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The Joint Reef Fish/Mackerel/Red Drum Committees of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council convened in Grand Ballroom A & B of the San Luis Resort, Galveston, Texas, Tuesday afternoon, November 14, 2006, and was called to order at 3:20 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Karen Foote.

CHAIRMAN KAREN FOOTE:  We’re going to call the Joint Reef Fish/Mackerel/Red Drum Committee together.  Unless there’s disagreement, we’ll do what we usually do when we meet jointly and everybody has one vote and not one vote per committee and is that okay?  All right, that’s okay.
Reef Fish Committee members, we’ve got Vernon, Roy Williams or Bill Teehan, Roy Crabtree, Julie, Bobbi Walker.  In Mackerel, we have Vernon, Roy, myself, Bill Teehan, Phil Horn, and Degraaf.  In Red Drum, myself, Degraaf, Joe Hendrix, Phil Horn, and Larry.  The majority of us are here and we’ll go ahead and start the meeting.

Adoption of the Agenda, this is Tab F, Number 1.  Any changes to the agenda?  Seeing no suggested changes, the agenda stands as submitted.

Approval of Minutes, Tab F, Number 2(a) and (b).  Are there any changes to the minutes?  Tab F-2(a) was June 6th of 2006 and 2(b) was October 4th of 2005.  Seeing no suggested changes, the minutes will stand as submitted.  Item Number III, Update on Work Completed on Aquaculture Amendment, Tab F, Number 3 and 4.

UPDATE ON WORK COMPLETED ON AQUACULTURE AMENDMENT

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR WAYNE SWINGLE:  First, just as background, I wanted to point out that we began developing this aquaculture amendment a long time ago.  We went to public scoping meetings in February of 2004 and somewhere along the mid-period of that, the council made a conscious decision to put the aquaculture amendment on a lower priority for the work of staff. 

That was because we were, as usual, kind of trying to get a number of important amendments through our system and the process we use in developing the plans now is an IPT system, an interdisciplinary planning team.  

That includes our staff and a whole bunch of NMFS and NOAA staff that look at every area that we’re supposed to address in this type of document and be sure that we have some verbiage in the document for that purpose.

We basically ceased work on it and then, through the good graces of Mike Rubino, who is head of the NOAA Aquaculture Program, he deeded us $60,000 to hire consultants to begin work on this again.  I think we finally got approval of those monies about the end of June.

We hired four consultants.  Two of them were experts in aquaculture and were employed by Sea Grant programs at Texas A&M and Auburn.  The other two persons we hired were economists and so we worked out a statement of work, which is under Tab F, Number 3 of your document, and this is the one that’s been modified.

We basically had all four of the contractors were working on the sections for the management alternatives and the environmental consequences section and the two economists were, in addition, doing the regulatory impact review section and the initial regulatory flexibility analysis.

We had a conference call meeting, a rather extended one, of all of these participants, but we included all of Mike Rubino’s aquaculture staff, the Sea Grant aquaculture staff out of the Washington office, and I guess our contractors and locally some of the NMFS people that served on the IPT.

We went through the process of completing Task 1 with that workgroup and this is basically to look at the alternatives section and be sure that we have a reasonable range of alternatives for the NEPA purpose and at the same time, consider removing certain alternatives as being those that were to a section called considered but rejected and the emphasis was to look at alternatives and see if they were unreasonable requirements of the persons that would be governed by the aquaculture document.

Having done that, then in our staff meeting we readjusted the timeline.  That’s the last page of the statement of work and we did this realizing that we probably could not get the draft options paper done by our November meeting, but the participants all felt comfortable that it could be completed by the January meeting.  That’s what we changed as far as the timing of it.  

Now on Tab F, Number 4, I’ll just go through some of the changes and I won’t dwell on these, because these will come back to you with analysis of the impacts, but I do want to point out that we decided to modify some of them and some of them were moved and they’re still a little bit incomplete in that we haven’t gotten comments back on some of these.

We had the duration of the permits, the permits conditions section, Number 4, the species for aquaculture.  Number 5 was allowable marine aquaculture systems and 6 was sites and areas for aquaculture and then 7 was one that we still need to work out and that’s establishing buffer zones for aquaculture facilities.

We had record keeping and reporting and there was one additional one of these that was recommended for deletion and that was Number F.  The biggest change that we made was by creating the next section, the permit conditions and requirements.

Rather than making all of these alternatives, these will just be part of the permit conditions that will apply to anyone that is permitted to carry out this activity.  Then the last page I want to look at is the Section 4.2, the alternatives considered and rejected.

The bolded provisions indicate those that were removed by the task group when they were doing Task 1.  That concludes a summary of really where we are on this.  Joe Hendrix may want to add a little more, but hopefully we will have this back for your action by the January meeting and proceed with it as an options paper that is being proposed as a public hearing draft.

I do think that one action the committees might want to consider is that we notify NMFS that we would like to reinitiate the IPT system on this once we have reached the point that the next draft has been completed.  There are a number of additional actions related to NOAA and other statutes and so forth where some verbiage needs to be added to the document.

MR. JOE HENDRIX:  To expand on what Wayne was saying, the conference call went really well and everyone agreed that the amount of work that remained on this amendment was not that great.  It should be able to be completed before the January meeting.  One thought on this IPT meeting, Wayne, is don’t you think it should happen before the January meeting as well?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  I think it would be most helpful if it was immediately initiated.  I guess the problem partially with the IPT system is the same faces are doing a lot of the amendments and so I think if we had not have shelved the program in the past that we would have run into time periods where the IPTs weren’t particularly busy and they could have contributed to finishing development of the aquaculture amendment.

MR. HENDRIX:  Several members of the IPT were on the conference call and they didn’t think it would be a major meeting and so I think we’re talking about a one-day meeting.  What would it take to go forward with that?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  Basically, most of the drafting would have to be done by them for certain sections and they can do that through our list server.  They draft something that they shoot to the list server that’s automatically distributed to everyone else for editorial comment and then it eventually becomes part of the document.

MR. HENDRIX:  We need to contact Dr. Crabtree’s office and ask for the time?

CHAIRMAN FOOTE:  Dr. Crabtree, can you consider yourself contacted?

DR. ROY CRABTREE:  Yes, and I’m going to suggest that when we get done with the meeting that, Wayne, if you want to contact Phil and we’ll see what we can do.  I would like to see this move forward.  I’m not sure who is on the IPT anymore and so we would have to look at that and see.

CHAIRMAN FOOTE:  Wayne, could you report back at full council about your contact of Phil?  If you could report back when we get to this report at full council about what you and National Marine Fisheries Service have been able to discuss on the IPT meeting.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  Okay, I certainly will.

MR. HENDRIX:  I have one other thing, Karen.  I talked with Dr. Rubino’s office, the aquaculture office with NOAA Fisheries in Washington, and the view there, in the federal sector, is that what we do here in the Gulf now is even more important.

What is going on with the national legislation has really slowed down quite a bit and so this is a real good opportunity for us to go forward and finish this and start this process of developing this industry.  The Gulf Council has an excellent opportunity to take this thing forward.

DR. TOM MCILWAIN:  I’m not on any of the committees involved in this yet, but I would like to add my support to moving this effort forward.  I did chair the original group that drafted the early document that this is based on and I think it’s time that we move forward with it.

CHAIRMAN FOOTE:  Any further items for committee action on the joint committee for aquaculture?

MR. HENDRIX:  Do we need a motion to take this forward or, Wayne, is it just directions to staff or where are we on that, to make sure we have a --

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  I thought we agreed to that at a previous meeting when we got the funding, to proceed, that staff would get the contactors busy in trying to redraft it.

MR. HENDRIX:  To make sure that the objective is to have an options paper available for review by the council at the next meeting.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  That would be fine.  That’s what the intent and what, as you recall, everyone agreed could be done over the conference call.

CHAIRMAN FOOTE:  Any further items to come before this committee, any other business?  Seeing none, this committee stands adjourned.

(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 3:35 o’clock p.m., November 14, 2006.)
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