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The Shrimp Management Committee of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council convened in Grand Ballroom A & B of the San Luis Resort, Galveston, Texas, Tuesday morning, November 14, 2006, and was called to order at 10:55 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Corky Perret.

CHAIRMAN CORKY PERRET:  I would like to call the Shrimp Management Committee to order, please.  Perret is here and Ms. Foote is here.  Is Dr. Crabtree in the room?  Phil Steele is here and Mr. Hendrix is -- Dr. Shipp is here and Roy Williams is here and so we do have a quorum.
If you will turn to Tab D, Number 1, there is a proposed agenda.  If the agenda looks okay with you, I would entertain a motion for adoption.  It’s moved by Dr. Shipp and seconded by Bill Teehan from Florida.  Any opposition to adopting the agenda as presented?  Hearing none, so moved.
The second item is Approval of the Minutes, which is Item D, Number 2.  I think we only had one action item in there and that was Mr. Hendrix’s motion that we continue with the 200-mile Texas closure, which the council approved.  
Are there any suggested changes to the minutes?  Hearing none, I’ll entertain a motion for adoption.  It’s moved by Ms. Foote and seconded by Dr. Shipp.  Any discussion?  Hearing none, so ordered.

The third item on our agenda and the meat of the committee is the Report of the Ad Hoc Shrimp Effort Working Group.  This was the group that the council selected and Dr. Nance chaired it and Dr. Keithly and Dr. Caillouet, John Cole, Mr. Gaidry, Dr. Galloway, Dr. Griffin, Dr. Hart, and Dr. Travis and I want to compliment the chair and relay that to the members.
I attended at least two of the meetings and I was really impressed with the discussion the group had.  They participated very well.  I wish all of our advisory and S&S committees would be as active as this group was.  With that, Dr. Nance, I will turn it over to you.

First off, does everybody have a copy -- I think they were handed out, Dr. Nance and his group’s report, Estimation of Effort and Maximum Sustainability Yield and Maximum Economic Yield in the Shrimp Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico.  Are there any members that do not have a copy?  Thank you, Jim.  It’s your turn.

While we’re waiting, I’ve got a question for Mr. Steele.  Now that the moratorium is going to go into effect, Phil, what’s your best guesstimate to date on the number of permits you think would be issued for the EEZ shrimp fishery?

MR. PHIL STEELE:  I talked with Jim a little bit about this, Mr. Chairman, and we’re thinking probably a couple of thousand.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  2,000 max?

MR. STEELE:  I hear a lot of different numbers, but I would say somewhere between 1,500 and 2,000, but that’s speculative.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Just keep us posted at each council meeting on what the number is.  Note that Mr. Hendrix is also here, for the record.
REPORT OF THE AD HOC SHRIMP EFFORT WORKING GROUP
DR. NANCE:  I appreciate being asked to be here this morning and be able to present this, our working group report.  As Corky mentioned, I really do appreciate those that were on the committee.  They provided a lot of service.  
We had a lot of debates during our meetings and we did a lot of analysis between meetings and I hope that’s reflected in my presentation today.  Last time, I think we spent a little too much time in our presentation and didn’t give a lot of time for discussion and so I’m going to today just go over the basic things that we want to talk about as far as the results.

I’m going to go back to some of the methodologies and present those, but I wanted to present our charge again and it’s divided up into two different areas.  
The first charge we had as a committee was to estimate the minimal amount of effort necessary to achieve OY and as we mentioned last time, that is MSY in the shrimp fishery in the EEZ.

Our second charge was what level of effort in the EEZ would derive the maximum benefits, the MEY, to the shrimp fishery.  Those are the two charges that we were given by the council and as we debated those and as we discussed those, we came to some agreements on those.

As far as the methodology is concerned, the years, we have data from 1960 through 2005.  As we ran analysis and as we looked at the data, we determined that our best dataset was going to be the most recent, the 1990 through 2005 dataset.  
It represents where the fishery is at now as opposed to the 1960s and 1970s, where the fishery is at now and if we started cutting this off anymore, we start to lose data and we’re not able to run some of the models and so 1990 through 2005 are the years that we selected for analysis.

The effort estimation techniques, as we’ve talked in other council meetings, we have two different methods.  We have the pooled method, where we summarized the data into larger cells.  We calculate an average catch per unit of effort for those and then calculate an effort for each of those larger cells.

We also have a general linear model that we run.  It estimates effort for every single trip.  They, on average, provide about the same, but in some years we’re off by about 5 to 10 percent between the two different models and I’ll show you a graphic depiction of that.

The depth allocation technique, for 2002 through 2005, in the trip tickets, the depths are not captured in the data and so in order to determine where the shrimp were caught, we developed some algorithms to estimate where the shrimp were caught, by depth, for those trip ticket data.

We had two different estimation techniques throughout most of it.  We spent a great deal of time the last few months and we developed an algorithm that estimates the depth that can be used by both the pooled and the GLM.  For both of these analyses, we’re using the exact same dataset, which has been very good.

Arial coverage, I’m going to show you total, which is the inshore and offshore components, and so essentially it’s the entire fishery, the total offshore, being from the beach out, and then the exclusive economic zone, which is from the territorial sea out to 200 miles.  That differs in each of the states.  Texas, for example, is nine miles out to 200 and Louisiana is three miles and so forth.

Production models, we started out with the Graham-Schaefer and we still have that in here.  It’s a standard production model.  It’s very basic and we used it for most of the analysis.  
As we started to look for the results in the exclusive economic zone, or the EEZ, certainly the inshore or the near-shore areas, the effort in there, the catch of shrimp, can have and do have an impact on production in the EEZ.

A modified Graham-Schafer Production Model was developed, which incorporates shrimp abundance and also effort in those components, and I’ll show you the results of that.  Both of these are quadratic models and I’ll show you the models.  They’re very steep and a curve, apex, and then a curve down.

The Modified Fox Production Model also has shrimp index in it and a shrimp abundance index and effort data in it.  The Fox Production Model is a logarithmic function and so I’ll show you it doesn’t have as large of a decreasing slope towards the end and so we get a little different results with that.  We used these three models for estimation of MSY.

As far as the effort goes, you can see that the pooled technique, the GLM technique that are here for the total, track pretty well through time.  There’s certainly some deviation between some years, but the general trend is there between both models.

If we start to split that out, offshore component and the EEZ component for 1990 to 2005, we can see that most years they’re tracking fairly well.  We do have some, in the offshore component, some variation against the pooled and the GLM.  
The GLM in all the latter years, from about 1998, is a little bit lower than what the pooled technique is showing and so that needs to be remembered in the analysis.

I want to just throw this curve up, because I’m going to talk about MSY and MEY and everything else, and I want to put this curve up just for relationship.  In any production model, you have your yield function here that can be expressed in dollars or pounds, but you have some apex value here.

You have effort against this axis and yield in dollars or pounds along this axis.  At this apex is where MSY would be.  It’s associated with some poundage and it’s also associated with some effort value. 
The MEY, the maximum economic yield, is down here.  It’s essentially this revenue curve or pound curve against total cost and the MEY is the point where those two are furthest apart, where you have the maximum benefit revenue against cost.  That’s how that point is determined, along this axis.

MSY is this high point on the curve.  MEY is going to be associated with the maximum distance between total cost and total revenue and the effort associated with that would be here.

MR. ADAMS:  I don’t understand why cost is a sloping function like that, because whether or not you go fish or catch anything, you start out with a certain amount of fixed costs and those fixed costs remain the same until you get to a point where you actually are catching something.

DR. NANCE:  This curve right here?  Total cost is based on fixed costs and it’s also based on variable costs.  There are two different cost functions that are in there.

MR. ADAMS:  I understand, but if you have fixed costs whether you fish or not, that point can’t start at zero.

DR. NANCE:  I think it’s near zero.  It wouldn’t be going to zero.

DR. ASSANE DIAGNE:  The observation that Mr. Adams makes is correct, but that is in the short run.  This is drawn to show that in the long run, all costs are variable.  You don’t have any more fixed costs.  
That’s why it starts from the origin and it slopes up.  In the short run, you would have the fixed costs, which would be a horizontal line, and then you would have the variable costs, which will be sloping up, but this is for a long run situation and everything is variable.

DR. NANCE:  Thanks, Assane.  What I’m trying to do here is just show you the basic parameters that we’ve estimated here.  When I talk about effort associated with MEY, that would be this point on the axis.  When I’m talking about effort associated with MSY, that would be this point on the axis.

Using the data from 1990 to 2005, the effort associated with MSY -- Here are the different values that are associated with that for both the pooled effort technique and the GLM effort technique.
Total would be 234.9 thousand days fished estimate of effort for MSY.  GLM is slightly larger offshore, 179,000 days fished, 165 for the GLM.  EEZ, about 110,000 days fished, 98,000 days fished for the GLM estimate.

As we start to look at different areas, we’re running different models for the total, for the offshore component, and for the EEZ component.  We also have -- This is the other quadratic model, where we have a shrimp abundance indices in there and also the inshore effort.  That’s giving us an estimate of 145,000 days fished for the MSY value and 120,000 using the GLM.

For the Fox Reduction Model -- I need to go back here for a moment.  A Fox Model is going to come up here like the quadratic.  It’s going to reach an apex, but it’s going to be slower on the decline and so a typical quadratic goes up fast, hits a point, and then comes back down.
It’s felt by some of the committee that shrimp overfishing probably wouldn’t occur this fast.  We don’t really have any data points on this side and so we look to both a general quadratic and a Fox, the Fox being slowing down on the decent along this way.  That’s why we’re seeing a little bit different in the quadratic compared with the Fox estimate.

Comparing these values for the estimates, here’s the results based on the 2001 to 2003, which is our mean for the red snapper F, and so we put this up here to see where we were for these years and where we were in 2005 in the pooled analysis.

For example, in the total, which was 234 or 235,000 days fished for the effort for the MSY, in the average for 2001 to 2003, it was 44,000 days over that value and so they were fishing a little higher than what would be required for MSY.  
In 2005, they went below the MSY value.  In other words, they were fishing around 85,000 days less than would be needed to get MSY for the total.  We’ve done this for each of the different areas, total, offshore and EEZ, using the there different models for the EEZ.  
You can see that basically for the three models using the standard Graham-Schaefer they were fishing above MSY, in average, 2001 to 2003.  They were, however, below the MSY for these other two different models.

In other words, these two models are saying they didn’t fish, they were below MSY, even in the 2001 to 2003 period.  For 2005, which we have a reduction in effort, we see that they are below the required effort for MSY in all cases.

Using the GLM analysis, or the effort estimate, the same type of scenario.  We do have the offshore component, where they’re slightly below MSY in the 2001 to 2003 period for the offshore, but you can see that basically they’re about at MSY or over MSY for the offshore, total, and EEZ.  
They’re below for the new quadratic and the Fox Model.  They are below 2005 in all cases and so they’re fishing below what would be necessary for getting MSY in the fishery.

MEY was calculated just for the basic Graham-Schaefer model.  You can see the various inputs here.  Notice that these are all below what is necessary for MSY.  
As you saw in that functional curve that we had displayed, MEY is always -- The effort associated with it is always below MSY and so we’re getting around 78,000 to 75,000 days fished for MEY for the total area, 32,000 to 41,000 for the offshore, 20,000 to 28,000 for the EEZ.

If we look at the results for the pooled effort for MEY, you can see that in all cases we are fishing above MEY in the fishery, both from the average of 2001 to 2003 and in 2005.  That’s the case also with the GLM estimates where we have around 200 days over for this period and around seventy-three for the total.

The sensitivity analysis that we ran, essentially for every twenty-five cent decrease in shrimp price or a twenty-five cent increase in fuel price, MEY, the values associated with MEY, decrease by 3.5 million pounds and 6,400 days fished.  
For the offshore waters and the pooled, 2.8 million pounds and 5,200 days and in the offshore waters for the GLM technique, around 2.5 million pounds and 4,800 days fished.  In the EEZ, using the pooled technique, 1.9 million pounds and 3,100 days fished in the EEZ for the GLM.

You can see we tried to get a sensitivity of how much we’re changing here and so for every twenty-five cent decrease or increase in fuel, we get this pattern in the analysis.

As far as the MEY values go, we talked a little bit about this last time.  MEY really is effective -- We’re having a hard time coming up for the EEZ.  The inshore and near-shore has a great effect on this value and so in order for this to be functional, I think, regulatory authority for the total fleet would be a necessary thing.
If you’re having MEY calculated for the EEZ, you need to have some control of what’s happening in other areas.  The price cost structure right now is highly volatile.  We have estimates of cost, fixed cost and variable cost, for most of the 2000 up to 2003.

We’re not sure how good those estimates are for the 2005 period.  A lot has changed in the last few years.  Also, annual variation, the MEY values that I’ve shown you in the presentation here are for 2005.  There are tables in your report that show the MEY for every single year from 1990 through 2005 and there’s quite an array there.

Annual variation is really a consideration here where you have cost changing, prices of shrimp changing.  We as a committee wanted to bring these up just in a context of remembrance and that’s the conclusion of the report.  You each have a copy.  It has a myriad of tables and figures in there and I would be happy to answer any questions.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Thank you, Dr. Nance.  I appreciate that.  That was an excellent presentation.

MR. ROBIN RIECHERS:  Jim, while I certainly appreciate your group’s work and effort, I guess I have a little bit of difficulty in coming to the same conclusions you came to.  I understand the variability in price and those things.  I guess where I’m getting a little questionable is we’ve never had the ability to manage those inshore areas.

We’re going to have to look at some sort of average effort days in those areas or something like that and use that as a proxy for what we expect it to be in the future and obviously have to monitor it from that point on.

DR. NANCE:  In the modified quadratic and the Modified Fox, we used the average from 1990 through 2005, the inshore and abundance average, to calculate those numbers.  Certainly you have a table in there or a figure that shows you with that model if you have 1,000 days fished or 100,000 and 200,000 and so forth what changes that makes in that analysis.  You’re right that it’s important to know what those are from a management scenario.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Jim, put one of your MSY models up there with the numbers.  Any other questions?

DR. NANCE:  Which ones do you want?

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Ms. Morris has a question.
MS. MORRIS:  I just wondered where in the report these tables that compare 2001 to 2003 to 2005 -- These tables in your PowerPoint, are they in the report that we have?  Where are they?

DR. NANCE:  I think it’s Table 16 and 17.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  While Julie is looking, Jim, total offshore EEZ, your group considered all species of penaeid, is that correct?

DR. NANCE:  Yes.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  That’s total effort for all three species?  

DR. NANCE:  Yes.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Ms. Morris, did you find it?  Okay, let me have a crack at it.  We want to manage for MSY of a fishery and in 2005, in all cases, we were below by 35 to 125 percent, but EEZ only, 35 percent, is that right?

DR. NANCE:  No, that is -- You’re 35,000 days fished below --

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  35,000 days below what we need for MSY.

DR. NANCE:  Yes.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Yet, under this emergency rule, the agency is proposing a 50 percent less effort than 2001 to 2003.  Under the emergency rule for penaeid shrimp, we are going to be managing for effort less than produces MSY.  We’re managing for bycatch in the EEZ shrimp fishery, is that not correct?

DR. CRABTREE:  Not entirely correct, because the interim rule sets a target level of effort in the western Gulf only and in the ten to thirty-fathom depth zone only and so not everywhere.  Then, what response there would be to effort levels in excess of the target would be dependent on what action this council then takes.

You do have, and we’ve talked about this some, you do have inherently two fisheries and you really can’t optimize both red snapper and shrimp simultaneously and so there is going to have to be some adjustments made and I believe one of the things you need to re-look at in Shrimp Amendment 15 is the optimum yield in the shrimp fishery and the optimal level of effort in the shrimp fishery.

You really, according to the Magnuson Act, you are to manage towards the optimum yield and not towards MSY.  Currently in shrimp, we have defined OY equals MSY, but that is inherently conflicting with decisions we seem to have made on red snapper, because of the linking of the selectivities in the equal proportion reductions that we’ve been on.

That’s part of the problem we’ve got to deal with in red snapper over the next year or two, is how to reconcile all that and how much effort are we going to have in the shrimp fishery and then what does that mean about red snapper recovery?  By the way, it’s not an emergency rule that we’re contemplating.  It is an interim rule to reduce overfishing.
CHAIRMAN PERRET:  I’m thinking way ahead and I know this is never going to happen, but if we do not have enough effort to harvest the available shrimp crop, the optimum yield, I just shudder to think that we may ever get an application from a foreign nation for a -- We used to hear it all the time years ago and is it TALF, is that correct?

If indeed we don’t have domestically enough effort to harvest what we want to harvest with shrimp crop, I guess conceivably we could be in a position to get a request from a foreign nation to harvest whatever excess the domestic industry cannot take.

MR. MICHAEL MCLEMORE:  That’s going to depend on how you address OY for the shrimp fishery, as Roy was just talking about, but if we are setting OY in a way that lets us rebuild red snapper and it results in less overtaking than we’re taking now, we’re not going to let a foreign nation come in and do that and prevent us from rebuilding red snapper either.

DR. CRABTREE:  Corky, as best I can tell, if we’re on the linked equal proportion approach to red snapper that we’ve been on, we are essentially going to manage shrimp to rebuild red snapper.  It’s kind of a weak link approach to things, where red snapper is the weak link.

You’re going to manage these two fisheries based on the weak link.  The council is going to have to decide is that the best way to manage and deal with this problem or do we look at delinking some scenarios and to take a different approach to what we’ve done in the past.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Thank you, Roy and Mike.  I guess Ms. Morris had her question answered.  Any other questions?

MR. RIECHERS:  I kind of want to follow up again and make sure I understand, Jim or Assane, and I don’t know who may be better to answer these questions.  I guess I’m looking at Table 16 and 17 and I’m trying to go back to your conclusion that MEY is not the appropriate way to manage this fishery.  Is it because that -- If I’m reading the tables correctly, in 2001 to 2003, we were below the average effort to achieve MEY?
DR. NANCE:  No, we’ve always been above -- 2001 to 2003, I don’t have that up here.  I’m using 2005 up here, but if you look at these values up here, Robin, these are essentially using the 2005 data, the cost data.

For the EEZ, the value was about 20,000 days fished for MEY and in the 2001 to 2003 period, the average was 108,000 days fished.  In 2005, we dropped down, but it was 54,000 and so you were above what was necessary by 54,000 days fished.  In the analysis we’ve done, we have not been below MEY for any of the analysis.

MR. RIECHERS:  The conclusion of the committee, it’s not because we’ve been at MEY, but it’s just because of the volatility in the current market?

DR. NANCE:  That’s correct.

MS. MORRIS:  I’m just trying to understand why negative numbers are positive in the two different tables.
DR. NANCE:  It’s because of how they -- In my presentation, Julie, I wanted to make a point of which way they were going.  In the report, we switched it where it was one minus the other.  In the report, they’re opposite this.  It’s still the exact same numbers, but just how they’re presented.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Other questions for Dr. Nance?  Dr. Nance, I assume there’s a few things that you and your group have to clean up in the report?

DR. NANCE:  Yes.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Time-wise, that will be done in --

DR. NANCE:  The very near future.  We’re going to make sure the tables are all squared away and those types of things and formatted and then we’ll be able to send this.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Again, I think you guys did a very fine job and I was extremely pleased with the interface and the disagreements between you scientists and seeing you work it out.  Are there any additional questions for Dr. Nance?

MS. MORRIS:  I really want to understand this and I guess I’m slow to absorb it.  If we were wanting to -- I think our dream was that we could find a number that would both be maximum economic yield for the shrimp industry and also would address our need to reduce the red snapper and other bycatch mortality.

Have we found that?  How close is -- Could you just focus in on that and tell us where -- Your job was to tell us where MEY and effort at MSY was and so just very much crystallize for us, in effort at MSY, how much of a reduction from 2001 to 2003 or what’s the best way to --

DR. NANCE:  Essentially where you’re at, Julie, is in 2005, you are -- Not you, but the fishery is between MSY and MEY.  From the economic -- We’re fishing below MSY.  
The economists in the group feel uncomfortable in will we ever be able to get down to MEY in the fishery.  We’re certainly at the point between those two, but whether we would ever be able to get down to MEY and have the fishery viable is a question.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Jim, would you put one of the first ones up, the charge we gave you, the two things?  I guess looking back, Julie, of the two, Number 1 appears to be real easy now.  They were able to give us something there.

Number 2, because of the fluctuating economic factors, fuel, price of shrimp, imports, so many factors going on, they were a lot less comfortable trying to come up with a point or number.

DR. NANCE:  We’ve come up with the estimates.  

MS. MORRIS:  In answer to that first question, what’s the minimum level of effort necessary to achieve MSY?  In the EEZ, what number on this table is that?

DR. NANCE:  You have two.  There are the estimates for MEY.  It would be 110 and 98.  Now, using the modified quadratic though, it’s 145 and 120.  That seems to be a little bit better model, because it takes into account shrimp abundance and effort.

That seems to be a little better model there for the MSY.  The Fox Model, it has a slower slope, a slower decline after the apex.  We don’t really have any data over there and so as far as is a quadratic better or is a logarithmic function better, it’s hard to say, because we really don’t have data on that side.  We provided that.  It would be 145 and 99 would be the two estimates there for those two different types of models.

A reminder that also in the red snapper assessment, we have used the pooled estimate and so anything where we’ve presented effort analysis or effort components for the red snapper, it’s based on the pooled technique and not the GLM.

MR. RIECHERS:  Kind of following up on Julie’s question then, if I’m reading the tables right, the pooled EEZ approach -- We’ll stick with the pooled, since that’s what we’ve used in the red snapper modeling, 109,000 days.  If you’re going to maximize MEY then -- Am I reading this correctly, but would that be --

DR. NANCE:  For MEY, it would be 20,000 days fished, using the 2005 cost data.
MR. RIECHERS:  Your concerns and the committee’s concerns about actually focusing on that MEY were due to, of course, the inshore effort shifting situation that may occur and that your price structures may not be as up to date as the current situation in the fishery?

DR. NANCE:  Correct.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Any other questions?

MS. FOOTE:  Jim, could you send the council a copy of your PowerPoint?

DR. NANCE:  Yes, I would be happy to.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Other questions or comments?  Again, Jim, we thank you and your group for your effort.  Dr. Leard, this was an ad hoc committee and so once their charge is completed, I suppose that would be them fulfilling their obligations to the council?

DR. RICK LEARD:  That’s my understanding.  Once Jim has the report all cleaned up and everything and when we start back working on Amendment 27/14, we’ll try to take this information and put it into some actions with alternatives for the shrimp component of that amendment, to be considered either as part of 14 or as we continue to work in more of a limited entry or dedicated access type program for the shrimp fishery working with the Ad Hoc Shrimp Effort Management AP that you recently appointed.  That’s where we will actually go with the information that comes out of Jim’s report.
CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Thank you, Rick.  Again, Dr. Nance, thank you very much, you and your team, for your efforts.  With that, we’ll move to Item IV and Dr. Leard mentioned our Ad Hoc Shrimp Effort Management AP, which the council formed.  We need to see about scheduling Ad Hoc Shrimp Effort Management AP meetings.  Dr. Leard, do you want to take that?

SCHEDULING THE AD HOC SHRIMP EFFORT MANAGEMENT AP

DR. LEARD:  We put this on the agenda just to see about timing as to when the council might want us to start getting these people together and start looking at that.  
Since we’re not going to be moving forward with 27/14 until after the first of the year, it would seem to me that it would probably be sometime after that when we would want to get these people together to start looking and talking about effort management within the shrimp fishery, but that’s totally up to the committee and the council.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Hearing that, what’s the pleasure of the committee?  Do you want to wait until after the first of the year?  What are we in, November?  That would be the next meeting, right?  Wait until the January --

MR. JOE HENDRIX:  I think it would be better for us to go ahead and go forward with this and get them together to start organizing this process.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  The only thing I would say is let’s make sure we’ve got Dr. Nance and his group’s final report that would be made available as some of the information for that group, but whatever the pleasure of the group.

MR. HENDRIX:  Also do the same we did with this group, is define very carefully the goals of the committee.

MR. BILL TEEHAN:  Given scheduling problems and trying to get all these people together, I concur with Joe, that we probably ought to get this moving fairly quickly.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Rick, we selected X number of people to serve on this committee, is that correct?  Did we not have some things come up since then with some of the members who can’t serve or had some -- Mr. Swingle, do you know?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR WAYNE SWINGLE:  That’s a very likely possibility.  There is one candidate that we picked up to scrutinizing all the members for violations and that needs to be discussed in Other Business at this meeting in closed session.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Have we got a closed session scheduled?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  Yes, I think it’s Thursday morning now.

MR. RIECHERS:  Actually, it’s this afternoon, if we get there in time.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  I kind of agree with Joe and Bill.  Getting X number of people together is tough and so perhaps we want to try and get something set up or some dates anyway.  We may have to try and come up with another member or members if we’ve got a problem, as Mr. Swingle stated.

MS. FOOTE:  I think sometime towards the end of January would work, if we set the date now.  I know the group members from Louisiana are anxious to start talking and so if we could get a date out there, we’ll be better off.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Thank you, Karen.  Rick, do you have any suggestions?  Does the staff have any suggestions in knowing what your calendar is for January and so on?

DR. LEARD:  No, not really.  There may be even a potential to have a window in the early part of December.  What we normally do is we just will send out an email or send out a flyer to them and ask them to give us dates that they would not be available and we could do that for December and for January.

Of course, we have a Shrimp Advisory Panel meeting, which always meets in January, the week before the council meeting, and so we’ve got two weeks there, but what we’ll do, if it pleases the committee and the council, we’ll just go ahead and start polling the members after this meeting and see when we can get the most of them together to start discussing effort management issues.
Again, this is not a new thing.  There were reports going all the way back to 1989 and we’ll dig those out and make them available to them and give them a chance to read some of those things and then just start -- I guess the first session or two would be more of a brainstorming session to see how they feel about effort management and ways to go about doing it.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  I suggest following this meeting that those papers that go back to whatever year, as well as soon as Dr. Nance’s group’s paper is available, that it be sent out to all the members for review and indicate in the letter that we’re going to probably have a meeting at whatever time.

MR. HENDRIX:  The only thing I was going to recommend is that we ask staff to try to schedule that meeting either the first of December or our meeting for January is scheduled for January 22nd and so there’s the opportunity the first part of January as well.

If we have all that considered and the effort AP has had an opportunity to meet, we’ll be much further along as we bring up this continued discussion of the control of the shrimp effort.

MS. MORRIS:  Could somebody reprise for me our charge to the AP, the one that we’re talking about meeting?  I think it is really important that we ask the right question and define their charge carefully.

I don’t find it in the Shrimp Committee minutes from the last meeting, but I think that’s because this issue really belongs on the Joint Reef Fish/Shrimp Committee agenda.

I’m trying to look through the minutes of that committee for the last meeting and I’m having trouble finding it.  Does somebody have handy the charge for this AP that we’re establishing?

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Staff, do we have that readily available so we can put it up on the screen?

MR. RIECHERS:  To help with that, I’m believing the charge may have been two meetings ago, Julie, and then we appointed the committee the last meeting and so it may be that it’s in the minutes of two meetings ago.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  I think they’re looking for it now, Ms. Morris. 

MS. MORRIS:  Perhaps if we can’t find it now, we could find it before full council and this could be added to the Shrimp Committee’s presentation at full council.  I think we need to review that and be careful about what it says and make sure we’re asking for what we really want.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  The chair advised that the Administrative Policy will meet after lunch and is that right, Robin?

MR. RIECHERS:  If you’re concluding business, we’ll go ahead and adjourn and then bring the Administrative Policy Committee up when we come back after lunch.

DR. CRABTREE:  I have one other thing that I wanted to bring up and I think it kind of came out of some of the work that the working group did.  My staff has spoken to me about economic survey data that we have collected over time.

The last time we tried to collect cost data was 2000 and then 2002, through voluntary surveys.  We have had problems over time in terms of low response to some of the surveys and so we’re considering whether we ought to make the Gulf Shrimp Economic Data Collection Program mandatory because of the high response rate.

This kind of data obviously is very critical to these types of analysis.  We’ve talked to NOAA GC and they’ve advised us that NMFS already has the authority to require the shrimp fleet to provide economic data.  It’s in the original FMP.  I would like some input from the council in terms of this and how you might advise proceeding on this.
CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Roy, you’re talking EEZ only?

DR. CRABTREE:  That would be our authority, would be through permitted EEZ shrimp vessels.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  I think you said high response and I think you meant low response.

DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, that’s been the problem.  We’ve had a low response rate to the surveys in the past.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  You’ve heard Dr. Crabtree’s concern.

MR. LARRY SIMPSON:  I’m not on your committee, Mr. Chairman, but I think in the past, there’s been discussion of utilizing a survey questionnaire at the point of getting your permit.  That would give you vessel characteristics and so forth.  

It wouldn’t give you actual shrimp prices and things, but there may be other avenues in which you could do that, rather than the individual fishermen providing that information on a more real-time basis.  Are you looking for overall characteristics of a vessel in an operation or are you looking at real-time type economic information, Roy?
DR. CRABTREE:  I think we’re already getting the vessel type information from the one-time questionnaire that’s done under Amendment 13.  I think this is more cost type data and other types of information.

If you would like, I could request to try and get a copy of the form that we would propose to use and then we could take a look at that.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  That was going to be my suggestion.  We are currently providing revenue to fishermen to provide us with certain data on their activity, bycatch and so on and so forth, and while we have signed contracts to date with individual fishermen to do certain things, I would like to see the form and perhaps that would be something else that I could possibly add to those fishermen that we’re dealing with in Mississippi.

I don’t know that maybe some of the other states may be able to do some similar things if they have those type programs and so if we could get a look at the form first, Roy, and then perhaps we can go forward from there.

DR. CRABTREE:  I’ll see what I can find out on that by the time we come back in full council.

DR. LEARD:  I would just say that in Amendment 13, the council did approve a gear and vessel characterization form and there was a sample of that form that was an appendix in that amendment.  
We also talked about collecting other data and maybe that’s what Dr. Crabtree is referring to.  Again, we had that discussion through the discussions of 13, that NMFS already has the authority to collect virtually any economic data that it deems it needs.

DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, that’s what I’m told in this case, but rather than us just saying okay, we’re going to require everybody to do this, I would like input from the council and keep you folks informed and involved.

MR. HENDRIX:  Expanding on what Dr. Leard said, as I recall our discussion in that Amendment 13 and adding that, that was one of the purposes for creating that questionnaire, like Larry said too.  I don’t understand why you couldn’t just go ahead and expand the request or change the form.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  I think we’re talking about two things, gear characterization and Roy is bringing up the economic issue.

MR. HENDRIX:  Exactly, but you could expand the form to include the economic in the same form, can’t you?

DR. CRABTREE:  I’m told, as I said, that we have the authority to do this and to make it mandatory.

MS. FOOTE:  Roy, in the low response survey, was that done on the docks or a mail out or what do you think the reasons for a low response were?

DR. CRABTREE:  I don’t know.  I would have to ask.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Any others?

MS. MORRIS:  I have a question for Dr. Crabtree.  Dr. Crabtree, did you say something earlier about other considerations for OY beyond just making it sort of biologically equal to MSY?  Can we consider in setting OY things like the interaction with other fisheries and the bycatch and things like that?

DR. CRABTREE:  I think my response would be that you have to consider all of those things and take it into account and the Act basically just requires that OY as reduced from MSY and in most all of our fisheries, we typically do set OY at some level below MSY and I think you could certainly do that in the shrimp fishery.

I think taking into account bycatch and recovery of red snapper and economic impacts in the shrimp fishery, as well as other ecosystem effects, would all be things you could take into account.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Anybody else?  Is there any other business?  Hearing none, we will adjourn.
(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 11:45 o’clock a.m., November 14, 2006.)
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