to get that done at this point.

Depending on how this plays out, we may be in a real crush to have regulations in place by April 21st and so we probably need to talk about that at some point during this meeting.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  We approved something in the red snapper IFQ to delay the start of the red snapper season for the commercial fishery, right?

DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, we did and that’s in there, but then if we’re going to make adjustments to the size limit and want those in place by the time the fishery reopens, that would need to be done and, of course, whatever we do on the recreational side would have to be done by April 21st and the timeline gets awfully tight when we come in in November and take final action on it.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Is that your motion, Dr. Crabtree?

DR. CRABTREE:  Yes.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Is there further discussion on the six million pound TAC alternative as a preferred alternative?  Are you ready to vote?  All in favor of the substitute motion to recommend to the council to add a new alternative to set TAC at six million pounds and make it the preferred alternative raise your right hand; all opposed.  The motion fails on a tie vote.

That takes us back to Dr. Shipp’s motion to approve in Action 1, Alternative 2, a TAC of seven million pounds, and Action 2, Alternative 2, assume a 25 percent reduction in post-hurricane effort for Action 1 alternatives.
DR. SHIPP:  Roy, in view of the data that they presented, I would accept an amendment to my motion to delete all those references to the 25 percent reduction and if my seconder will agree, I’ll give the reasons why.

MS. WALKER:  I agree.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  The motion is back to simply then -- It’s Action 1, Alternative 2, a TAC of seven million pounds.

DR. SHIPP:  I think the charter industry would rather have the fixed season, as Dr. Crabtree mentioned.  In the meantime, we’ll just have to wait and see what the effort reductions indicate.  Again, as long as we’re constrained to operate under the MRFSS data, we’re just going to have to live with the law.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Is that your motion, Bob?  It’s just Action 1, Alternative 2, TAC equals seven million pounds.

MS. MORRIS:  Mike, what does the law say about our obligation to end overfishing in the fishery as soon as possible after we get the new SEDAR stock assessment?

MR. MCLEMORE:  The obligation of the statute and the guidelines is to end overfishing and rebuild the stock as soon as possible.  You’ve calculated that in the rebuilding plan and I think it actually ends in 2009 and not 2012.

The point is you appear to be off track from what the rebuilding plan set and the new assessment indicates some revisions are necessary and so given your current parameters -- You need to stay with the plan and so you need to get back on track with the plan that’s in place until it’s changed.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Further discussion on this motion?  Are you ready to vote?  All in favor of this motion please raise your right hand; all opposed.  The motion carries.  Now we need to choose sub-alternatives or we can choose sub-alternatives within that and I think we should.  We’ve got Options A and B and then sub-options within that.  Rick, do you want to go through those real quick?

DR. LEARD:  Actually, what we did was we stratified these based on bag limits and size limits and so Option A would maintain the four fish bag limit and a sixteen-inch minimum size limit and then the sub-options there --

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Hold on just a second, Rick.  Do you want to do the sub-options too or do you want to just do the three options A, B, and C and then choose sub-options or do you want to do the whole thing?  Do the whole thing, okay.

DR. LEARD:  The sub-options there for seasons under that four fish bag limit and sixteen-inch minimum size limit would be a May 15th to September 30th, which would be 138 days; a Gulf-wide with weekend openings for the recreational fishing season from May the 15th to August the 31st, which would give eight weekends after the August 31st time; a Sub-Option 3 for Texas weekend openings and the EEZ off Texas, the recreational fishing season would be May 15th to August the 31st, plus eight weekend openings after August 31st and for the rest of the EEZ, it would be May 15th to September the 30th for the recreational season, but there would be no weekend openings afterward; Sub-Option 4 would be on the split between the east and the west at the Mississippi River to where west of the Mississippi River the time would be May the 15th to August 31st with eight weekend openings after August 31st and then the east of the Mississippi River would be May 15th to September 30th with no weekend opening afterwards.

Option B would include a three fish bag limit and the sub-options there would be under a sixteen-inch minimum size limit.  The season would be May 15th to October the 15th with a recreational season of 153 days. 
Sub-Option 2 would carry a fifteen-inch minimum size limit and a June 1st to October 15th recreational season and Option C was for a two fish bag limit and with the sub-options of going with a fifteen-inch minimum size limit and a May 15th to October 15th recreational season for 153 days; a thirteen-inch minimum size limit and a May 15th to September 15th recreational fishing season.

Then Sub-Option 3 would be a fifteen-inch minimum size limit and Gulf-wide weekend openings for the recreational season being May the 15th to August the 31st, plus twelve weekend openings after August 31st.

Sub-Option 4 would be a fifteen-inch minimum size limit and Texas weekend openings in the EEZ from May 15th to August the 31st for the recreational season, plus twelve weekends after August the 31st and the rest of the EEZ would be May the 15th to October the 15th with no weekend openings afterwards.

Sub-Option 5 would give you a fifteen-inch minimum size limit and the western Gulf, with weekend openings, would have a May 15th to August 31st recreational season, plus twelve weekend openings afterwards and then east of the Mississippi River, the season would be May 15th to October the 15th and the recreational fishing season would not have any weekend openings.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Questions for Rick?

MS. WALKER:  Rick, what was the projected season for a sixteen-inch size on a two fish bag limit?
DR. LEARD:  It’s page 236 in the appendix.  Table 4A assumes a sixteen-inch minimum size limit and you can go across the table there and at varying bag limits.  What did you say, Bobbi, a two fish bag limit?
MS. WALKER:  If I’m reading that correctly, that would be a May 1st through October 31st season with a two fish bag?

DR. LEARD:  That’s correct.

MS. MORRIS:  I’m reading the discussion for this part of the amendment and the only alternative that is guaranteed to reduce discards in the recreational harvest is Sub-Option ii of C, which is the two fish bag limit and the thirteen-inch size limit.  All the others are rated as either increasing or decreasing discard mortality compared to the status quo.

I would like to move Option C Sub-Option ii, which would be a two fish bag limit with a thirteen-inch minimum size, a May 15th to September 15th season of 124 fishing days.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  We have a motion by Julie Morris for Option C, Sub-Option ii.  Do we have a second?  Hearing no second, the motion is out of order.  The floor is open for other motions.

MS. WALKER:  We’ve got to go with something.  I know that season is going to be most important to the recreational sector.  I don’t know that a one fish bag limit would be acceptable.

DR. LEARD:  I was just going to suggest that Steve pointed out there’s a better table that can give you your options on page 244 and that’s Table 6.  It shows all the different bag limits at both a sixteen, fifteen, fourteen, and thirteen-inch minimum size limit, your seasons, and the days open.  You’ve got a larger smorgasbord there.

MS. WALKER:  Wait a minute then.  If I’m looking at that correctly, under a two fish bag limit, we could maintain the April 21st through October 31st and is that correct?

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  What size limit?

MS. WALKER:  Sixteen.  No, that’s fourteen.

DR. LEARD:  You can get a sixteen and one fish and maintain your current season.

MS. WALKER:  I would move that our preferred alternative be a two fish bag limit at sixteen inches with -- Now I’m confused.  On page 240, we’ve got percent changes in harvest resulting from a sixteen-inch minimum size limit.
VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  It’s easier to work from 244, isn’t it, or you just think they don’t coincide?

MS. WALKER:  It doesn’t appear they do.  Help me, Rick.  What does page 240 -- What kind of a season is available with a sixteen-inch size limit based on page 240 as opposed to 244?

DR. LEARD:  Maybe Steve can explain it.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  I think you can go through and look at the alternatives in Table 6 on page 244 and you can see what the reduction associated with that is in Table 5A, I believe.

MR. STRELCHECK:  The estimates on page 244 are consistent with, I believe, the table on page 236.  The table on page 240 is based on a slightly different set of assumptions regarding release mortality, which are expected to under estimate the contribution of release mortality.  It’s more representative to look at page 236 and those should be equivalent to what’s in the table on page 244.

MS. WALKER:  What you’re saying is an underestimate of release mortality on the recreational side is based on this MRFSS estimates?

MR. STRELCHECK:  You can run the bag, size, closed season analyses assuming no release mortality or some level of release mortality and the table on page 236 assumes the rates of release mortality that were used in the SEDAR assessment.
The tables on page 240 assume that release mortality isn’t occurring and so it’s an unrealistic assumption that was presented for the purpose of providing the council with the range of estimates.

MR. ATRAN:  I think the table on page 236 is talking about percent reductions of various combinations and I believe the specific seasons are the ones that would give the maximum days open for a particular reduction.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  I think it’s easier to work off page 244.
MR. ATRAN:  Page 244 contains a number of alternative sets of open seasons that Andy had worked out and all of these achieve the necessary reduction, in this case a 23 percent reduction.  It’s just a difference of whether you want to season to open earlier and close earlier or open later and close later.
DR. LEARD:  I would also point out, as Andy has several times previously, is that the more days that you have earlier in the season, the catch rates are higher and so you’re going to have a shorter number of days to fish as opposed to later in the season.  That’s pretty much a general consensus of the data that you see here.

MS. WALKER:  Rick, help me make sure I’m understanding what I’m doing.  The open season could be May 1st through October 31st with the sixteen inches if we eliminated captain and crew bag limits. Is that correct?

DR. LEARD:  I believe that’s about right, based on the percent reduction that you get from reducing the captain and crew.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Where are you getting that now?

MS. WALKER:  Page 236.  Captain and crew was, I think, a 2 percent reduction and we’re looking at a 23 percent reduction and so by going to a two fish bag, we would have a 22 percent reduction, plus another 2 would give us the 24 percent and is that right, Rick?

DR. LEARD:  Yes, it’s approximately 2 percent, but I think in the number of days -- Again, this is Andy’s calculation, but depending on how you do it, you’re going to get an additional maybe three to seven days, depending on whether the days are on the front-end of the season or the tail-end of the season.  

You’ll get more days as opposed to less.  Whatever those numbers are, you pretty much, by eliminating the captain and crew, if I’m reading this right, then you could add approximately three to seven days.

MS. WALKER:  My motion would be to have the open season May 1st through October 31st with a two fish bag limit and a sixteen-inch size limit.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Bob Shipp seconds that motion.  Is that your motion, Bobbi?  It’s May 1 through October 31st with a two fish bag limit and a sixteen-inch minimum size limit.  Does this depend on captain and crew?  

MS. WALKER:  I assume we’re going to take that up under the next one.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  We have a motion and a second.  Is there discussion on the motion?
DR. CRABTREE:  I don’t have strong preferences on the season or that kind of thing.  I am a little concerned about the sixteen-inch size limit, although I’m not sure we would go down all the way to thirteen inches.

I wonder if some discussion about possibly fifteen inches or something along these lines -- We do have issues with discards and we all know that and we’ve heard I don’t know how much public testimony about people throwing dead fish over the side and the waste, especially up in Panama City and in the Panhandle of Florida, at least.

We’ve heard all the concerns and I guess even in Alabama about dolphin feeding on these fish and all.  We’ve been hearing all these things for years and then the other issue that I guess we’re going to come to shortly is this potential disparity we’re going to have between the recreational and the commercial size limit if we eliminate or reduce the commercial size limit.

I just wonder if we wouldn’t be better off here to try to bring the recreational size limit down to fifteen or maybe fourteen inches and see if we can’t make some progress down the path of reducing discards and addressing some of these potential problems.

It seems like we’re maintaining the sixteen inches just to buy a little bit of extra time on the season, but my worry is that’s going to come back to bite us, because we’re going to come back in a couple of years and still be faced with all these discard issues and we haven’t gotten where we need to be and then we’re going to end up losing a lot.  I don’t know, but I would encourage some more discussion about some reductions in that size limit.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  I suggest -- We’ve reached the time that I said we were going to break for lunch.  We’ve got one more hour after lunch and why don’t we leave this motion on the floor and talk about it and see if we might come up with something different that might meet Dr. Crabtree’s objections and come back in exactly one hour and we’ll have one more hour after that.  Is that all right with everybody?  Then we’re in recess until one o’clock.

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed at 12:05 o’clock p.m., August 15, 2006.)

- - -

TUESDAY AFTERNOON SESSION

- - -

The Joint Reef Fish/Shrimp Management Committee of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council reconvened in Salons I and II of the Baton Rouge Marriott, Baton Rouge, Louisiana, Tuesday afternoon, August 15, 2006, and was called to order at 1:05 o’clock p.m. by Vice Chairman Roy Williams.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  We’ll come back to order.  This is Bobbi Walker’s motion.  When we recessed for lunch, we had a motion on the floor.  The motion on the floor was to recommend to the council to make Action 1, Alternative 2, Option C, a two fish bag limit, and new Sub-Alternative vi, open the season May 1 through October 31, with a sixteen-inch minimum size limit.  Does anybody want to speak to this motion?
We heard a lot of talk at lunchtime that that sixteen is kind of high and that we’re going to really have a continuous discard problem with that.  Does anybody want to make any --

MS. WALKER:  It seems to me if we’re not going to consider any reduction in effort due to the storms and the gas prices -- The gas prices are $3.00 a gallon now and recreational fishermen, it’s just not worth it now for them to go out at $3.00 a gallon for four fish and we’re going to go to two fish.

I don’t think gas prices are going to come down anytime soon and we’re not taking into consideration that there’s going to be any reduction in effort and I just think that when you go to a two fish bag limit -- All those folks that are limiting out and catching the four fish and the others that are catching no fish -- They’re going to be catching two fish and so it’s going to come down.

We’re not going to have the discards that we have now.  I know at our marinas right now that Monday through Friday those charterboats and private boats are not running.  I think Dr. Shipp can tell you about two trips that he went out on off of Alabama, which is where most of the red snapper are caught.
He went out during the week this year and he saw no boats out there.  Any other time, I think he’ll tell you that they have to run from boats to keep them from finding out where their spots are.  I just think that it’s just an overkill to go to a fifteen-inch size limit.  We’re going to shorten the season and it’s not going to be necessary. 

MS. MORRIS:  I’m going to make a substitute motion and the substitute motion would be to have a fourteen-inch size limit, a two fish bag limit, and a season that’s May 15th to September 30th, which is 138 days.  If I can get a second, I want to direct your attention to a table on page 235.

MS. FOOTE:  Second.
VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  That was seconded by Karen.

MS. MORRIS:  If you look on the table on page 235, there’s three tables and I’m talking about Table 1.  It’s an estimate of the percent change in snapper harvested, discarded, discarded dead, and killed at the various minimum size limits.

If you go down to the dead discard row and you scroll across to fourteen inches, with a fourteen-inch size limit we get an 11 percent decrease in dead discards.  With a sixteen-inch size limit, we get no decrease in dead discards.

I think dead discards are something we really need to take action to reduce in this amendment and so that’s the reason for the fourteen-inch size.  I think it’s far preferable to sixteen inches and it makes sense to do a smaller recreational size limit if we’re thinking of a lower commercial size limit, which I definitely am.

Bringing the fourteen-inch closer to what I’ll be advocating for the commercial, which is thirteen inches, gets us a good reduction in discard mortality in the recreational sector.

Then if you turn to page 242, you get the percent reductions in harvest resulting from the fourteen-inch minimum size with various bag limits and closed seasons and so we have to get down to a season that’s at least twenty-three days shorter, because that’s where the shading starts, in the two fish bag limit.  Correct me if I’m wrong in my understanding here.

We would have a season that’s twenty-three days shorter than now, I think, and I’m not sure.  Maybe I haven’t done the math right, but that’s my rationale for this being our preferred alternative.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Julie, did you say a season that went through September 30th or September 15th?

MS. MORRIS:  I’m looking at Table 6 on page 244 and it shows a two fish bag limit, a fourteen-inch fish, May 15th through September 30th, 138 days.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  We have a substitute motion and a second.  Is there discussion on the motion?   Hearing no discussion, are we ready to vote on it?  The substitute motion is to have a fourteen-inch size limit, a two fish bag limit, with a season of May 15th to September 30th, a 138 day season.  All in favor signify by raising your right hand, five in favor; all opposed.  The motion carries five to three.

Let me get back to where we started.  There’s nothing else to do under Action 1.  We’re done with Action 1 and Action 2, we’ve already rejected and so there’s nothing to do there.

MS. MORRIS:  Don’t we have to pick --

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Probably as a formality.  Let’s go ahead and do that with Action -- We indirectly rejected it, but let’s go ahead and vote on Action 2.  The chair is open for a motion.

MS. MORRIS:  I move that we indicate Alternative 1 as the preferred alternative in Action 2.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Motion by Julie Morris and second by Dr. Crabtree.  Discussion?  Hearing no discussion, all in favor raise your right hand, four in favor; opposed.  The motion fails on a tie vote.  

Does anybody care to make an alternative motion?  It seems futile to me.  It’s just going to be a four-to-four vote.  Let’s move on then.  We have no preferred alternative on that at this time.

DR. LEARD:  Just to comment then, Action 2 would stay in the document for the public hearings and then when you take final action, depending on which way you go with Action 1 or Action 2, the other one would go to considered but rejected.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  The next action is on page 41.  It’s for-hire captain and crew bag limit.  Does anybody want to make a motion on captain and crew?  Surely somebody wants to make a motion.  It’s either choose one or the other.  We’re either going to get rid of it or we’re going to keep it.  

MS. MORRIS:  In the spirit of reducing harvest and grabbing all the straws we can, I would move that our preferred alternative be Alternative 2 for Action 3.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  There’s a motion for Alternative 2, the red snapper bag limit for captain and crew on for-hire vessels is zero.  Is there a second?  Second by Dr. Crabtree.  I recall the AP said if we’re going to do this then we need to do it across all of our reef fish fisheries.  We already do it in red grouper, right?  Now we would be doing it in red snapper.

DR. CRABTREE:  We do it for all grouper.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Discussion?  All in favor of the motion signify by saying aye; opposed.  The motion carries.  The next item is Action 4 on page 42, modify the commercial minimum size limit to reduce bycatch in the directed red snapper fishery.  Rick, do you want to do these alternatives real quick?
DR. LEARD:  Very quickly, Mr. Chairman.  The three alternatives there are no action, maintain the existing fifteen-inch minimum size limit; reduce that minimum size limit to thirteen-inches, Alternative 2; or eliminate the commercial minimum size limit altogether.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  The floor is open for a motion.

MR. JOE HENDRIX:  I would move that we select as the preferred to reduce the minimum size limit to thirteen inches.
VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Motion by Joe Hendrix for Alternative 2, reduce the commercial minimum size limit to thirteen inches.  Second by Julie Morris.  Is there discussion?  Hearing no discussion, is there --

MS. MORRIS:  Just for the record, the discussion in the document is very clear that at thirteen inches we get a significant benefit in terms of reducing discard mortality in the commercial sector without dropping below that in which we might drop below yield per recruit maximization.

DR. SHIPP:  We need to talk about this some, because this is a very, very contentious issue about which we’re going to hear an awful lot tomorrow.  I know that Andy has got some data on hook size and possible selectivity based on hook size.  Is it appropriate to ask for that or, Andy, what were your plans on presenting that?

MR. STRELCHECK:  Action 5 addressed bycatch reduction alternatives and so it would be more appropriate for that action.

MS. WALKER:  I want to ask a question.  Release mortality used to be 30 percent on the commercial sector.  Do we know why it has increased from 30 to 80 percent now?

DR. CRABTREE:  The assumption used in the last assessment I think was 33 percent.  It’s higher now and that’s based on a number of observer studies that were done during the five years between the two studies. 

That doesn’t mean the mortality rate has gone up.  It may have always been as high as we think it is, but I think the difference now is we’ve collected a lot of new information that indicated we were underestimating what the release mortality rate was in the commercial fishery.

MS. WALKER:  Do you remember what information we had that we based the 33 percent discard mortality on?  Was it not also observer studies?

DR. CRABTREE:  That I don’t know.

MR. ATRAN:  The 1995 red snapper stock assessment, which was written by Phil Goodyear, had an overview of a number of studies, mostly cage studies.  Fish were caught and put in cages and returned to depth to see whether or not they would survive after a certain amount of time.

I believe there were about five or six studies that Phil Goodyear cited and they ran the gamut from very high survival if the fish were near the surface to almost no survival for very deep depths, but overall, the average seemed to be around 33 percent and so that was the rationale for using that as the release mortality.

MS. WALKER:  There were no observer studies based on that, is that what you’re saying?

MR. ATRAN:  I don’t believe so.  I believe that was entirely based upon depth of capture and the scientific studies to observe survival of fish caught at various depths and incidentally, I believe even in the current assessment the release mortality is based upon similar studies to determine survival rates at various depths and then observer studies to determine what the average range of depths were for the commercial versus the recreational fisheries.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Further discussion?  Are you ready to vote?  All in favor of the motion to recommend to council for Action 4 to choose Alternative 2, reduce the size to thirteen inches for the commercial fishery as the preferred alternative, all in favor signify by raising your hand, five in favor; opposed, three in opposition.  The motion carries.
MS. WALKER:  I don’t know where it’s at, but we had an alternative in there that if we reduced the size limit on the commercial sector that we would form boundary lines.  Would it be appropriate now or at the council to make a motion to bring that out of considered but rejected?

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  I missed what you said.

MS. WALKER:  We used to have an alternative in the paper to establish boundary lines and at the last council meeting, I think it was the last one, we voted to move it to considered but rejected.  Would it be appropriate now to make a motion to have it pulled out of considered but rejected and put back in the document?

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  I would think so, yes.

MS. WALKER:  I would make that motion.  
VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Is that it on page 217, Bobbi?

MS. WALKER:  No, that’s not it.  Yes, it is.  It’s the last bullet there on page 217, under Directed Red Snapper Fishery 1.  I didn’t see the last bullet, apply commercial depth restrictions to all or select commercial gear types.  Mainly I’m concerned with moving just that bullet, but if the committee -- Just that bullet.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Is that your motion up there, Bobbi?  

MS. WALKER:  Yes.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Bob, you seconded that?

DR. SHIPP:  Yes.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Discussion?

DR. CRABTREE:  I would like to hear something about the rationale.

MS. WALKER:  Roy, I think we’re probably going to get a lot of testimony tomorrow about the user conflict that currently exists between the commercial and recreational sector and the differences in size limits, which is one inch.  Should the council choose a fourteen-inch recreational and a thirteen-inch commercial, we’re still going to have that user conflict.

DR. CRABTREE:  What is the user conflict is what I’m getting at?

MS. WALKER:  That they’re able to fish right beside a recreational angler and keep a fish an inch shorter and their season, prior to IFQs, opened on February 1.  Now, with IFQs, they can be out there fishing January 1 and I can tell you that there are areas in the Gulf that are loaded down with thirteen-inch fish and they’re in shallow water.

If you’re going to turn them loose on those thirteen-inch fish when the recreational sector opens May 1st, you won’t have to worry about recreational.  There won’t be any fish for them to catch.

DR. CRABTREE:  The problem with that, it seems to me, is that all the measures we’re taking are going to decrease the fishing mortality rates on red snapper and all the science we have indicates that the population will respond by growing and that includes reducing the commercial size limit.

By reducing the commercial size limit, all the science we have shows the stock recovers more quickly and so we’re reducing the overall exploitation rate from the commercial sector by doing this, which should lead to more fish in the water and higher catch rates for the commercial fishermen.

It’s hard for me to see how the size limit creates a -- I can understand the perception of some sort of a conflict here, but the fact is those fish that the commercial guys are discarding are already dying and by making them land them and count them against the quota, we’re lowering their overall exploitation rates, which will increase the recreational catch limits.

It’s hard for me to get beyond this just being a perceived conflict, because I just don’t see that the science supports that it’s occurring.  The fact is the recreational fishery should see more fish because of what we’re doing and not less.

MS. WALKER:  They tell us that they fish further offshore in deeper water.  My personal opinion is that the juvenile fish are going to be inshore.  Historically, we know they get twenty-five cents more a pound for a thirteen-inch fish.

The only thing that we’ve done to reduce their release mortality is lower the size limit to thirteen inches.  If we then encourage them to fish inshore, to target those thirteen inches, and they’re going to.  If they get more money for the fish, they’re going to.

What are we going to do with the fish twelve inches and less?  Will there by an 80 percent mortality on those fish because they’re fishing in shallower water and so have we really reduced?  You just said there’s going to be more fish out there and there will be, but they’ll be smaller fish.  Are we going to increase the numbers of fish that they’re killing that are less than thirteen inches and throwing back?

DR. CRABTREE:  The projections that we have actually indicate that the, and, Andy, help me if I say something that’s wrong, but that the numbers of dead discards come down over time because of the increased abundance of older fish.

As the fishing mortality rates go down, there will be a larger proportion of larger, older fish in the population and the proportion of the catch made up by undersized fish actually goes down.  It doesn’t increase and so it works the opposite direction.

That’s the whole point of reducing the fishing mortality rates, is to rebuild the stock.  That results in a recovery of the age distribution and size distribution of the stock and so the proportion of undersized fish that are caught becomes less and not more.

MS. WALKER:  That doesn’t make sense though, Roy.  If you have older fish in the stock -- The reason the stock recovers is they’re going to be producing more juvenile fish and so they should increase proportionately.

DR. CRABTREE:  Except remember that in this stock we have a very high steepness and basically the projections are all based on a fixed level of recruitment and so there’s not anymore recruitment that takes place.

Now, when shrimp trawl bycatch comes down, that increases the survival rate of these fish, but that happens in year 2007 when we’re based on and so recruitment is essentially fixed from there forward.  What you see are lower fishing mortality rates, which results in higher survivability and a larger proportion of older and larger fish in the population.

I can show you at a break if you want to see some of them, but we have somewhere the estimates of the projected discard numbers and they do come down somewhat.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  I’ve got some concerns along this line, but mine are a little bit different, I guess.  What I do worry about -- Right now, the eastern Gulf is mostly recreational.  I think they’re the biggest harvester by far in the eastern Gulf, eighty-some percent of the total harvest.

Most of the directed commercial fishery is in the western Gulf.  I do worry that under what we’ve set up with the new minimum size limits and IFQs that we might see commercial shift out of the western Gulf and into the eastern Gulf and we have been seeing a recovery in the eastern Gulf.

The fact is, as we’ve constrained harvest in the eastern Gulf, red snapper are being caught off of Tampa again and they’re being caught down to Fort Myers and they’re even showing up in Key West again and they hadn’t seen that in several decades.

There is recovery and I’ve got some fear that if we -- A lot of these fishermen are from Florida.  An awful lot of the commercial fishermen are from the Florida Panhandle area and if they start directing their harvest at home, staying home, it’s going to change -- The assessments have indicated there are two stocks, probably eastern Gulf and western Gulf.

There were a lot of indicators that indicated they were and if we shift that effort into the eastern Gulf, I’ve got some concerns about that, that we may see the eastern Gulf recovery begin to slow down and maybe stop altogether.  I’m probably going to -- I don’t know that depth restriction is the right way to do this, but I’m thinking in terms of area restriction.

MR. RIECHERS:  I’m not on your committee, but one of the things here is we’re assuming that the same behavior is going to go on as we’ve been seeing it associated with the current commercial and recreational fisheries.

One of the things with IFQs is they’re on the water more at the beginning of year earlier.  The idea is that that same level of effort will be spread out over a lot longer period of time and so some of the fishing pressure on the spots that created some of the conflicts now may not occur as much as it does when you spread that effort out over a longer period of time.

It may also not even occur on those same spots, because they may go to deeper water or target different spots than they were doing under the derby scenario that they had set up before, that we had set up under our regulatory framework before.

I’m not saying that I’m for or against this, but I think we have to recognize that the behavior pattern is going to change and we don’t really have a good idea of what it’s going to change to yet.

MS. MORRIS:  One of the reasons that we moved this action to considered but rejected is that restricting commercial activity to deeper depths of water is directly related to increasing dead discards in the commercial fishery.

Since I’m very committed and I think the council is committed to reducing the amount of dead discards, this motion and action would move in the opposite direction and I continue to oppose it.

MS. WALKER:  Julie, you’re lowering the size limit to thirteen inches.  They’re not going to catch a lot of fish in deeper water under thirteen inches.  You would actually be doing the resource a benefit, because there’s not going to be that many fish under thirteen inches in deeper water and so you may be able to eliminate it altogether.

Robin, to your argument, fuel prices.  Think about it.  They’re not coming down.  A good businessman isn’t going to go further offshore unless he has to.  If he can run out there two or three miles, whatever it is, off the beach and get them, that’s what he is going to do.

DR. SHIPP:  I agree with you, Roy, and you, Bobbi.  I think this invites some major changes in fishing practices.  Right now, I think the commercial harvest off Alabama is about 4 percent and I would predict that it’s going to be a whole lot greater if we go down to thirteen inches for the commercials.

This whole consideration assumes that fishing practices remain the same.  If we go to an IFQ, it’s certainly going to benefit the commercial guys if they reduce bycatch and they have the means to do so.

We see in the gag fishery that supposedly there’s almost no bycatch of undersized gag grouper because of fishing practices.  I’m against lowering the size limit, but if we do that, then I would certainly support this, because there is going to be some major, major conflicts.

DR. CRABTREE:  One thing to bear in mind is the IFQ rule is going into effect the end of this year.  The VMS provision in Amendment 18A and that’s been approved and that’s going into place and so we should be able to come in after a year or so and with the VMS on these things, get some pretty good data as to exactly where people are fishing and outside what depth zones and those kinds of things and be able to come in and speak with some real understanding of where are these guys fishing and are they actually fishing in the areas that are creating these sorts of conflicts.

Then, our framework allows us, I believe, to put in place gear boundaries and things like that and so I think you could come in through a framework action and address this down the road.

It just bothers me a little bit that we’re speculating about some sort of conflict that may or may not occur and I remember at the meeting when we took this out -- It seems to me it was the meeting before last, but I’m not sure.  I remember at that meeting we heard a lot of public testimony.

Some people said it’s a problem, but a lot of people said I don’t think it’s going to be a problem and it was a lot of mixed testimony and I think that was part of the reason why we took it out, but if we review, as best we can, where these guys are fishing and is this really happening, I think we could come back in and address it at that point.

MS. WALKER:  Roy, my recollection of the people who stood up there and said that it was an urban myth were the commercial fishermen.

MR. MCLEMORE:  I have just a couple of comments.  If you do revive this alternative, I would strongly encourage you to rephrase the language of the introductory text of it.  It reads: Prevent the commercial red snapper fishery from monopolizing the red snapper resource.  I don’t know you’ve got a record there.

The discussion I just heard didn’t really touch on that issue as a rationale for it.  I was going to suggest that if you do revive this that you might want to also look at the time/area closures that you mentioned.  That would sort of broaden the range for NEPA purposes, just for the analysis.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Are we ready to vote on this?  We’ve got about twenty-three minutes left and we’ve got several alternatives.  I would suggest we move on through.

DR. CRABTREE:  There was at one time an SMZ idea that was going around looking at some of these things and I thought that we sent that to an SMZ committee or something that had to do with numbers of hooks and all.  Is that going anywhere?  There was a couple of meetings and then I haven’t ever heard anymore about it.

MS. WALKER:  There was, Mr. Chairman.  I think they’ve had one meeting and maybe Larry can help us with this or Wayne.  I know it was the state of Mississippi and the state of Alabama that had requested a three hook limit in their artificial reef zones and I don’t know why it hasn’t come back to the council.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  It was deferred by the state of Mississippi and the state of Alabama to a later date and it won’t go away.  They will, at some point in time, ask that that group be reconvened to consider SMZs for both states, but as part of the intervening time, Hurricane Katrina hit and so I don’t know what that did to those two states artificial reef complexes.  I suspect it destroyed or moved or buried a good part of the reefs and so that may be another factor that would result in a delay of the SMZ group getting together again.

MS. WALKER:  Wayne, are you telling me that the state rescinded their request?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  No, I’m saying they asked that the process be delayed.  We had already, as you pointed out, convened the SMZ Monitoring Team for their initial meeting and they were setting ground rules.

We were at the point that they may have held additional meetings to gather public information on the issue of making SMZ designations of some of the Mississippi and Alabama reefs and that was delayed by the two, Alabama and Mississippi.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Are we ready to vote on this issue?  The motion is to bring the alternative to apply commercial depth restrictions to all or select commercial gear types from the considered but rejected.  All in favor raise your right hand; opposed.  The motion fails on a tie vote.  The next item is Action 5.

DR. LEARD:  Action 5 is modifying the fishing year to reduce bycatch and bycatch mortality in the directed red snapper fishery.  The no action alternative is to not implement additional fishing gear modifications.

Alternative 2 would require the use of non-stainless steel circle hooks when using natural bait in the harvest of red snapper in the EEZ and to require the use of venting tools and dehooking devices when harvesting red snapper in the EEZ.

The options are for the commercial fishery, the recreational fishery, or both.  Alternative 3 would be to require a minimum hook size when harvesting red snapper from the EEZ either for the commercial fishery, the recreational fishery, or both.

There was an alternative handout that you may have that adds an Alternative 4 that would basically do the same thing for hook size for all the reef fish fishery.  I think, as you remember from the discussions that were reported by Steve and Stu, I believe it was the AP in particular and they discussed all the different types of hooks and relative sizes by the different manufacturers and the distance between the shank and the point and a number of those things.

Andy has a brief presentation to look at those different hook sizes and stuff like that and so maybe you want to go with that and then you may want to revisit what the recommendations on the hook size portion were from I believe it was the AP.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Andy, do you want to go ahead with your presentation, please?

MR. STRELCHECK:  A couple of problems have come up with how we’re going to, if you go with this action, how we would define sizes of circle hooks.  Currently, the range of alternatives is 2/0 through 5/0, but you’re going to have to be more specific in terms of actual sizes and I’ll talk about the reasons why here in a minute.  

Here’s just kind of a generic definition with two key measurements with the circle hook.  One is the gap width, which is from the point of the hook to the shaft or shank and then the other is outside diameter, which is maximum distance through the widest portion of the hook itself.

The next few slides, I’m going to illustrate some of the problems.  One is that if you define hook size based on this 2/0 or 3/0 or 4/0, there’s an extreme amount of variability among manufacturers and so it will be important to define gap width as well as maximum hook diameter in your definition of whatever circle hook or j-hook, for that matter.

There’s also very different hook sizes within manufacturers and also hooks with similar metrics, but very different hook size and so various measurements are similar, but how they’re labeled is very different.

I won’t go through all of this, but these are just some of the hooks we looked at, some popular brands, and you can see 2/0 and 2/0 and 2/0 here of the different manufacturers and differences in obviously outside diameter as well as hook point to shank and this next slide kind of illustrates it better, taking those same manufacturers and plotting outside diameter and hook point.

what you would hope to see with all three manufacturers is they group very closely together and their hooks are obviously a similar size and dimension, but what you end up seeing is there’s a lot of overlap and a 3/0 hook from one manufacturer might actually fall within the size range of a 4/0 hook for another manufacturer and so there’s a lot of overlap in terms of hook size measurement.
This is more of a comparison of how the hook size is defined.  Here on the left is Mustad, which is 10/0 and 12/0 hooks versus Owner hooks, which are a 7/0 and 8/0 hook, and you can see that as defined as smaller hook sizes for the Owner brand, Mustad actually makes smaller hooks in terms of outside diameter, yet they’re labeled as 10/0 hooks and so there’s inconsistency in how hook size is labeled between manufacturers and also within the same manufacturer there’s differences.

There’s different types of circle hooks made by the same manufacturer and so the dimensions on going to vary, depending on how the hook is designed and shaped and so there’s a lot of inconsistencies or discrepancies, both within and among manufacturers.

Before I have questions, I’m going to go on to some work that Bob Shipp and Monica Powers had done.  Bob brought up the issue of hook size as one way, possibly, to reduce release mortality and so I’m going to go through his slides and I asked Bob to pipe in if I say anything incorrectly or if you want to add any comment.

These are the three types of hooks that he’s been using for studies ongoing since 1995 and more recently from 2002 to the present and he’s used two types of j-hooks.  They’re different sizes and he’s used also some circle hooks.

One of the key differences is the type of gear being used and how it’s fished.  Bottom rigs consist of two leaders, each with hooks at the end of the leader and a single weight for that line and they’re usually baited with cut squid or cut pieces of bait.

The sow rigs, as they’re called -- I’ll call them a snapper rig or I guess a stinger rig where you bait a round scad or some larger fish, full-sized fish, through the mouth and also through the abdominal area or the backbone and so it’s a larger bait that’s being presented to the fish.

Bottom rigs are actively fished and jerked, obviously, if you get a bite.  The sow rigs are more passively fished, like a circle hook is fished, where you let the fish actually consume the bait before slowly raising up your pole to hook the fish.  Keep that as mind as we go through some of this other information.

Here’s just a simple comparison of catch rates.  Left is circle hooks and right is j-hooks and you can see that based on their work over the past four years that catch rates are lower in comparing the two types of hooks.

If you look at mean size of fish captured, there’s very little difference if you compare circle and j-hooks on bottom rigs or circle and j-hooks on sow rigs, but if you look at the difference between the two gear types and how they’re being fished, as well as the bait that’s being presented, you do catch significantly larger fish with the sow rigs than you do with the bottom rigs and this is just reflected in the next couple of slides.

This is all hook types combined and you can see the size distribution.  The red line is the recreational size limit and the yellow line is the commercial size limit and you have a greater proportion of legal-sized fish with the sow rigs than you do the bottom rigs.

The same is true if you just look at the circle hooks, where you have a greater portion of the fish that are of larger legal size on the sow rigs versus the bottom rigs.

To step back a minute, one other thing that should be pointed out is if you -- I guess I don’t have this slide, but essentially the size distribution of j-hooks and circle hooks is virtually the same.  It’s really more of a gear difference and a bait difference in terms of the size distribution, what’s affecting the size distribution.

One advantage that’s been presented in numerous papers and not necessarily on red snapper, but other species, is that circle hooks have a greater tendency to hook a fish in the lip or the mouth rather than gut hooking and the expectation would be that you would have higher release survival because of less incidences of hooking-related mortality.

In Bob’s work, what they’ve looked at is release condition where they observe the fish as it swims down to the bottom and it doesn’t appear there’s a significant difference, at least in initial release condition, of the various hook types and that’s all.  Any questions?

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Do you have anything to add, Bob?

DR. SHIPP:  The only thing I want to add is since this issue first came up, in addition to our observations on release condition, we’ve begun to note whether there’s a difference in gut hooking between the two hooks and I don’t have the data with me, but I can tell you that there will be a significant difference, a greater occurrence of gut hooking with j-hooks than with circle hooks.  Again, we just started doing that about six months ago.

MR. SIMPSON:  Roy or Andy or whoever, did you think about or would you in the future at least put a nice cover letter and indicate that the council is looking at the potential circle hook management measures and send all of that information with the slides and everything to the American Tackle Manufacturers Association?

DR. CRABTREE:  I think it would be a good idea if the council wrote a letter to them.  I have spoken with Mike Nussman at the American Sportfishing Association about some of these issues and about the problem we ran into with the inconsistency of the hook size and things, but it might be worth talking to them about that.

I also think that we ought to look in MARFIN and in the CRP projects at looking for research studies to try and look at use of hook sizes and those types of things to reduce discards in these fisheries.

MR. SIMPSON:  I agree.  A lot of times people we say we didn’t know and at least you’ve done your job.  Whether they do theirs is something else.  We have done some things in the past with j-hooks on hooking mortality with Mote Marine and Karen Burns and some other things under MARFIN.
MR. ADAMS:  This is to Bob Shipp.  If the chart shows that there’s not a big difference in mortality whether j or circle hooks are used, but you say there is a difference between whether the fish is gut hooked or not, I would conclude that the mortality is really a factor of depth and not gear if the gear doesn’t make a change in the mortality.  It must be coming from depth on snapper.

DR. SHIPP:  I have a couple of comments on that.  First of all, our evaluation was based on their behavior once they were released and there did not seem to be -- There was a slight difference.  The circle hooks performed a little bit better, but not significantly different.

However, because it was based on release observations, a lot of times a gut hooked fish will behave normally.  Even though he’s gut hooked, he’ll swim right down.  The implication is that probably he won’t survive and so that’s why we’re focusing on the gut hooking.

The other issue as to depth, all of our studies were done between seventy and a hundred feet, but since then, we have begun tagging and releasing at 120 to 180 feet and we will go back and see how many, if any, recaptures we get from those depths.  There’s no doubt that depth is a major, major factor in this, but properly vented, even at 180 feet, a fish appears to go right back down, but we’ll just have to wait and see.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Let’s go back into Action 5.  Rick, did you finish going through it?

DR. LEARD:  Yes, I did, but I guess Stu had the AP meeting and just to reiterate what he said before, I believe that their basic conclusion was that they felt like circle hooks did have an advantage and they supported circle hooks, the use of that, because they felt like they did get greater release mortality.

With regard to the hook size, they pretty much discussed that at length and noted that there were so many different manufacturers and so many different hook types and whatnot that it would be extremely difficult to enforce some definition or some hook size, especially if it was expressed as a 2/0, a 4/0, a 10/0, or 12/0, whatever it may be.

I just wanted to point that out.  That’s pretty much what they concluded and one other thing also, I think one of these Burns studies, if I remember, that’s in the references, indicated that there was greater mortality, if I remember correctly, greater mortality from hooking than from the depth of capture.  I don’t remember if that’s exactly true, but that’s what I remember.

MR. BILL DAUGHDRILL:   I’m not on your committee, but if you were to just forget about the 2/0 and the 5/0 and come up with a measured size, has anybody looked at that for circle hooks?

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Andy had the observation or -- We’ve got these, the hook point to shank dimensions.  Is that what you’re talking about?

MR. DAUGHDRILL:  I’m just saying if we were to come up with the size that has the best rate of where you don’t have the discard on the smaller fish and you said they’ve got to use a one-inch circle hook and then they had to pick a hook within a manufacturer to make that work.

DR. LEARD:  I think that’s kind of the way that we’re going if you want to go with a hook size.  They felt like there were so many different variations in even what a circle hook is that it would be difficult to enforce, whereas just the requirement of a circle hook as opposed to a j-hook would increase survival.

MS. MORRIS:  I move that the preferred alternative for Action 5 be both Alternative 2, Option C and Alternative 3, Option C and the hook size in Alternative 3 to be determined later after public testimony.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Your motion is for Alternative 2, Option C and Alternative 3, Option C, but no specific sub-option?

MS. MORRIS:  Without any sub-option.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  It’s without any sub-option choice.  Do we have a second?  Second by Dr. Shipp.

MR. HENDRIX:  Julie, would you accept as a friendly amendment there on Alternative 3 to require a minimum hook size and to put in parentheses “actual measure?”

MS. MORRIS:  That would be friendly.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  I don’t understand it.  To require a minimum hook size, you’re talking about --

MR. HENDRIX:  By measure and not by manufacturer description, but by actual measure, the outside diameter or whatever the critical measure is to --

MS. MORRIS:  I think the intent is to indicate that we’re not going to go by a manufacturer’s description and we’re going to actually say what the distance is and the offset or the outside diameter and the hook point to shank measures.  We would actually specify the outside diameter and hook point to shank measure after hearing public testimony.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  By the time we get to full council, we probably ought to have some choices in there so that we know what to send the public.  I don’t think we’re going to have time to select them now, but --

MS. MORRIS:  The whole idea is to not select a sub-option in 3C until after we get some public testimony during the draft EIS hearing.

MS. FOOTE:  Julie, does your motion include discussing the offset?

MS. MORRIS:  I used the wrong word.  I didn’t mean to include offset.

MS. FOOTE:  I was wondering if you did mean to include it, because I remember Myron talking about the differences offset could make in mortality.

MS. MORRIS:  Sure.  It doesn’t need to be in the motion, but in the discussion we would be looking for a sub-option 3C that addressed hook point to shank, outside diameter, and offset.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Is that your motion, Julie?  Is that correct?

MS. MORRIS:  Yes.

DR. CRABTREE:  We would be asking staff then to go into this and replace all those /0 type measurements with some other type of point to shank or some other type of measurement like that and then we would take that type of measurement out to the public and ask them -- Is that what your intent is?

MS. MORRIS:  Is that workable or could we just gather evidence between draft and final and have a selection of actual measurements that we would be choosing from when we got to the final hearing?

DR. CRABTREE:  My worry is if we go out to the public with the 2/0, 3/0, 4/0 and if some member of the public says you should use a 4/0 hook minimum, then what does that mean?  We don’t know what that means to him and so I think we would need to go out to the public with some discussion of the problem and then some other kind of measurement in here that’s consistent.

MS. MORRIS:  You’re right.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  You may be right, but I’m not following what you’re asking for.

DR. CRABTREE:  We would need to replace the 2/0 and 3/0 with some other means of measuring circle hooks so the public could look at it and say that’s this size hook.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Can we do that between now and the council meeting or do you want to do it right now?

DR. CRABTREE:  I don’t want to do it right now.

MR. HENDRIX:  That was the intent of my motion.  Like I said, I didn’t word it properly.  Either we come in and substitute these /0 measurements with an actual outside diameter measure or we do away with them altogether and say require minimum hook size by actual measure and look for recommendations from staff on where to go with that.

On page 46, there are a number of studies there and in the methods and materials in those studies, I’m sure the actual hook measurements were included and so that would be a good start.  Plus, we have an existing list of the other measurements.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  What you want to do is to replace everywhere where it says something /0, 2/0, 3/0, whatever, to strike that and put “outside diameter.”  They vary from Owner to Eagle Claw to Gamakatsu and Mustad, et cetera.

Sometime between now and the council meeting, I’m saying, we need to figure out which one of those and so it would say -- Instead of 2/0, it might say with an outside diameter of 2.25 and then in parentheses you could put Owner 2/0, Eagle Claw 3/0, or however it works out.

MR. HENDRIX:  I think it would probably be better for law enforcement if we just say a minimum outside diameter of this size or greater.

MS. MORRIS:  I’m going to try to clarify the motion.  If we could delete the “actually measured” and add to the end of the motion “replace sub-options in Alternative 3 with a range of actual measurements for hook point to shank, outside diameter, and offset.
VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:   Is that your motion?  Who seconded that?  Bob Shipp seconded it and that’s acceptable to him.  I suggest we dispose of this.  Is there any more discussion?  Hearing none, all in favor signify by saying aye; opposed.  The motion carried.  
Now we’re out of time that Robin had allotted to us.  Do you want us to keep going?  We’ve got two more alternatives to go through, alternatives to control or reduce effort in the penaeid shrimp fishery and to reduce bycatch of red snapper.  That could be a good deal of argument about that one.

MS. MORRIS:  It seems like our options are either to defer additional work on this joint amendment to full council or to defer the Administrative Policy and Sustainable Fisheries items to full council and I think it might be wiser at this point to defer Administrative Policy and/or Sustainable Fisheries to full council.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Let me ask the chair and the Executive Director, can we do that?  Wayne, the Executive Director, says we can.  Under Sustainable Fisheries, is that the ICCAT Report?  We’ve got somebody coming in to give that.

MR. RIECHERS:  No, that’s Migratory Species.  We can also add thirty minutes to our daily schedule today if we need to.  I would say work on and then we will adjust accordingly.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Let us know when we’re getting critical.  Karen points out that Jim Nance and Mike Travis are here through today and that there may be council members that still have questions regarding their presentations this morning and so we would like to find time to take questions.  Let’s move on.  Alternative 6 on page 49 and I’ll turn it back over to Rick Leard.

DR. LEARD:  Alternative 6, we were looking at measures to cap or reduce effort in the shrimp fishery, to reduce bycatch, and we started off with this with basically the alternatives that you see there: no action, capping effort by capping the number of allowable vessel permits, and capping effort by establishing a maximum level of effort in the numbers of days fished and also looking at capping effort by establishing a requirement for demonstration of some future participation of permitted vessels.

We had various options underneath these different alternatives and the council elected at that time to appoint the shrimp effort workgroup, which has been working, and you heard Dr. Nance’s presentations as to where that workgroup is in terms of looking at the optimum level of effort.

At this point in time, there aren’t any options to actually deal with and it doesn’t look like that we will have the information needed to develop those options until at least our November meeting.

The IPT has gotten together and there was a handout, Tab D, Number 8a, that provides an alternative that you may want to consider for an Alternative 6 action and what this alternative action would do would be to establish an effort reduction target as a proxy for red snapper bycatch mortality in the Gulf shrimp fishery.

The alternatives there would obviously be the no action alternative.  Alternative 2 would be to use shrimping effort between ten and thirty fathoms as a proxy for red snapper fishing mortality, because that area between ten and thirty fathoms has been shown to have the largest amount of juvenile red snapper and also to use shrimp effort in the EEZ as a proxy for red snapper F, because that’s basically where we regulate it and in most cases, that’s where you’re going to find water depths of ten to thirty fathoms, particularly in the western Gulf.

The last alternative would be to use shrimp effort in offshore waters as a proxy for red snapper F and generally offshore waters is defined as basically from the shoreline out and not inclusive of inshore waters and so we came up with these and provided a brief discussion of how these would work.

It wouldn’t be setting a cap, but it would be setting a target, which would give us something to measure as we continue on with our efforts to look at where the optimum level of shrimp effort should be and look at future actions that may be necessary to keep that effort from exceeding that if it’s currently below it or actions to actually reduce it down to that optimum level if that’s what is necessary.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Are you proposing this because we’re really not in the position to cap effort yet and so we’re going to set up targets instead or we’re just not sure what our correct target is at this point?

DR. LEARD:  That’s pretty much it.  We’re trying to move this amendment forward with what the council wants to do and coming up with something that we can do, because we just don’t have the information yet to know what those caps would be.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Does everybody have a copy of this D-8a?  

MR. RIECHERS:  I don’t have one, but I’m questioning when you say -- I certainly understand when you all were developing your preparation for this meeting, Rick, that you all didn’t have it, but much of the information that we saw this morning would play right into these two alternatives here.

Are you saying that because they’re still revising those some -- I certainly understood that and they made every caveat that those were somewhat draft numbers and they were going to go back and be looking at those, but certainly I think we could derive some ranges to use within this context.  Am I missing something?  Help me out here, Rick.

DR. LEARD:  I think there is some information there, but if we want to stay on target to get this document to public hearings, we’re going to need to have a complete document that we can get out to the public probably in no more than four weeks.  We’re guesstimating around September 7th I believe is pretty much our target date, which will give us about two weeks for people to review it.

In talking with others on the IPT, we would have to do the social and the economic, as well as the biological analyses of those things, if we can get them in the very near future.  We just don’t feel like we can get that complete enough to go to public hearings.  There’s a bunch of other IPT members here and so feel free to chime in, but that’s my understanding.

MR. RIECHERS:  We’ve had many discussions about the linking of these two documents and I just want people to understand the recommendations you’re making may in fact lead us to that same question of what alternatives are left then that deal with this linked amendment or are we into just a -- Not to get linked in this context confused with other linked and de-linked that we talked about this morning, but we need to be sure that we understand what we’re fixing to suggest here.  

I’m a little concerned that we didn’t get the analysis here before us, given the amount of time frame that the group had to work on this and certainly as we’ve sent them off and I know it was a difficult task, but we were certainly looking to have it pretty much as a complete document at this meeting.

MS. WALKER:  This was my fear when we split the amendment.  Dr. Crabtree wanted to split it.  We thought we would leave enough in this document to take action on all sectors and now what you’re basically telling is that one more time we’re going to postpone.

If we’re not ready to take action that we can hang our hat on and say this is the TAC that we’re going to have and this is why we know we can have the TAC, then I would move that we not consider anything else in this amendment at this meeting until it’s completed and ready to go to public hearing and that we stop it right now and that’s my motion.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  We have a motion by Bobbi Walker to -- It’s not to stop further action on this, but it’s to --

MS. WALKER:  Postpone it until all data is available from the shrimp fishery for us to have management measures in there to ensure that this rebuilding plan is going to work.
VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Her motion is to postpone all action on Amendment 27/14, correct?

MS. WALKER:  Until we have the necessary data for Alternatives 6 and 7.
VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Are you seconding that, Bob?

DR. SHIPP:  For discussion, I will second it.
DR. CRABTREE:  The problem with some of these, for example cap annual effort in the penaeid shrimp fishery by capping the number of allowable vessel permits, we’ve just submitted and the Secretary has approved a cap on the number of shrimp permits, which was done through Amendment 13 with the moratorium.

Now, the final rule, I expect, will publish any time now and then effective some period, I think it’s a few months after the effective date of the final rule, they’ll have to have moratorium permits and then the industry has one year to apply for them and get them.

We’ve already submitted a cap on the number of permits.  It’s not even in effect yet.  We haven’t issued any of the moratorium permits yet and we don’t really know how many are going to be issued and so it’s a tough proposition to come in here and talk about changing that cap and ask staff to analyze that, because those permits haven’t even been issued yet.

We did have a presentation that looked at MSY in the shrimp fishery and what level of effort that is and MEY in the shrimp fishery and those kinds of things, but those levels of effort aren’t the same as the level of effort under this linked 74 percent or so scenario with shrimp.

Trying to reconcile those is going to take quite a bit of time.  Everything we have, and I think it’s pretty conclusive, shows that effort in the shrimp fishery has fallen off considerably.  In 2005, it was down I think 59 percent from the baseline area and when you translate that into F reduction, the F reduction in the shrimp fishery in 2005 was down over 50 percent from where it was.

Everything we’ve heard is it’s down more.  Keep in mind we’re not ending the overfishing with a seven million pound TAC immediately in the directed fishery either.  The projected Fs are going to come down as the stock grows and so we’re phasing out the end of overfishing in the directed fishery here.

Amendment 22, which you approved a couple of years ago, was to phase out the overfishing and what I’m hearing a lot from folks is somehow we’re ending the overfishing immediately in the directed fishery, but we’re letting it continue in the shrimp fishery and that’s simply not accurate.

We’re phasing out the overfishing in all sectors of this fishery and we’ve made a lot of progress in the shrimp fishery and not because of anything we did through regulations, but the economics have simply driven down effort in the shrimp fishery and they’re fairly close to the target.

I think all these Fs are going to come down and if we say we’re going to wait until staff is able to fully analyze all of this, my guess is that’s going to take well over a year or more.  I just don’t know how you can analyze some of these until we’ve issued all of the moratorium permits, because you’re not going to know what that involves with it.

I would just ask all of you to keep in mind that the shrimp Fs have dropped substantially and are getting a lot closer to the target level.  We need to reduce the TAC now to bring the recreational Fs down, but nothing that we’re doing is going to bring all the Fs down immediately to where they need to be.

In all of the fisheries, we’re taking a period of time to try and bring these things down and I think, just because of the nature of the shrimp fishery and because we know that what we really need to get at is effort, it’s going to take some time and I know that doesn’t set well with some folks, but that’s just the reality of what we’re faced with and I’m just not sure how to get around it.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Is it fair to say that if we do have that 58 or 59 percent reduction in shrimp effort already that that, combined with whatever you get BRDs that are the law now, we might already be at the minimum that was specified by the SEDAR panel on this one?  They said a 65 to 80 percent reduction in shrimp trawl bycatch and we might be approaching that already, might we?

DR. CRABTREE:  We’re approaching it and a lot of that depends about what assumptions you make, but based on what we saw in 2005 and if you expect that BRDs, new and improved BRDs, can gain an additional 10 percent reduction in the Fs in the shrimp fishery, then we’re still not there and shrimp F would still need to come down by 30 to 40 percent.

Remember, if you believe you were at 0.3 and you need to get down to about 0.17, that’s still about a 35 or 40 percent reduction, even though you started up almost 0.7.  You’ve come way down.  The recreational fishery and the commercial fishery Fs are still high and they haven’t come down and we need to bring those Fs down, which is what this is about doing.

DR. LEARD:  In this alternative, Action 6 that we’re proposing on page 3, the top paragraph up there, we did a little bit of analysis looking at F values in 2005 as compared to the 2001 to 2003 level and in essence, based on looking at the number of days fished, the preliminary work from the shrimp effort workgroup, you’ve got about a 58 percent reduction looking at the alternative of the ten to thirty fathom zone.

If you combine that with additional bycatch expected from BRDs and you come up with a value of approximately 62 percent.  Again, that’s somewhat preliminary, but that’s based on the preliminary results from the effort workgroup and what we expect from BRDs and it’s based against the 2001 to 2003 F value.

MS. WALKER:  Mr. Chairman, if my second will agree, I would like to rescind my motion.

DR. SHIPP:  For the time being, yes.

MR. ADAMS:  Roy Crabtree, earlier when we were talking about setting TAC for the directed fishery and I can’t remember which alternatives it was, but say it was seven million pounds with a sixteen-inch limit and you said that we’re going to have to go back and monitor TAC and if it’s reached in the middle of the season, you would do an interim emergency rule to close the season.

We’ve got shrimp effort numbers here now that show us there’s roughly 85,000 hours fished in the EEZ.  Why can’t we just put an effort cap in this amendment of let’s say 100,000 pounds and that gives them room for some growth if it comes back, but it does set some sort of a cap and if that cap is reached, monitor it and close it down with an interim action, just like the directed fishery?

DR. CRABTREE:  There are a lot of different things in it.  What I said earlier about needing to go back to in-season quota monitoring and close the fishery down, talking about the recreational fishery if the quota is caught, that really wasn’t a function of a seven million pound TAC.

That was a function of the management measures that go in place and the reason is because the Magnuson Act explicitly says that NMFS will close the recreational fishery once their quota is caught.

If you set a quota for the recreational fishery and you put in  place management measures that are going to lead to catching far more than that quota, I don’t have any discretion there.  I have to issue a closure notice.  That’s what the Magnuson Act says and it’s not really a function of the TAC.

The other point is that the seven million pound TAC that’s going in place, if that is what the council decides to put in place, won’t end the overfishing by the directed fishery immediately.  It will take growth of the stock, while holding the catch constant, and it means the Fs are going to go down.

Again, what you’re talking about there is gradually bringing the Fs down.  I think what we’re doing in the shrimp fishery right now is we’re bringing the Fs down, partly because of economics and other things that are beyond our control, but happen to have happened.  The Fs have dropped dramatically.

I guess you could put an effort quota in place on the shrimp fishery, but the problem you’ve got if you put a number like 100,000 days out there is one, how does that square with what you’ve previously put in place for the optimal yield and maximum sustainable yield of shrimp and do you now have a conflict between putting a cap in place that’s not consistent with other things you’ve put in place with shrimp?

Two, is that number of days that you’re putting in place consistent with what you’re trying to achieve to rebuild red snapper or not?  If it’s not, then what’s the basis for that number you’ve come up with and then the other thing about it is -- Partly with red snapper in terms of just closing the fishery down, it depends on when you close it and things like that and are you talking about the entire fishery?  Are you talking about just the western Gulf?  Are you talking about effort only in the ten to thirty fathom zone?

Shrimp trawl Fs in the eastern Gulf now are already below the target we’re trying to achieve Gulf-wide.  They’re already -- I think the shrimp trawl Fs in the eastern Gulf are on the order of 0.16 and so they’re already very low and are having relatively little impact.

It’s the western Gulf and so if you’re going to put a cap in place like that, then you’ve got to be very explicit about where it is, what it is, and how it’s reconciled with the way you manage the fishery and I just don’t think that that can be done now, in the time frame of this.  It’s going to take a lot of work to come to that.

MR. ADAMS:  I think that answers your question, Bobbi.  They’re saying that we don’t have enough information to know what shrimp effort levels should be to reach rebuilding of snapper right now.  We don’t what these shrimp effort levels, how they’re going to affect the rebuilding.  Therefore, how do we set a directed fishery TAC?  I don’t know why you’re rescinding your motion.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  We’re in a bit of a dilemma in the sense that we have a shrimp plan that says we’re managing for OY/MSY, right?  Yet, in this plan, if we take an action here -- If we actually do something that immediately constrains effort, and I don’t know if we can do that or not, then we would be going against our stated goal and objective in our shrimp management plan.

That dilemma was pointed out this morning and you’re saying that again.  I guess what you’re arguing for is that we need to set a goal here of some sort and then reconcile that with what a previous council has already stated and NMFS has approved as the goals of the shrimp management plan.

DR. CRABTREE:  I think so and I think that’s what Rick has kind of tried to lay out in the alternative Action 6 that he’s put together, but we’ve got a lot of work to do here.

We’re going to have to reconcile what the appropriate level of effort in the shrimp fishery is and it may not be 74 percent less than those baseline years.  We may decide that that’s too low and we may not.  We may decide that that’s fine, but we may decide it needs to be somewhere else.  I don’t know where it needs to be.

Once we make that decision, we’re likely going to have to go back in and re-look at how we define optimum yield in the shrimp fishery and then on top of that, I think we’re going to need to then come in and decide how are we going to manage effort in the shrimp fishery.

We talked earlier about quotas and TACs and bycatch quotas and we’ve pretty well moved away from those.  I don’t know that just setting numbers of days and once they hit it you shut them down is the way to go on that or not.
We know that shrimp effort is coming down.  Everything we hear about, at least in the short term, is that shrimp effort is continuing to come down.  I haven’t seen anything anywhere that would lead me to believe that we’re going to see a rapid increase in shrimp effort.  Fuel prices are still going up.

I think we have a little bit of time here and not a lot, but a little bit of time to try and come in and look at some of these numbers, but we’re just in a position where the permit moratorium is not even in place yet and we haven’t issued those and I know that people want to move more quickly on that aspect of all this.

I think the best we can probably do now is to establish what we’re going to use as a proxy for red snapper Fs and look at the shrimp fishery and lay out what the goals are the way this is set up and then keep moving forward on Shrimp 15, at which time we need to make some decisions about how much shrimp effort we’re going to have and then how that affects the reference points for red snapper and resolve this once and for all.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Of these alternatives that appear in D-8a, which would you think would be the appropriate one, the ten to thirty fathom proxy?

DR. CRABTREE:  I think that was the recommendation from Dr. Nance, that that had the highest R-squared and that seems to be where most all of the red snapper bycatch, the majority of it, is coming from and so that would seem to be appropriate.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  The floor is open.  We can choose between either Action 6 or the alternative Action 6, but the floor is open for discussion or open for a motion.  

MS. MORRIS:  I would move the alternative handout Action 6, Sub-Alternative 2 as our preferred alternative.  

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  That alternative is to use shrimping effort between ten and thirty fathoms as a proxy for red snapper F.  Is that your motion, Julie?  Is there a second anywhere for it?  Second by Bobbi Walker.  Is there discussion?
The practical aspects of this then, if this were approved, there’s really -- The only action is that we’re stating that this is how we’re going to measure F in the shrimp trawl fishery, red snapper F in the shrimp trawl fishery, and then there would have to be -- A future shrimp committee is going to have to reconcile what we’re asking for here with how the shrimp plan is constructed now, with OY and MSY as the goal.

DR. CRABTREE:  We have, in a previous motion somewhere along the way, said we wanted to rebuild red snapper to somewhere between a 20 and a 35 percent SPR.  We’ve been operating under a linked sort of operating idea along that line.  That lays out how much the reductions need to be and I don’t recall exactly what they were, but they were sixty-something to --

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  65 to 80 percent.

DR. CRABTREE:  That sort of lays out a target range of what not just shrimp, but all of these Fs, have to be reduced by.  We’ve laid that out and what we’re saying here is this is how we’re going to gauge it.

We’re going to monitor effort in the shrimp fishery in those depth zones.  Jim Nance, we will ask then to come in every year and give us a report of what was the effort in that depth zone and we’ll compare it to where we were in 2001 to 2003 and see how much we’ve actually come down.

Now, in the course of Shrimp Amendment 15, we may decide that some other level of effort is more appropriate and we may change things and that involves the linkages we talked about earlier and change those kinds of things.

We may decide that we’re not going to change it and that’s how much we want effort to be down, but we’ll have a way of knowing where we want it.  We’ve got a way now to monitor it.  Now, if effort starts going back up and gets too high and above it, then we’re going to have to figure out how we’re going to bring it down.

Is it going to be by limiting number of permits?  Is it going to be by some individual transferable effort quota program?  I don’t know.  All that needs to be worked out I think in the context of Amendment 15, but we are laying out here targets for what at least under this sort of scenario that we’re working under need to be achieved and we’re laying out how we’re going to monitor it and how we’re going to look at it from year to year.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Further discussion?  

DR. LEARD:  I have just a question then.  The motion is to substitute this alternative for the existing Alternative 6 that’s in here? 

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Is that implicit in what -- What you’re asking for, Rick, is does this page here substitute for that page and is that your question?

DR. LEARD:  Substitute for the alternatives under Action 6 in the document as it’s currently written.  There will be some additional work that’s going to have to be done looking at the socioeconomic analyses into the affected environment, environmental consequences and all that, before it goes to public hearing.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  What I think you would like is that Alternative 2 not just be tagged onto the existing 6 in the document, but rather that this whole page and the alternative be substituted for all those four alternatives in the document and is that what you want?

DR. LEARD:  Yes, that was my question, if this Action 6 will substitute for the Action 6 in the document as it is now.

MS. MORRIS:  Could we keep the Action 6 that’s in the draft document and choose the no action alternative for Action 6 and then add this as an additional set of actions in the document?

DR. LEARD:  We can do it either way you want.

MS. MORRIS:  I would prefer to do it that way.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  The original 6 is alternatives to control or reduce effort in the penaeid shrimp fishery and then this one is establish an effort reduction target as a proxy and so this one is targets whereas the other one was an effort control program.  We’ll keep them both then.  We’ll keep the original 6, plus this new one would be added as yet another alternative?

MS. MORRIS:  That would be my motion.

DR. LEARD:  I was just going to say that it may be, if you’ll give us a little latitude as to how to do it, it may be that we could add this as an alternative and then it would be alternatives under Alternative Action 6 would become options and that way everybody could see all of it at one time, if you give us a latitude to kind of work with it and see if that works out to be a better way of doing it.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  I’m not quite following you.  One way to do it, and maybe this is what you’re suggesting, would be continue to have an Action 6 and that would be a A, which would be reduce or control effort, and then there would be a B, and that’s to establish target effort reduction.  Is that what you’re suggesting?

DR. LEARD:  What you would have is Action 6 and you would have Alternative 1 is no action, Alternative 2 to cap effort in permits, Alternative 3 to cap effort in days fished, Alternative 4 to cap effort in participation, and Alternative 5 would be to establish an effort reduction target and the alternatives would become options.  

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  All of the alternatives would become options?

DR. LEARD:  All the alternatives under the Alternative Action 6 would just become options.

MR. MCLEMORE:  I just think you have a nice range of alternatives for NEPA purposes that way.

DR. CRABTREE:  Just for a clarification that Dr. Nance pointed out to me, and maybe it’s in the text somewhere, Rick, but the proxy we’re talking about for shrimping effort here between ten and thirty fathoms is in the western Gulf of Mexico.  We’re not talking about using the Tortugas effort in those, because they don’t catch red snapper down there.

DR. LEARD:  Yes, that’s correct.  I’m not sure it’s in here either.  I haven’t fully read it, but that’s the intent.

DR. CRABTREE:  We need to be clear on that.

MS. MORRIS:  I need to work on the motion.  It would be to add Handout Action 6, Alternative 2 as a new Alternative 5.  Do we want all these alternatives to be sub-options?  Is that what you were suggesting, Rick?
DR. LEARD:  Yes.

MS. MORRIS:  To use the Handout Action 6 and then drop everything starting with “Alternative 2” through “F.”  Eliminate all of that.  After “Alternative 5” insert “with 1 through 4 sub-options.”
VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  That’s your motion, Julie?  Bobbi, do you accept that?  Okay.  Is there further discussion on this?  Does everybody understand the motion now?  All in favor of the motion, which is now to add the Handout Action 6 as a new Alternative 5 with 2 to 4 sub-options -- Didn’t you have a preferred in there?  Wasn’t Alternative 2 your preferred or not?  No?  Okay.

The motion is to use Handout Action 6 as a new Alternative 5 with 2 to 4 sub-options.  All in favor signify by saying aye; opposed.  The motion carries.  Now you feel that we don’t need a preferred option in there?
MS. MORRIS:  We don’t really have enough data analysis yet to choose a preferred alternative.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  That’s fair.  We’ve only got -- 

DR. LEARD:  Action 7, there’s a set of alternatives to restrict shrimp fishing if the cap on effort and the number of days fished in the EEZ is projected to meet in a given year.  Again, the problem with this is Alternative 6, the actions in there, would be alternatives to cap effort and there are no options there to cap effort.

If you don’t know what you’re cap effort at, the problem is how are you going to restrict shrimping effort if that cap is met?  Again, the alternatives in there are no action, not do anything; Alternative 2, do not prohibit trawling for shrimp if the cap on effort is met and the number of days fished in the EEZ is projected to be reached in a given year, but reduce the allowable number of days that can be fished in a subsequent year by whatever the overage is; and Alternative 3 would be to prohibit trawling for shrimp if the cap on effort and the number of days fished in the EEZ is projected to be reached in either options all areas of the EEZ in the Gulf inside of a hundred fathoms, all areas of the EEZ in the Gulf inside of a hundred fathoms and west of Cape San Blas, and all areas of the EEZ of the Gulf inside of a hundred fathoms and between ten and thirty fathoms west of Cape San Blas.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Roy, did you say earlier that all this stuff is out of place now and belongs in Amendment 15 or did I misinterpret what you said?  What you said was we’ve got to reconcile what we’re trying to do here with the stated goals and objectives of the shrimp management plan and we’re not in a position to cap F until we reconcile all that or did I interpret that wrong?

DR. CRABTREE:  No, I think that’s right and if you’re going to set an effort cap with shrimp, there’s more to it than just what’s in the red snapper rebuilding plan.

I don’t think we’ve -- It’s just not possible to reconcile all of this here.  It involves revisiting the definition of OY.  The analyses we presented today used a different base for the establishment of MSY in the shrimp fishery than what we’ve used in the past.

I think in Amendment 13 we used average landings over some period of time.  They’re using a new updated projection model and so there are a lot of things that would have to be hashed out and dealt with here.

In my view, these actions in Action 7, you just can’t really flesh all that out in the time frame we’re after and it’s going to need to follow in Amendment 15, which is designed to develop an effort management and essentially restructure the shrimp fishery.

VICE CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  The floor is open for a motion or discussion, whatever you want to do.  This honestly seems to be out of place now, but -- Do you want to just recess this?  Nobody seems to want to do anything.  Maybe the full council will do something.  I guess we’ve got no action here at all then.

Is there anything else for the committee to do, Rick?  We’re going to go back then and I’m going to pass the gavel back to Karen and she’ll tell you what she’s going to do.

CHAIRMAN FOOTE:  I would like you to go back a few hours in your mind to the end of the Ad Hoc Shrimp Effort Workgroup Report.  We heard Jim Nance and Mike Travis give a lot of data from their meetings and their analysis and I wanted to see if there were any questions, if you happen to remember anything.

MS. MORRIS:  I’ve got I think a question for Mike.  Mike, when you were talking about the MEY, the maximum economic yield, you had this very straight line that was the relation of --

DR. TRAVIS:  The total cost curve, it was a straight line?

MS. MORRIS:  Yes, it wasn’t a curve, but it was a straight line and it was called a cost what?

DR. TRAVIS:  It’s a total cost curve.  It represents how costs change and specifically increase as you increase your effort in the fishery.

MS. MORRIS:  Did you or didn’t you talk about -- Did you work into where that line fell on the graph the red snapper bycatch part of the economic cost?  You did not?

DR. TRAVIS:  No, not explicitly within this analysis, because this analysis was, at least initially, only to look at the shrimp fishery itself, but I did introduce the concept that if you do want to consider other costs from the harvesting operation that in theory that can be done and how that would affect the -- It would push the cost curve up and it would reduce your, quote, unquote, optimal level of effort in the fishery.

It can be done theoretically.  We have not done that and it would -- You would need some additional information to incorporate that type of an effect.

MS. MORRIS:  Is it reasonable to ask for the working group to take a look at incorporating that into the analysis to see what it looks like?

DR. TRAVIS:  My personal opinion is that this group may not be the ideal group to look at that, but that may be something that the new group that you folks are going to be forming, which I believe is an effort management group, that that’s something that they would want to take up.  That’s just my opinion.

MS. MORRIS:  Could you just say once again in real plain language how the incorporating red snapper bycatch costs in that cost line would shift where maximum economic yield might fall?

DR. TRAVIS:  It would not change your maximum economic yield.  Your maximum economic yield in the shrimp fishery would remain unchanged, but what it would do is because it says that there are other costs that are incurred by other people than just the shrimp operators, if you incorporate that, it says that the costs of harvesting shrimp are actually higher because there’s these additional costs.  What it would do is it would reduce the socially optimal level of effort and harvest in the fishery.

CHAIRMAN FOOTE:   Any further questions?  Mike, could you summarize for us when we’ll get the written report?

DR. TRAVIS:  Jim, you’re the chair.

DR. NANCE:  We finished last week, but we’re still running some analyses and getting the MEY values where the models are using the same input data and things like that and so I think within this next month we should have a written report done.

CHAIRMAN FOOTE:  Is there any committee actions you would like to take on this item?

MS. MORRIS:  I have another question.  Dr. Nance, just big picture, your presentation this morning made the point that your most recent effort data you have in the shrimp fishery Gulf-wide, harvest levels are below what they would need to be to harvest MSY.

DR. NANCE:  The effort levels are below, yes, what they would be -- The models indicate that the effort in 2005 is below what is necessary to harvest MSY.

MS. MORRIS:  Your projections -- Did you make projections?  My memory is that the projections, at least in the document, are that effort will continue to decline.

DR. NANCE:  We don’t have any effort projections that I know of in the -- I did show some figures for 2006 landings in the stock assessment portion, which showed that landings were up -- We don’t have the CPUEs and so forth with those to project what effort would be.

CHAIRMAN FOOTE:  We’re going to defer Item V, the Bycatch Reduction Criterion for Shrimp Trawls, to the full council and we’ll take a ten-minute break.  We’re adjourned.

(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 2:50 o’clock p.m., August 15, 2006.)
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