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The Joint Reef Fish and Shrimp Management Committees of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council convened in the Azalea Ballroom of the Grand Hotel Marriott, Point Clear, Alabama, Tuesday morning, January 23, 2007, and was called to order at 8:30 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Corky Perret.

CHAIRMAN CORKY PERRET:  I would like to call the Joint Reef Fish/Shrimp Committee meeting to order.  Mr. Minton and I -- Minton is chair of Reef Fish and Perret is chair of Shrimp, as you all know, and it’s my turn to chair this joint meeting.
Insofar as Reef Fish Committee members, it’s Minton, Adams, Crabtree, Gill, Roy and Bill, Morris are all present and Walker is here.  The Shrimp Committee is Perret, Foote, Crabtree, Gill, Hendrix, Pearce, Shipp and so all members are present.

If you go to Tab E, Number 1, there’s an agenda and Trish is printing out -- We’ve got a revised --

MR. ROBIN RIECHERS:  If the committee will let you, just defer adoption of the current agenda until after Sandra’s presentation and you could then adopt as revised, when they all get a copy in front of them.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Chairman Riechers and Reef Fish Committee Chairman Minton and I, along with staff, we revised the order of the way things are presented and so that’s what I’m talking about.  We do have a revised agenda and the same materials, but just a different order.  Though I’m the only one with a copy, I’ll entertain a motion to accept this revised agenda that you haven’t seen.

MR. BOB GILL:  So moved.
CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Is there a second?  Second by Mr. Adams.  The next item is the Approval of the Minutes, Tab E-2.  Those were the minutes of the November 13, 2006 meeting in Galveston, Texas.  I’m sure you’ve had an opportunity to review those minutes and is there any comments or changes to the minutes?  It’s moved by Mr. Williams and seconded by Mr. Gill for adoption of the minutes.  Is there any discussion?  Any opposition?  The minutes are approved.  Thank you very much.
I think the revised agenda is being handed out and is that right?  Okay.  The next item is Item III, Red Snapper Juvenile Densities off Texas.  That’s your Tab E, Number 4, and Dr. Diamond, are you ready?

RED SNAPPER JUVENILE DENSITIES OFF TEXAS

DR. SANDRA DIAMOND:  Yes, I am.  I wanted to thank you all for inviting me here this morning and just I’m here to tell you a little bit about the work we’ve been doing to look at red snapper juvenile abundance and bycatch hot spots in the Gulf of Mexico.

This is some of the stuff you all know.  Everybody here knows about shrimp trawl bycatch and everybody knows about the problem with red snapper and, again, you all know about our hopes for bycatch reduction devices and how that didn’t quite pan out as much as we wanted it to.

Now the question is are there alternatives that we can look at to reduce red snapper bycatch in the Gulf of Mexico and what we’re looking at is are closed areas a good possibility for reducing red snapper bycatch and for closed areas to actually work, there has to be two kind of conditions.

One is that the red snapper is clumped, or clustered, so that you can actually put boundaries around where they are or where a lot of them are and the other is if you’re going to close an area and you want those closures to go on for some time, you want that clustering of red snapper to be predictable in space and time.  These are the kinds of questions that we started off asking.

What we did was we took the SEAMAP data and we mapped it, using GIS methods, and those of you who are familiar with SEAMAP know that they trawl at point locations, at different stations.  The next thing to do is to interpolate between the points so that you have a contour and then we looked for these hot spots, which these are areas we’re calling the highest red snapper abundances, or CPUEs, and then we looked for persistence over time and then we looked at how that might affect shrimp, based on the data we had.

This is the idea of interpolation.  These are the points on a SEAMAP trawl for one year and then what we want to do is we want to make maps that have these surface contours and this kind of thing, this interpolation, can only work if the data are clustered.

We tested red snapper data to see if red snapper are in fact clustered and this is also called a test for spatial autocorrelation and so how clustered is your data.  Your choices are that they can be clustered and so like all this might be red snapper and everything else would be out here and sort of in the middle of the scale, you have random, where species are sort of randomly spaced out through the environment, or you could have what they call dispersed and what I would call an even distribution, where you would have things kind of in a grid pattern out there.

What we wanted to know is if red snapper were showing this clustering and after doing the statistical test on it, we found out that yes, for most of the years, they are clustered, so that we can now interpolate.

The idea of interpolation is that points that are closer to a high point, to a cluster, are going to be more similar than points that are farther away, but there’s a lot of different methods you can use to interpolate.
One method is a mathematical method which just looks at each point and it looks at the distance to a known point and you estimate unknown points based on their distance to known points.  Again, the idea is that if you’re closer to a high abundance area, you’re going to have higher abundance and if you’re farther away, you’ll be less likely to have high abundance.

This mathematical method is only based on the distance between the sampling stations.  There’s another form of interpolation which is a statistical method and what you do is you take all the points at once and you try to jigger the unknown abundances so that you’ve reduced the variance in the overall sample and it depends on something called a semivariogram, where this is the variance of all the points and this is the distance.

You get more variance until you reach an asymptote and there are different ways to do this thing.  What we did was first of all tested three different methods for interpolation.  We tested that mathematical one and then we tested two different formulas out of the statistical one and this is called kriging, this statistical method.

We tested a subset of the data, rather than all eighteen and seventeen years of the data, and what we wanted to find was what’s the best method for interpolating for shrimp and for red snapper and I’ll show you in a minute why these interpolation methods are so important and why I was talking about them.

What we found is for shrimp -- You can see in red the IDW, the inverse-distance weighting, or the mathematical formula, worked out better in terms of statistics and error and all the criteria we used to test it.  It was the best method for interpolating for shrimp.

We found for red snapper that this kriging with this spherical model, this one particular form of the statistical model, was best for red snapper and so what we’re going to do is use this one for red snapper and use the mathematical one for shrimp and the reason this is important is because once you make a hot spot -- This is the way we make a hot spot.

We say a hot spot area -- If this is the number of red snapper or the catch per unit effort of red snapper along this axis and this is the number of actual pixels, you know the little cells in the database that have that number of snapper, what you can see is that most of the pixels, most of the cells, have almost no snapper.

Very few of the cells have high abundance of snapper and so somewhere in there, where that green line is, is the average CPUE of snapper in all the pixels on the map and so what we wanted to call a hot spot was things that had very high abundances or high abundances of snapper.

When we’re saying a hot spot, from now through the talk, what I’m talking about are things that are above the mean, some distance above the mean, and they either have high abundances of red snapper or very high abundances of red snapper.

When you take these hot spots and you blank out everything else on the map except for these hot spot areas, what you can see is these are the three different methods of interpolation.  What you can see is that the hot spots are in similar places, but not in exactly the same place.

What I want to impress upon you is that GIS methods are an estimate.  It’s not like you’re looking at your map from AAA and McDonald’s is going to be at the corner of 7th and Main and you go there and sure enough, there it is.  These are statistical estimates or mathematical estimates and so it does matter what method you use to make these estimates.

They’re close, but they’re not exactly the same and so now we’re convinced that we have the best method for the different species and the interesting thing was the difference between shrimp and red snapper that made different methods more appropriate seemed to be because of the number of zeros in the dataset.  Shrimp had very few stations that didn’t have any shrimp and snapper had a huge number of stations that didn’t have any snapper.

That made one method better for shrimp and a different method better -- Shrimp were patchier and they were more clustered and that made the OKS method, the kriging method, better for red snapper than for shrimp.

What we did was picked the best method and we found that two of the methods were similar, but this one was a better method, this mathematical method, and so we’re going to use it for shrimp.  Instead of just generically using the same method for everything, we’re going to choose what’s best for each species in the work that we do and, again, why were some better than others for the species?  It depended on the patchiness of the species.

Once we got this part done, we could start making maps, to see what the hot spots looked like.  Again, we have two characteristics of a hot spot.  The first one that I’ve talked to already is the intensity and for us, we’re calling the intensity the hotness of the spot.

Either we have high abundance of snapper, which is that part above the mean, one standard deviation above the mean, or we have very high abundances of snapper, which is all the way over to that right-hand side of that one graph.

We measure this, again, by how many standard deviations above the mean we are and we’re looking at it pixel-by-pixel, once we’ve done the interpolation maps.  The other thing we wanted to see is how persistent are these spots.
With the time series we’ve got, we’ve got seventeen years of fall SEAMAP data and eighteen years of summer SEAMAP data and these are the consistent time series of data that we wanted to use.  There’s more data out there, but it was done slightly differently.

Our question was how many years out of each time series do you find the hot spot in the same location and if you can find it in the same location year after year after year, then that seems like a good location for a closed area to be.  That’s what we looked at, intensity and persistence. 
Basically, there’s a tradeoff.  You can have big hot spots or big closed areas or you can have small ones, depending on your persistence and your intensity and I’ll show you what I’m talking about.

What we’re going to do is I’m going to show you like a little movie of the annual hot spots and this is just red snapper abundance and the blue areas here were the high abundance, high CPUE, areas.  The red is the very high CPUEs for red snapper and from year to year, this is how they change.

They do move some.  I can’t get the thing to jump quickly.  You can see that there are lots of consistencies as to where they are.  They do seem to be within the same fathom contours.  They shift a little bit, but they’re fairly consistent.  

Mainly what you’re seeing is a consistency in terms of this area off Texas is often lit up as one of the hot spots and so when we overlay all those years, and for fall, we have 1998 through 2004 and again, we have the high abundances and the very high abundances, we get these areas off here that show up and these are the composite hot spots.  These are the places that are lit up pretty much year after year after year.

Now we’re going to look at how persistence plays into that.  That was intensity and this is persistence and so what you see here is the years of overlap that you can get.  If you try to go for ten years of overlap out of the seventeen-year time series, you’re going to have a pretty small area.

If you back it off to nine years have to overlap, all the way down to five years, what you get, and again, this is our very hot intensity and so it’s a small sport, is this area right here overlaps five out of the seventeen years.  

This is an area of 6,000 square kilometers, which is 5 percent of the total SEAMAP area, and if you look at the population of red snapper, on average, from every year that’s contained in this spot, 18 percent of the red snapper, on average, are contained in this spot.

If we go down a little bit in intensity, what you see is that the hot spot gets bigger.  We have up to fifteen years out of the seventeen years are showing up in the same spot for that hot spot and if you look at the years of persistence, our favorite one here is seven years of persistence out of seventeen years, which is not bad.  It’s more than a third of the dataset.

You get an area of almost 11,000 square kilometers.  It’s about 8.8 percent of the total area and on average, if you take the hot spot from a year and you compare it to this composite hot spot, on average you can capture 28 percent of the red snapper catch for that year in that hot spot.

If you look at what happens in the summer, this is the one with the very hot abundances, the hottest of the hot spots, and here you can get almost 6,000 square kilometers, an average of 23 percent of the red snapper CPUE, and this is our preferred one for summer.  

This is the high abundance and not just the very high, but out of 12,000 square kilometers, you can get an average of 40 percent of the snapper caught in each year were caught in this area.  This is how much of the individual year hot spots showed up in this composite one.

MR. LARRY SIMPSON:  Sandra, that’s twice that you mentioned catch and you’re talking both combined commercial and recreational?

DR. DIAMOND:  No, I’m talking about SEAMAP.  This is all SEAMAP data.  We haven’t gotten to anything commercial yet.  This is -- I’ll tell you what we’ve done when we’ve looked at just the little bit of commercial data we’ve done so far.

Again, this just shows you the tradeoff between persistence, and this goes from lower persistence to higher persistence, and intensity.  This is the hot and this is the very hot.  You can manage your hot spots to get about what you need in terms of a reduction, to protect so much of the population.  You just have to set what boundaries you want on it.

This is what I was talking about as the average and so if we look at the summer, which is the purple, and we look at the fall, what this is when you take that composite hot spot and then you look at the annual hot spots and you see how much of the population was captured in the composite hot spot, then it does vary over time, in both of the seasons.  

Again, if we’re taking the persistence of seven years and the hotness of the hot, as opposed to the very hot, then what you can get is an average of a 40 percent reduction over time from the summer SEAMAP.  What we’re saying is 40 percent of all the snapper caught in the SEAMAP data that year was caught in this composite hot spot and for the summer, it’s lower.  It’s about 28 percent.

This is our comparison to the work in the draft environmental impact report.  This was Benny Gallaway’s graph of what he found and our results are similar, because we used the same dataset.  It would be really disconcerting if our results were that different, because we used the same data.

This was Benny’s graph of what he found and he did it cell-by-cell.  He did it slightly differently than we did and so this would be ten to thirty-fathom closure and what we’re recommending is more of a sixteen to twenty-eight-fathom closure, in terms of our preferred hot spots, the seven-year persistence in the hot, hot spots.  Again, you can make those tradeoffs any way that you need to.

If you’re looking at -- This map shows you several things.  These boundaries, these black boundaries, are the ten to thirty-fathom closures.  When you look our maps, we’ve done meters and that’s why this doesn’t look like ten to thirty, but that’s what it is.

Here would be our fall hot spot and what we did is we looked at what impact would that have on shrimp, based on the SEAMAP data.  We haven’t looked at the commercial shrimp data.  We’ve just right now looked at the SEAMAP data.  It’s a work in progress here.

These are the high years for shrimp and you can see we’ve done the same thing with overlapping shrimp and so for SEAMAP data in fall, this is the hot spot for shrimp, up along here, and you can see that what we’re recommending for high snapper does not intersect with what SEAMAP has as the hot spots for shrimp.

We have not yet compared this to the commercial catches of shrimp, but the problem with the commercial data is that their location data isn’t very exact and so you have to keep in mind that they’re going to be talking about great big blocks of data and with SEAMAP, we can get more precise locations.  That’s one of our plans.  We just haven’t done it yet.

In the summer, this is where you find most of the shrimp.  Of course, this is because of the Texas closure and everybody else is still fishing, but here’s the ten to thirty-fathom closure and here’s what we’re talking about as the hot spot for red snapper and then there’s where most of the shrimp catches in SEAMAP are.  We’re trying to look at what impact we might have on shrimp.

We also took the observer data from the shrimp trawl observer database that Jim Nance and Liz Scott have been doing and the purple is what we found from them and the difference in the observer data and the SEAMAP data is the observer data is patchy.

It’s not complete coverage of the Gulf of Mexico and SEAMAP data is.  When you see a hot spot from SEAMAP data, you can tell that actually this is out of all the Gulf of Mexico and you know that a blank means you looked at it and it wasn’t there.  

The problem with the observer data is just because there’s an area out here or there that doesn’t light up, it may be that nobody was observed shrimping in that area, because of the database.  What we were using this for is more of a back-up to look at what we did.

This is the fall data and so they’ve got the purple is where their hot spots were showing up and almost no one was fishing in some of these areas that was observed in the shrimp trawl database.  It’s a limited database spatially and then in summer, ours overlap where theirs were completely.

It’s not surprising that if we’re finding hot spots of red snapper in SEAMAP, chances are good at the same time of year that the shrimpers are going to be finding them too, if they’re there.

The conclusions from what we concluded from this work is that potentially, closed areas could work.  Red snapper do cluster and they are predictable and those are really the two criteria for thinking about closed areas in terms of theory.  

What we were talking about in terms of looking good was this 40 percent reduction of red snapper in the summer and that’s in 10 percent of the SEAMAP area and a 28 percent, close to 30 percent, and 9 percent of the total area in fall, but you can change that, based on your goals for reduction.  You make it bigger if you need more of a reduction.

Again, our proposed areas were in areas of low shrimp catches, according to SEAMAP data.  Admittedly, we haven’t done the commercial look yet, but we plan to.  The other thing is that you could see in that yearly stuff that there was some bouncing around going on and this is a long-term average and what we’re doing now is we’re trying to see why some years the spots shift east or shift west or shift north or shift south and so we’re looking at habitat parameters.

We have a lot of work yet to go.  This is a work in progress and we want to look at age zero versus one in more detail than just fall versus summer.  We know there’s a split there that’s a natural split, but we still want to separate them and this also combines all of the shrimp, all three species of shrimp, and we would like to pull them out separately and look at them.

We definitely have to compare with the shrimping effort in the commercial catch and we’ve been talking briefly to Benny Gallaway about looking at electronic logbook data, whatever catch data we can find and whatever landings records we can find, to correlate with this.

We think that the reason we’re not capturing more of the hot spot may be because there’s some pattern in either the salinity, the temperature, or the dissolved oxygen.  If we can figure out what that is, we can make these hot spots more effective in covering the population that we want.

The thing I do want to emphasize, again, is that these are eighteen years of estimates laid on top of each other, but they seem to show up in the same place year after year and so we think it’s real important to go look at a hot spot, what we see on the estimates as a hot spot, and see what makes that habitat important for snapper and then compare it to places where we don’t see snapper and make sure that we can ground truth what we’re seeing on the computer.  We think that’s real important.

The other thing I would like to just throw out at you is one of the things that got me interested in this work was some exploration I did on bycatch quotas and bycatch program in general and there’s a program that they use in Alaska that I’m just going to tell you about briefly called the Sea State Program.

I think this may be a possibility for something we could consider trying to move to in the future.  It’s just a thought, my thought.  I just thought this was a cool program and it might have application.

This is used in the Alaska groundfish fisheries and these guys have a bycatch quota.  They’ve got six prohibited species and when they reach their quota of these prohibited species, the fishery shuts down.  They also have mandatory observers and 100 percent observer coverage.

Because the fishermen want to extend their seasons, they pay a private company to do this program for them.  What happens is the observers will collect the data and the captains will get a ratio of prohibited to target species and they’ll call it into this private company.

Then all of the rates that come in will be mapped on a GIS plot and then the data -- They’ll get a fleet look at what’s going on, like for this hour and this day, and they’ll fax it back to the captains and then they’ll tell the captains to move over, because they’re in a high bycatch area, and the captains will go fish in a low bycatch area.

They do real-time movement to get out of high bycatch areas and this is an example of what one of those faxes look like.  These are all the boats fishing.  These were the areas of high bycatch rates and so these captains were called on the radio and said you’re catching a lot of bycatch compared to other people and you should shift over and so they might move over somewhere else and that extends their fishing season.

When I saw this, when I was doing research on quotas, I thought this might have some potential and I just throw it out there for you guys to think about.

We do have GIS analysis to test the predictability of snapper and because snapper are predictable, something like this might work.  What I see as a starting point might be an experiment with some participating vessels to see if this could possibly have any application and then maybe if it works, there might be some incentive for vessels to participate.  It’s just a thought.

A lot of people have helped.  We’ve gotten funding from Environmental Defense and the Ocean Conservancy.  We tried for MARFIN, but so far, they haven’t told us anything yet.  The guys at the Pascagoula Lab and the Galveston Lab have been really terrific and then there’s been a bunch of students and post-docs that have been working with me on this.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Thank you very much, Dr. Diamond.  That was a very interesting presentation.  I see we’ve got a number of questions.

MR. BILL DAUGHDRILL:  Sandra, great presentation.  When you showed the slides about the shifting of where the snapper go from year to year, was there any relationship on hurricanes during that period of time?

DR. DIAMOND:  That’s a good point.  We haven’t looked, but we certainly can.  One of the environmental parameters -- Nothing specifically has addressed hurricanes, but that’s a really good point.  I’ll put that on my list of things to do.

MS. KAREN FOOTE:  Thank you for your presentation.  Could you go back to the part about the summer density versus the fall density and which ones of those were relatively more dense?  Which of the densities are more dense, the summer or the fall densities of juvenile?

DR. DIAMOND:  This kind of one?

MS. FOOTE:  I think it was the other one with the graph showing the percentages, with the purple and green on it.  That one.  Are you comparing summer to fall in that?

DR. DIAMOND:  No, what we’re doing is we’re looking at -- Each year, we compared the annual hot spot to the composite hot spot and we looked at how many pixels were the abundances of each pixel and we summed up the pixels of the annual hot spot that were included in the composite hot spot so we could get the average proportion of that snapper of that year that was in our composite hot spot.  We were trying to account for the shifting movement of hot spots, to see how efficient our composite was.

MS. FOOTE:  Those should add to a hundred there or --

DR. DIAMOND:  No, this is an average each year.  This was 18 percent of that year’s hot spot.  That year’s snapper was included in the composite hot spot and this year, 40 percent of the snapper in that year was included in our composite hot spot.  Each year, it’s a percentage of the snapper for that year that was enclosed by our composite hot spot.  If you close that area off, that would be the proportion of snapper out of the SEAMAP area that you would be protecting.

MR. RIECHERS:  My question is on this particular graphic, Sandra.  If we’re looking at -- Let’s take the summer there.  If we’re looking at that, what you would say there is your average is 40, but if we -- Let’s just say we took 1997 on, we would be at a lower average, probably, percentage of RS CPLS if we -- A degree of variability around that, but overall, you saw a continual pattern.

DR. DIAMOND:  Right, 28 percent here and 40 there.

MR. RIECHERS:  The fall here has less variability, it appears at least, than the summer period.  

DR. DIAMOND:  We’ve kind of discovered what’s going on here a little bit when we’re looking at the environmental parameters.  What happens during these bad years right here is that the red snapper don’t see be a clustered.  Their clustering statistic is lower and so we’re trying to figure out why some years they clump up more than others and we think that’s due to some environmental parameter that we’re still exploring.

We haven’t completed our analysis of the environmental parameters yet, but we can see that in every year we have these.  The red snapper are not only in the hot spot that’s the composite, but the hot spot seems to be more diffuse.  There’s something environmental going on with those and I think we can get to what’s going on.  We just haven’t gotten there yet.

MR. DEGRAAF ADAMS:  Did we see a slide that shows where all of the samples were taken, just showing where all the samples were taken?  There’s a slide that shows where the samples were taken that generated the hot spots, but I don’t think there’s a slide that shows where all of the samples were taken showing where the zeros are.

DR. DIAMOND:  We have the eighteen years of data and all I showed you was one random year, just to show you high point and low points, but the stations are randomized every year.  I would have to show you a map for every year to show you where the stations were every year.  I actually don’t have a slide that shows you where the stations were.  I can show you that one, because we were using it to make a different point, but with each one of these, I could put the stations on them.  We didn’t think to do it.

MR. ADAMS:  What I had heard, and I think it was from Dr. Gallaway, was that these hot spots show up because that’s where the sample was taken for that particular year.  What I’m looking for is assurances that these hot spots in the years are not just because that’s where the sample was taken and there wasn’t any other sample taken.  

There’s a theory that these juveniles are from ten to thirty fathoms, widespread across the Gulf, and the reason that they’re showing up in particular years as hot spots is not because it’s a hot spot, but it’s just where that sample was taken.

DR. DIAMOND:  That’s why we did all those gymnastics to interpolate.  The idea of interpolation -- There’s some validity to that, just because the theory of interpolation is that you know more about an unknown point, based on how close it is to a known point.

MR. ADAMS:  That’s the other question that I had, too.  In your interpolation, it seems to assume that these juveniles are congregating just for the sense of community, just because they want to be close to each other, and I haven’t heard anything about that they’re concentrated because of a certain bottom type.

Your interpolation is assuming that the bottom type, widespread across the Gulf, from ten to thirty fathoms, is all the same, that an area of zero is zero just because they don’t like to be there and it doesn’t have anything to do with the bottom, but they like to be in a hot spot because they like to be together.  What I’m saying is I’m not seeing anything in your slides that shows bottom type.

DR. DIAMOND:  You don’t, because the information that we have about bottom type is the one from the essential fish habitat one, which is not very spatially -- There’s not much resolution to it.  We haven’t overlaid it yet and that’s true. 

I’m not saying that I know why these guys are clustered.  I’m just doing statistics to see whether they are or not.  I do believe that bottom type is important, which is why I think we need to ground truth the areas we think are hot spots.  I agree with you completely.

MR. ADAMS:  I’m not trying to discount the information you’re giving us.  It’s just very curious to me that you have these hot spots in this general area off of Freeport, Texas, without any occurrence of hot spots off of Louisiana and it’s not because it may not be true, but I just think that maybe that’s where all the samples happened and there weren’t samples taken in other places that make them show up as hot spots also.

DR. DIAMOND:  I will say that interpolation -- Is this the slide you were recalling?  This is actually the location of this year’s snapper, whatever year this is.

MR. ADAMS:  What that slide shows is where the samples were taken that indicate hot spots, but I guess what it doesn’t show is where the samples were taken where zero snapper were found.
DR. DIAMOND:  What you can see is these are all places where samples were taken that had zeros, all of these things in between.  These little skyscrapers show abundance levels and so there are plenty of very small skyscrapers.  Those things are included in here, all of this area right here below here, all of these.

Interpolation, the idea of it, is that you weight the abundance levels based on the abundance of a known sample, but it should take into account the density and level of sampling as well and that’s why even though you have some points scattered throughout here and some low points scattered throughout there, you’re still getting contour lines that should reflect both the high abundance stations and the no abundance stations.

MR. GILL:  Dr. Diamond, thank you for that excellent presentation.  My question you addressed with Robin’s, I believe, but I wanted to carry it a little bit further on the graph that had the summer and the fall hot spots.

The last ten years of the summer hot spots had a well defined periodicity of a two years, just as regular as clockwork, which is what you had commented on with Robin’s, but the prior years did not show that at all.  Did you address that and could you comment on it?

DR. DIAMOND:  All I can say is we’re investigating by looking at what habitat parameters we have that we can correlate with that.  The ones that we’re looking at -- This is the work we’re still doing.  We’re looking at temperature, salinity, dissolved oxygen.

We’re trying to look at bottom type on the samples that we have. So far, there’s no smoking gun, because we haven’t finished the analysis, but there’s definitely something up.  I can’t say why it’s happening, but all I can say is it’s got my curiosity going and I want to find out.  I think these could -- I’m trying to get there.  Maybe I should stop when we have one of the hot spots and I think it was 2001.

I can’t remember if it was even years or odd years, but there are those years in there that you can see it’s skinnier and it’s more spread out.  If you look at the annual ones, you can get a little clue as to what’s going on with this, perhaps.  In terms of mechanistic causes for this, we’re just at the beginning stages of figuring it out.

In terms of that last comment, I think bottom type is critical.  I think what we’re going to try to find is bottom type that’s essential snapper habitat and to me, if you’re going to try and close off an area, you might as well close off an area that’s important to the fish.  I think bottom type is critical, but we just haven’t gotten there yet.

MR. SIMPSON:  Sandy, put on your list, and this is fall, but in the summer, immediately to the west of the river, there’s hypoxic zones.  If you overlay hypoxic zones, you might get a little answer about shift more to the west.

DR. DIAMOND:  We actually did that at one point.  We didn’t do the hypoxia, but we just grabbed a SEAMAP map and it very neatly came right around the boundaries, but we haven’t used it from the same data it was collected from yet and so I think you’re right about that.  They all shift to get out of the way of the hypoxic zone.

MR. JOE HENDRIX:  Thank you for coming and explaining this to us, Dr. Diamond.  One thing is do you have enough data from the actual commercial catch, the observers, to do the clustering analysis?

DR. DIAMOND:  We have what data they have.  Do you mean the spatial correlation?
MR. HENDRIX:  The same one you did for the SEAMAP data.

DR. DIAMOND:  We could do that.  We haven’t.  We just mapped it.  We just sort of assumed it was clustered and we haven’t, but we can.  We should do that.  That’s another thing on my list of things I need to do.

MR. HENDRIX:  You mentioned earlier that you don’t think the observer data from the commercial catch is that well distributed?

DR. DIAMOND:  I think we don’t have good spatial location on that.  I think they’re talking about -- The landings data, you say where we were you fishing and they could tell you where they fished yesterday, but not for the whole last thirty days and that kind of thing. I just think it’s very imprecise data.  We hope to get more from it than I think it’s actually going to tell us is the problem.  It’s just not suited for this, perhaps.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Any others?  Dr. Diamond, I saw the fathom lines and I could make out the ten and some of the others, but are any of those hot spots in state waters or are they all in the EEZ or did you --

DR. DIAMOND:  That’s a good question.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  It looked like in lower Texas it might be within, especially since Texas has a nine mile territorial sea.

DR. DIAMOND:  It looks like it might.  We haven’t done distance from shore yet and so it could be.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Didn’t Texas close those waters, Robin?

MR. RIECHERS:  Yes, we have a set of closures now that go out to five nautical miles during parts of the year and so yes, we do have some closures down south where that occurs and yes, some of that territory inside of ten fathoms, you’re right, down on the lower coast, would be in state waters.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  I have just one other comment and I made this comment to you before, a couple of years ago.  If these are hot, hot spots, I assume then the rest of the Gulf or is cold, or cooler, spots and so the incidence of red snapper take in the trawls is a lot less frequent and lower numbers than there and so there’s some management implications insofar as the other 85, 90, or 95 percent of the Gulf.

DR. DIAMOND:  I was just going to answer that.  Basically, what this shows you is that if you fish outside those areas, you have to fish four times more to get the same number of snapper than fishing inside for that 40 percent.

MR. RIECHERS:  Sandy, that doesn’t have anything to do with the magnitude of effort and I understand what Corky is trying to get at a little bit, but the reality of it is that it’s not saying that there’s more off Texas versus Louisiana, at this point, in total bycatch, because effort plays into that equation and this doesn’t consider effort at this point.

DR. DIAMOND:  This is just abundance from fishery independent data.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  I understand.  Are there any other questions for Dr. Diamond?  That was a very good presentation and we appreciate you taking the time to come.  I understand you had some weather issues and that sort of thing, but thank you very much.  
With that, we’ll move to Item IV, which is the Final Report of the Shrimp Effort Workgroup.  That’s Tab E, Number 11 and that was Dr. Nance and Keithly, Caillouet, Cole, Gaidry and so on report.  This has been presented by Dr. Nance in the past and this is for information only and Dr. Leard, do you want to add anything? 

FINAL REPORT OF THE SHRIMP EFFORT WORKGROUP
DR. RICK LEARD:  No, just that you’ve got all the information and they cleaned up the report and I just wanted to have it in the briefing book, so in case anybody wanted to refer to it that you would have it in front of you.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Any questions on that?  Let me just say that one item that was handed -- At least when I checked in, it was in our packets and to me, it’s got some useful information and it’s a good summary of various activities and that’s Tab Q.  It’s just two pages.  

As of January 8th, there were 2,036 non-expired Gulf shrimp permits, 1,402 non-expired for-hire reef fish moratorium permits, 1,028 non-expired commercial reef fish moratorium permits.  It gives the status of the various amendments that affect shrimp and/or reef fish.  That’s Tab Q, just for your information. 

MR. ADAMS:  If that’s a handout, can we get staff to give us a copy of that?  

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  This was in my packet when I checked in at the desk yesterday.  Tab Q, does -- Staff, can you all get everybody a copy of Tab -- It’s on your CD.  Anyway, it’s a good synopsis of the various activities that are getting ready to take place, if they haven’t already.  

I just wanted to bring that to your attention.  With that, we will move to Item V, the Summary of the Ad Hoc Shrimp Effort Management AP Meeting.  That was held in Houston a couple of weeks ago and that’s Tab E-14 and, Assane, are you handling this?

DR. LEARD:  Dr. Diagne will handle that.

SUMMARY OF THE AD HOC SHRIMP EFFORT MANAGEMENT AP MEETING

DR. ASSANE DIAGNE:  That’s Tab E-14 and that’s basically the meeting summary of the Ad Hoc Shrimp Effort Management AP.  The meeting was held in Houston.  Starting the opening remarks, the agenda was adopted and the group elected as chairman, Mr. Sal Versaggi and as a vice chair, Thomas Schulz.  

Then the panel proceeded to discuss the charge to the group and the charge is listed in the report, the charge of the council to the group.  In discussing the charge, a figure, Figure 1, which is attached to this report, gave supportive information and basically, that’s just an evolution of the F value, the red snapper F value, from the shrimp trawl bycatch from 1960 to 2003.

In addition, the chart displays estimated values for 2004 and 2005, benchmark values, such as the 2001 and 2003 average of 50 percent reduction from that average and 74 percent reduction from that average are also indicated on that graph.

One notable thing is that the 2005 estimated value is below the 50 percent 2001 to 2003 average and the panel discussed those issues.  In summary, the panel passed several motions and as supporting documents or arguments to those motions, the SSA, Southern Shrimp  Alliance, comments to the DEIS were used.

Those comments are also attached to this report as an appendix and that’s Appendix A to this report.  In total, seven motions were passed by the group.  They are on page 2 and 3.  Motion 1, the panel basically decided to endorse the SSA’s comment on Action 5 on the DEIS.  That was the position to maintain the 50 percent reduction in red snapper bycatch mortality.

The second motion, the panel endorsed the SSA’s comment on Action 6 on the draft DEIS as the panel’s position regarding the establishment of a specific time and area closure management system as a mechanism to maintain the 50 percent reduction in red snapper mortality.  Most of these motions passed unanimously.

The third motion had to do with a closure again, to endorse the SSA’s comment on Action 7 on the draft DEIS as the panel’s position regarding the establishment of an annual shrimp effort assessment process to determine the length of time/area closure necessary, if any, to maintain the 50 percent reduction in red snapper bycatch mortality from the 2001 to 2003 baseline period.  That motion also passed unanimously.
The fourth motion was to endorse the expanded use of government-funded electronic logbooks to enhance the annual shrimp effort assessment process.

The fifth motion was to endorse the SSA’s comment on Action 5 of the draft Environmental Impact Statement as the panel’s position and to reject any linked scenario of equal proportion reduction of red snapper mortality across all sources of mortality.  This motion also was passed unanimously.

Motion Number 6 was to reject the management actions and alternatives regarding shrimp effort reduction currently set forth in Amendment 27/14 and substitute the measures adopted in Motions 1 through 4, these previous motions.

Motion Number 7 was to reject those shrimp management actions and alternatives currently set forth in Amendment 15 that are inconsistent with or in excess of the measures adopted in Motions 1 to 4 here.

Mr. Perret was the council representative and he expressed thanks on behalf of the council for the group’s involvement with this process and finally, the panel members reaffirmed their commitment to working on shrimp trawl bycatch issues and expressed a need to convene an additional meeting, a follow-up meeting, when additional data become available.  That concludes my report.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Thank you, Dr. Diagne.

MR. ADAMS:  This effort group is doing exactly what the council asked them to look at and I want to thank everybody involved with it for going down to Houston and slogging through all this information to come up with these actions. 

The one thing that it’s not addressing though, that I think I’m realizing this morning, is if Dr. Diamond’s presentation is true and there are these snapper hot spots where 40 percent of all the juveniles are congregated at any one time and in certain areas, if you have shrimp effort limited to 50 percent of a baseline amount, but all of that effort, while it is limited to 50 percent of the baseline, if all of the allowable effort is in that hotspot area, then we really haven’t accomplished anything.  While there is an effort amount addressed in these actions, I think area needs to be addressed also.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Any questions or comments on that report?

MS. MORRIS:  Would it be fair to say that the group made a lot of progress on the A part of their charge, which is to manage effort to reach the 50 percent target, but is hoping to have an additional meeting to deal with the Part B of their charge, which is to develop additional measures to take that mortality reduction to a goal that’s established in the rebuilding plan?

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Let me comment, since I was at the meeting.  Assane, you were there also and so please add your thoughts on this.  Number one, I was unbelievably surprised at the group being able to come together and agree on anything.

You’ve got five fishermen and you’ve got five opinions and if you’ve got ten fishermen, you’ve got ten opinions.  I don’t remember how many were there, but there was a great deal of agreement on the various issues, the effort information.  Dr. Nance made those presentations.

The group had not seen or has not seen Dr. Diamond’s information and perhaps at a future meeting, if it can be worked out, that may be a very worthwhile presentation.  The vote on the -- There was approval on the 50 percent reduction from the 2001 to 2003 and this is from memory now and that if indeed any other effort reductions needed to be made, based on the effort from the previous year, then there would be some closures in conjunction with the Texas closure that would, I guess, move it easterly.

They supported the electronic logbooks, which I think was a big step, fishermen agreeing to put that type of device on their boats.  

I think the shrimp industry, at least my take on that particular group at that particular meeting, was supportive of trying to do what they needed to do to aid in this bycatch reduction in the snapper, as well as other species.  Assane, please add whatever you think on it.

DR. DIAGNE:  If I can add only one thing to what you said, it’s that the group stressed that there is a lot of uncertainty around the data availability and how many moratorium permits will be attributed and so forth.  

The report on page 2, the third paragraph, says that the members indicated that in light of the prevailing uncertainty that is it is premature to consider any further reduction in the shrimp trawl fisheries.  At the end of the report, it also says that they express their willingness for additional measures if the data were run and so once the additional data is --
CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Julie, the group is interested in continuing with the charge and want to contribute on this issue in the future.

MR. RIECHERS:  Along the same kind of line that Julie had some comments towards the group, I hope that we were able to communicate to the group and Sal and others that in light of the current situation on 27/14 and certainly while we can incorporate the suggestions regarding the cap on effort, there’s possibly further reduction that we’re going to have to be looking at.

I certainly hope that staff and others tried to at least warn the group that while this was a good first step and we certainly applaud everyone getting together and taking this first step of dialogue and having the presentations and getting up to speed on that, there seems to be some further work here that we may end up having to ask them to come back together and start talking about.

Whether that’s in the next amendment or whether it’s on this current amendment, it doesn’t look like our work is through here.  We applaud your first effort.  We know it takes time to get these kinds of processes moving and getting the folks involved and up to speed, but we may be having to ask you to come together and look at those options again, in some light of some movement we have to make on upcoming amendments.

MS. BOBBI WALKER:  Mr. Chairman, I know the council gave direction and a charge to the Ad Hoc Shrimp Effort Working Group and I’ve read that paper and I guess it was E-11 and I need you to help me understand the answers, because I can’t find them in there, in the way that I perceive the council was going to get them.

The first charge was what would be the minimum level of effort necessary to achieve optimum yield in the shrimp fishery in the EEZ and did they do that by number of days or number of vessels and can you give me the answer to the first one?

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Let me say the council’s charge to the group was -- That’s on the top of page 2, E-14, to manage effort to reduce red snapper bycatch mortality in the shrimp fishery --

MS. WALKER:  I thought we were through with that and I wanted to go back to E-11.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  You’ve lost me, Ms. Walker.  E-11.  Oh, I’m sorry.  That’s Dr. Nance’s group and Dr. Nance is here and where is Dr. Nance?  Did he step out of the room?  Ms. Walker, can you please repeat your question and, Dr. Nance, we have a question for you, please, relative to your group’s charge.

MS. WALKER:  Excuse my ignorance now on reading the paper and not being able to pull out the specific charges that the council gave the committee, one being what would be the minimum level of effort necessary to achieve optimum yield in the shrimp fishery in the EEZ.  Did the group do that in numbers of days fishing or numbers of vessels and what’s the answer?
DR. JIM NANCE:  We presented this at the November meeting in Galveston and we had the MSY values, the effort associated with those MSY values, for all the different models that we used.  We also had the MEY values, the maximum economic yield, and the effort associated with those for all the different models.

MS. WALKER:  Help me as a layman.  Tell me, can you tell us from those models how many vessels it would take or how many days of fishing it would take for the minimum level of effort necessary to achieve optimum yield?  I know that you just said you have lots of models that measure MEY and that sort of thing, but how will the council interpret that as being number of vessels or permits or number of days fished?

DR. NANCE:  We presented that in days fished and all the effort that we presented last time, we had numbers of days fished that were necessary to achieve MSY in the fishery.  As we showed last time, in 2001, 2002, and 2003, the effort was above the effort associated with MSY.  

We were fishing above that level.  In 2005, they were fishing below the MSY value and we presented that in days fished.  Right now, the fishery, as it is going on, is below the effort associated with MSY.  We’re not achieving MSY.

MS. WALKER:  I’m trying to understand this, Jim.  In order to estimate how we achieve optimum yield in the shrimp fishery, we’re going to do that by days fished and I’m hearing from you that that’s going to fluctuate every year, so that the council can’t set a goal and throw a dart and say this is the number of trips?

DR. NANCE:  Certainly it always is going to fluctuate.  You can set a target, if you wish, on number of days fished.  It’s difficult to set number of vessels, only because if ten vessels fish one hour or one vessel fishes ten hours, you’re going to get the same amount of effort.

We have presented that in days fished and we feel like that’s the best estimate of that.  Certainly as you reduce the number of vessels, you’re going to have a reduction in effort and so forth, but at the 2005 effort levels that we showed -- We have a very good estimate of those.

The 2006, we have some preliminary estimates of that.  It looks like it’s down from the 2005 value also.  The fishery itself is fishing below MSY and so you’re not achieving MSY for that fishery right now.

MS. WALKER:  The last question, Mr. Chairman, if I may.  How did the numbers compare when you looked at the minimum level of effort to obtain OY as to what level of effort in the EEZ that would derive the maximum benefits to the shrimp fishery?  Were those number of trips similar, different?

DR. NANCE:  Number of trips, we didn’t really look at number of trips.  We looked at days fished and in the fishery right now, OY is equal to MSY and we presented that.  The MEY value is the -- We’re not as comfortable with the MEY estimates and we presented that.  Right now, we’re fishing between MSY and MEY.  We presented all the caveats associated with those estimates.

MS. WALKER:  Excuse my ignorance.  I’m going to ask one more question.  You’re telling me that the number of days fished to produce maximum benefits to the shrimp fishery does not equal the number of days fished to achieve the MSY or optimum yield?

DR. NANCE:  That’s right.  MEY is always going to be below MSY.  That’s just standard.
CHAIRMAN PERRET:  What you’re saying, Jim, is that currently, or at least in the last year or two, there has not been enough effort to produce the maximum -- Okay.  I think that’s what Ms. Walker was getting at.

DR. NANCE:  Yes, that’s correct.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Any other questions on this?

MS. MORRIS:  I’m going back to the other shrimp AP group and I’m wondering if -- Assane, I’m having a little trouble cross-walking between the recommendations in the report that are referenced to a letter from the Southern Shrimp Association and then getting back into the 27/14 document.

Could we go to the 27/14 document measures that have to do with shrimp and could you highlight, for me and the rest of the council, what the AP’s recommendation is vis-à-vis those?


DR. LEARD:  I think what the Shrimp Effort Management AP did was they looked more at the recommendations or at the alternatives that were developed in the DEIS for the interim rule, the original DEIS and not the final EIS, and they were looking at probably a different set of options than the options that are currently in 27/14 for shrimp.

Actually, there aren’t any options there.  There are just categories of just measuring effort in terms of days fished or measuring effort in terms of numbers of permits.  I think what the Effort Management AP was recommending is that we’re already below 50 percent and we don’t know where we are in 2006.

Dr. Nance presented that in the ten to thirty-fathom zone that you’re approximately 35 percent below what you were in 2005 and overall, you’re about 10 percent below.  They felt like they didn’t have enough information to know exactly where they were, but they were below the 50 percent, or approximately at 50 percent, reduction from the 2001 to 2003 fishing mortality.

They were open to additional closures in the ten to thirty-fathom zone, as recommended in the DEIS, possibly off Louisiana, but only to the extent necessary to achieve that 50 percent reduction goal.

Of course, if the council says we want to make a 74 percent reduction goal, or somewhere between 68 and 80 percent, then, again, there may have to be a longer closure then to achieve a 50 percent.  

Basically, they felt like that at this particular time they don’t have the information to give you any further advice as to how much additional closures, time/area closures, are needed and once that information is available, hopefully after October, when the moratorium is fully implemented and around the first of the year, and that’s why they were suggesting that they be called together again once that information is available.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Thank you, Dr. Leard.  What I would like to do, if there are no questions, is take about a ten or fifteen-minute break and come back and then continue on.

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.)

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  If people will take their seats, we’ll try and get started again.  A couple of the members have asked that we -- The way we summarized the Shrimp Advisory Panel recommendations, we referred to various motions and certain things that the Southern Shrimp Alliance had recommended.
I’m going to ask either Mr. Williams or Mr. Delaney, I guess, to summarize those recommendations for the council.  This is in line with Ms. Morris’s question earlier.  I think it will help all of us understand a little bit better just what specifically they have recommended.  Mr. Delaney, would you mind doing that, please?

MR. RIECHERS:  To add to that, I think everyone now should have in front of them Tab D-4, a paper copy, as well as the one in your book.  That may keep you from thumbing back and forth quite so much, if you want to look at the paper copy, the comment section.  The comment letter from SSA is in the back of that.

MR. GLEN DELANEY:  This is the document that you’re looking for.  It should be appended to the report of the Ad Hoc Shrimp Effort Management AP.  It also, I believe, is appended to the Shrimp AP report as well, because they incorporated that by reference as well.

If you find that document and if you flip to page 5, at the bottom, you’ll see that starting with Comment 5 -- Comment 5, 6, and 7 of this document are the ones that relevant to Actions 5, 6, and 7 of the draft Environmental Impact Statement.  Those three actions, 5, 6, and 7, are the ones that specifically relate to management of the shrimp fishery in terms of bycatch.

As you may recall from the DEIS, Action 5, Preferred Alternative 2 would establish a target fishing mortality rate reduction of 50 percent from the 2001 to 2003 baseline period and please let me emphasize that that’s a mortality rate reduction and not an effort reduction.

The effort reduction associated with a 50 percent mortality rate, or F, reduction is about 60 percent.  We’re talking about mortality rates here and in terms of establishing that as the management target or goal for the shrimp fishery as it was identified as a preferred alternative in both the DEIS and final EIS, I might add.

Then the question becomes how would the shrimp industry maintain that target.  There was dialogue in the DEIS and FEIS indicating that we cannot guarantee that the shrimp industry, while it may be at that level now or even beyond level, that it will stay that way into the future, into the long-term future.  We don’t know that.

The shrimp industry stepped up to the plate and said we’ll commit ourselves to maintaining that 50 percent mortality rate reduction for the future and then the question becomes how do you do that.

If you flip to Action 7 is really the more logical process in looking at this and Action 7 is discussed under Comment 7 on pag3 14 of our comments.  We outline a process for assessing what the effort is in the shrimp fishery relative to that 50 percent mortality rate target that was set.

The process that we’ve outlined is to first set a proxy for the 50 percent mortality rate reduction target and that proxy would be the level of effort that occurred in fishing year 2005 in the ten to thirty-fathom zone in Statistical Areas 13 through 17, basically the western Gulf, from the mouth of the Mississippi River to the Texas border with Mexico.

That is the band that’s been identified in the scientific literature that best reflects fishing mortality rate on red snapper in the shrimp fishery.  We would suggest that there would be set up a team of scientists that would do an annual assessment of shrimp fishing effort in that ten to thirty-fathom zone in the western Gulf.

Those scientists would determine whether or not actual effort in the previous fishing year exceeded the proxy of the 50 percent target and if it did exceed it, would set the duration of a time/area closure necessary to bring the fishing effort in the ten to thirty-fathom zone back down to the level to achieve the 50 percent mortality rate reduction.
Action 6 describes what that time/area closure would be.  We very thoughtfully considered the alternatives set forth in the DEIS and felt that the optimum balance between the practicability for the fishing industry, the logistical considerations for the shrimp fishery, balanced by the bang for the buck in terms of red snapper bycatch mortality reduction, that the optimal balance between those two objectives was to look at a closure in the ten to thirty-fathom zone in Statistical Areas 13 through 17 which would occur at the same time as the Texas closure.

The Texas closure would be closing the ten to thirty-fathom zone in Statistical Areas 18 through 21 and we would move that east in the ten to thirty-fathom zone all the way to the mouth of the river, Statistical Area 13.

Studying the literature and talking to the scientists who did that research, we felt that that option, while it would cause more adverse economic impacts on the shrimp fishery, per the NMFS economic analysis -- It was, in fact, probably one of the worst options for us from an economic standpoint, but it got the greatest bang for the buck in terms of protecting one-year-old juveniles.

Again, we even looked at -- You want to protect one-year-olds more than zeros, because the zeros still have a very, very high natural mortality rate and so we really tried to look at protecting the ones -- This is the time and the area where you want to do that, 13 to 17, during those months.

The shrimp assessment team, as we call it, the shrimp effort assessment team, would measure whether or not you exceeded the target effort in the ten to thirty-fathom zone and if you did, then they would calculate how many days of closure would be necessary in the closure area to bring effort for that year back down to the level to achieve the 50 percent mortality rate reduction target.

That could be an annual process that isn’t going to require the council.  The council could have oversight of it.  They would report to the council, but it could be an in-season decision that would be made in the spring, before the Texas closure starts, and this closure off of -- It’s basically off of Louisiana, Areas 13 through 17, would start on the first day of the Texas closure and go for only as long as is necessary, for as many days as is necessary, to bring the fishery back down to the target.

I would also just note that the excellent presentation you received from Dr. Diamond -- The areas that we’re talking about are very similar to the hot spot areas that she has identified.  This is the management area that you want to target.

We feel we’ve committed ourselves to a 50 percent target and we’ve committed ourselves to supporting a process for an annual assessment of what effort is in our fishery and we’ve committed ourselves to a time/area closure, if necessary, to achieve that target on an annual basis.  

We think it makes a lot of sense and we urge you to please read our comments, because it explains it in far more detail than I’ve given you even here, and I would ask you to please consider that as a management alternative for the future and we suggest replacing what’s in 14/27 with this type of mechanism.  It makes a lot more sense.

CHAIRMAN RIECHERS:  Thank you, Mr. Delaney.

MR. ADAMS:  Just to reemphasize to everybody here -- When this paper and when you talk about the trigger point at 50 percent of baseline mortality, that is all directed towards the ten to thirty-fathom range in the western Gulf.  The trigger is based on effort in that area and not Gulf-wide and the closures would be in that area and not Gulf-wide.

MR. DELANEY:  That’s correct.  Areas 13 through 21, as per the scientific literature and the DEIS, and the conclusion is that is the best indicator of fishing mortality of red snapper in the shrimp fishery, the western Gulf in ten to thirty-fathoms.  It provides an excellent proxy for measuring the fishing mortality rate in the shrimp fishery.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Thank you very much.  Is there any other questions of Mr. Delaney?  Mr. Delaney, thank you very much for that summary.  We appreciate that.  Next on our agenda, we have a presentation by Andy Strelcheck, but prior to that, I think Dr. Leard has a short presentation and is that right, Dr. Leard?

DR. LEARD:  Yes, Mr. Chairman.  Really, what I just wanted to do, and I’ve got just a few slides here, is to try to -- Not necessarily for the council and the committee and whatnot, because I think you’re aware of most of what’s going on here, but for the audience as well.  It’s just to kind of focus on the current and future management actions and issues related to both red snapper and shrimp.

The current actions that we’re looking at are obviously the temporary rule for 2007 and that’s been distributed to the council members as to the actions that are contemplated there.  The proposed rules to modify the bycatch reduction criteria, those are being developed at this particular time and hopefully we will get better performance from our BRDs from that previous action that the council took.

Also, 27/14 is being considered by the council to end overfishing, basically sometime in the 2009 to 2010 period.  Again, the primary things with the interim rule is a proposed harvest reduction and a bycatch reduction that would not end, but reduce, overfishing.  The public comment period on the interim rule ends January the 26th.

The final rule is expected to publish in mid-February, as I’m told, and the TAC actions and the minimum size limit reduction for the commercial fishery would be effective immediately and the other actions, where there are additional actions, would have the thirty-day delayed implementation period.

The BRD rules, again, the proposed rules are under review and expected to publish in February.  The first more or less phase of the rule would revise the criteria for certifying BRDs and certifying new BRDs and the second phase would restrict the allowable placement of the fisheye BRD and decertify the expanded mesh BRD.  Again, the council may want to have some input as to when the effective date of the second phase of that rule may be.

27/14 is looking at actions to reduce the red snapper fishing mortality rate from the 2001 to 2003, as called for by the stock assessment, and that was the baseline that was intended to end overfishing between 2009 and 2010 and achieve the F 26 percent SPR goal by 2032.

The schedule that we are kind of looking at right now, and there may be some variability, would be to try to at this meeting identify preferred alternatives and potentially approve it for public hearing, although if we cannot get that far, then we’ll probably be looking at another review in March and public hearings in April and May.

We’re also looking at reviewing public comments and taking final action.  Again, March would be optimistic, but I think we really need to do something by June if we’re going to have the rule and the regulations effective by the start of the 2008 fishing year.

Some of the key issues that I think we’re looking at is do we want to continue to require the equal reduction or the linked scenario for red snapper or do we want to de-link that and have a fixed fishing mortality rate from the shrimp fishery and that will be the primary focus of Andy’s talk right after this.

Just some examples there from the data, if the target is the 50 percent reduction goal from the 2003 level, then it looks like under the de-linked scenario that Andy will go through further that from 2008 to 2010, you would only have a TAC between 2.8 and 3.3 million pounds and at the 74 percent reduction level, you would have a 4.5 to 5.3.

Again, some other key issues are how should the shrimp fishing be managed to ensure that the bycatch objectives are achieved, some of the things we just talked about.  Another way to help maybe bolster that TAC up slightly in 2008 through 2010 would be to reduce the allowable TAC from the interim rule, from 6.5 down to maybe something less than that.

What suite of management measures will be used to constrain the recreational red snapper harvest, a lot of those are already in there that we’ve looked at, the seasons, the bag limits, and so forth. 

What regulatory measures can be implemented to reduce the directed fishery bycatch and the bycatch mortality, that’s the circle hook requirements, dehookers, et cetera, and should the target reduction goal be the 50 percent or 74 percent?

In future actions, Reef Fish Amendment 31 and Shrimp 14 would address more long-term goals in both of these fisheries.  Actions that I think we’re looking at there -- We had an options paper going on with a bunch of these things in there for a long time, but I think the major issues are we’re looking at possibly revising the red snapper rebuilding strategy to incorporate decisions about harvest and bycatch reduction, things like whether or not you’re going to have a constant F or a constant catch strategy, just the red snapper and shrimp regulations as needed to achieve the harvest and bycatch reduction goals.

Again, the considerations there are constant F or constant catch.  The recommendations of the Shrimp Effort Workgroup and the Shrimp Effort Management Advisory Committee, I think one of the major things that we will be looking at here is once we get the data in from the moratorium on the number of vessels and also once the electronic logbooks are implemented and we know where vessels are fishing, or get a little bit better data on that.

We would also be looking at addressing latent permits, if there are some, and I suspect that there will be, as well as VMS requirements.

The schedule that we have been kind of looking at with Amendment 31/14, following along with this, would be hopefully we could take final action by about mid-next year, assuming we get the data in by October of 2008 and can kind of get that a little more incorporated.

We will be able to work on things like the rebuilding strategies and the VMS things.  We’ll be able to work on that as we’re going along and it will be mostly the latent permit issues that will be waiting on that additional data.  I think that’s it.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Thank you, Dr. Leard.  Are there any questions of Dr. Leard?

MR. ADAMS:  I have two things.  Amendment 15 to shrimp management used to be Amendment 15 and now it’s called 31/15.  Why is it bringing in reef fish and not just 15 as it always was?

DR. LEARD:  I think it’s mainly because we may be looking at, after 2009 or 2010, after we end overfishing, we might want to modify the current rebuilding plan to where we transition into a constant F strategy, which would allow TAC to then increase incrementally after that.

DR. ADAMS:  If that’s a measure that we’re going to try to address after 2010, why don’t we just leave that to Amendment 31 that we would start in 2009 or whenever it happens?

DR. LEARD:  You could do it as separate amendments.  I think there are things that would apply to both.  You could do them as separate amendments or you could keep them together.  Since we’ve kept these types of issues together, because shrimping and red snapper in the northern and western Gulf are joined together, I just assumed that you might want to continue to do it that way.

MR. ADAMS:  I’m just concerned that there’s actions in Shrimp 15 that we would like to try to implement faster than we would try to address things in Amendment 31.  My second point is when you go back to the slide that addresses the issues in the interim rule, why the actions addressing shrimp effort -- That slide right there, why it’s not incorporated into the interim rule actions.  The interim rule doesn’t seem to address the shrimp effort.

DR. LEARD:  The interim rule doesn’t address shrimp effort.  It just addresses a target of 50 percent, but the DEIS does have additional things in there to consider, which is what Mr. Delaney went over, as well as things that the council has been considering in 27/14.  

I think we’ll get into the discussion of that when we get to I think it’s Tab E, Number 8, which is potential shrimp actions for 27/14, where I’ve tried to give you what you’ve currently got in 27/14 and the actions that are in the DEIS.  Then you can also possibly consider closed areas, as with Dr. Diamond’s presentation.

MR. ADAMS:  What I’m asking is why aren’t those issues -- Why are they addressed in 27/14 and not the interim rule?

MR. MICHAEL MCLEMORE:  I just want to clarify something about the EIS that’s been done.  The scope of the DEIS, in terms of the characterization of the action being taken, was broader than what was done in the final EIS and that EIS has been finalized.

The action, as characterized in the final EIS, was focusing on the 2007 fishing year.  The preferred alternatives there were basically for this year and I think the only shrimp action really was to set the target in the final one.

That means for 14/27, if you’re going to take further action on the shrimp fishery there, you’re going to need to supplement, which should be easy to do.  You just incorporate by reference what was done in the previous EIS and build on the analysis and that shouldn’t be a significant delay in 14/27, but that EIS is final.  As I said, the scope of the action was for this fishing season, 2007.

MR. RIECHERS:  I’m going to help Rick a little bit here, Degraaf, possibly, in regards to your question, or actually your couple of questions.  It seems to me that we’re going to have an update on the interim rule and your question might be more appropriately asked of Dr. Crabtree regarding why he didn’t go further with the interim rule.

It’s kind of difficult for Rick to answer that, because we haven’t taken a position in regards to the interim rule.  Why we did put 31/15 back together was because it was 28/15 before, as we talked about these further actions.  As we’ve not really talked about 27/14 again in a while, I asked the agenda to go ahead and merge those two amendments back, as we had previously discussed them.

We can separate those two, but the council’s decision prior to this was to have those two linked together and certainly, based on some of the things that Dr. Crabtree has been talking about as far as resetting target levels and so forth in one fishery, as it relates to the other, or the quandary we’re in regarding you cannot maximize yields in both fisheries, you may have to have those linked.  

Otherwise, you’re going to have two documents that could move forward with conflicting goals.  That’s why they’re linked today, but certainly they don’t have to remain linked as we move forward.  It just depends on which actions we decide to go forward with.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Thank you, Mr. Riechers.  Are there any other comments or questions?  With that, we’ll move on to our next agenda item, Item VI, Updated Rebuilding Projections for Red Snapper.  That’s Tab E-3 and E-6.

UPDATED REBUILDING PROJECTIONS FOR RED SNAPPER

MR. ANDY STRELCHECK:  Before I begin, this is going to be hopefully a simpler presentation for you to understand, but it is complicated as well and so I’ll ask if you want to entertain questions during the presentation or afterward.
CHAIRMAN PERRET:  What do you prefer?  We may get bogged down on an issue, but what does the group prefer?  Do you want to ask questions as we go?  I think that’s what the group would like to do.  Let’s try and be orderly about it.  You all try and get my attention so I can recognize you.  Go ahead, Andy.

MR. STRELCHECK:  All of you had in your briefing book a paper Tab E, Number 3.  This was provided to the council in December.  Just last Friday, we sent a one-pager that summarizes some additional projections that were requested.  If you need a copy, I guess there’s some on the back table that we can get distributed.
I will be discussing this one-pager, although if you have questions on the other projections, certainly ask them.  The reason I’m not presenting the projections we sent in December is because once we received them, we realized that none of those projections, with the exception of the linked or the proportional reduction projection, actually end overfishing within the timeframe specified by the council’s rebuilding plan.

Everything that I’ll be presenting today ends overfishing within that 2009 to 2010 timeframe and also rebuilds the fishery to the 26 percent SPR rebuilding goal, as specified in the current rebuilding plan.

Just as some background, back at the June 2006 council meeting, you requested updated red snapper projections using shrimp effort data through 2005.  We did update the effort data for the years 2004 and 2005.  That has been incorporated into the projections and I’ll show you some trends in effort in the next few slides.

We also updated directed fishery landings and when the motion was made, there was a comment about underages on the order of 500,000 pounds in the fishery over the last three years.  We’ve looked at the directed landings and although there were a few years where landings were less than the 9.12 million pound allowable catch, there was also years where it exceeded it and on average, it’s been approximately a little over 9.12 million pounds in the last three years.  I’ll show you some more slides of that information as well.

These latest projections that we received from the Science Center last week -- Two things were requested and this is key to keep in mind.  One is that we requested that we have projections that end overfishing in the timeframe specified in the rebuilding plan and that beyond that, the long term, that we rebuild to a 26 percent SPR rebuilding target.

A major difference between a lot of the projection you’ve seen previously and these is that these are going to reduce fishing mortality disproportionately across all sources.  With the linked projections, which I’ll get into the terminology here in another slide, everything has to be reduced by 74 percent in order to rebuild red snapper.

In this instance, what we’re doing is we’re making conscious decisions about how much we believe red snapper bycatch can be reduced during the closed season, within the directed fishery, and within the shrimp fishery.

The bycatch is associated with management measures that would be imposed by you as the council and through interim regulations and they include such things as size limits, caps on shrimp effort, potential reductions in closed season discards owing to the IFQ program, et cetera.

This has been tossed around and it’s been fairly confusing.  I’ll have a graphic the next slide that maybe will paint a clearer picture of this information, but linked essentially means that out of all of the sources of mortality that we have for red snapper that everything has to be reduced equivalently, regardless of the level of impact one source might have on the fishery or another.
With de-linked, the key point is that everything can be reduced disproportionately and it allows for the conscious decisions to be made regarding how much bycatch reduction can be achieved, based on the management strategies that can be imposed.

This is just a hypothetical example.  Fisheries A, B, and C, each of them has different fishing mortality rates associated with their impacts on a particular fishery.  

In this instance, if you’re under a linked rebuilding scenario, what you’re going to say is everything has to be reduced by 50 percent or 74 percent or however much your rebuilding target needs to end overfishing and rebuild the fishery.  Everything comes down the same amount.  However, the impacts still remain highest for Fishery B versus the other fisheries.  

Under a de-linked scenario, you might say that your target is F equals 0.3 and so you can reduce all your fisheries down to the same level of fishing mortality and as a result, it disproportionately affects Fishery B over the remaining fisheries.  The fishery that, at least in this example, that would have the smallest impact, Fishery C, would be reduced the least.

The key information for these projections is the input data that we have to specify.  As I said earlier, we updated landings and shrimp effort through 2005.  Because we didn’t have complete landings for 2006, we set them equal to landings in 2005 and it’s a fairly safe assumption, based on preliminary data we have, for shrimp fishing mortality in 2006, we had some preliminary information to indicate that it was even further than the 2005 level, which was 50 percent.

We asked Clay Porch at the Science Center to specify shrimp fishing mortality in 2006 to be 60 percent less than the baseline level.  The difference in the two projections I’ll be presenting is largely with Point Number 4.

After 2006, we looked at what happens if we cap shrimp trawl fishing mortality at 50 percent of the baseline level or 74 percent of the baseline level and as a result, what level of TAC is necessary under those shrimp fishing mortality reduction levels in order to end overfishing in the short term.

MR. ROY WILLIAMS:  I have a question, Andy.  Kind of an obvious question is why didn’t you just use the 60 percent, since you had already gotten a 60 percent reduction in 2006?

MR. STRELCHECK:  I guess we captured kind of the range of the 60 percent.  It’s encompassed in the 50 to 74 percent range from here on out.  As mentioned earlier, directed fishery discards are associated with the minimum size limits for the commercial fishery.  We specified a thirteen-inch size limit and for the recreational, a sixteen-inch size limit.

Then we also reduced discard fishing mortality for closed season discards by a small percentage, owing to implementation of the IFQ.

MR. GILL:  Andy, did you do any sensitivity analysis on the assumptions that you made on these runs?

MR. STRELCHECK:  No, but it certainly can be looked at in terms of different assumptions input in the model and how it would affect, obviously, the rebuilding parameters.  As mentioned earlier, we updated shrimp effort through 2005.  The red dash line is the 2001 through 2003 baseline and this is effort data in the ten to thirty-fathom zone and it’s down approximately 58 percent relative to that 2001 to 2003 baseline and that was in 2005.  As I said, it’s down a little bit more and I guess Jim Nance or others can talk about that further.

MR. ADAMS:  I have a question.  I’m going to hammer on this every single time somebody brings it up, but I see that you have specified that that is shrimp effort in the ten to thirty fathom range and is that Gulf-wide or the western Gulf zones?

MR. STRELCHECK:  I believe this is largely the western Gulf, although it could encompass a little bit of the eastern Gulf west of Mobile.  I can’t recall offhand right now.

MR. ADAMS:  It’s not going to do us any good if we have a 58 percent reduction Gulf-wide when there’s no snapper out there.  If all of this criteria in 27/14 is linked to the western Gulf, then we’ve got to know what the reduction is in that area.

MR. STRELCHECK:  This is the directed fishery landings over the last ten years and the red line is the 9.12 million pound TAC and as mentioned earlier, it’s been approximately around that level of TAC.  In 2005, you do see a drop below the TAC, but in 2004, we actually exceeded the total allowable catch and all this was updated for the projections.

You also, I believe at the August meeting, for updated information on the recreational fishery in 2006.  We don’t have complete information for all recreational landings, but we do have estimates from the Marine Recreational Fishery Statistics Survey and in terms of pounds landed, you do see a decline occurring, starting in 2004 through 2006.

In terms of numbers of fish landed, there hasn’t been that same decline and what we’ve seen, at least with the MRFSS data, is that the average size of fish has declined a little bit over the last three-year timeframe.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Is that consistent Gulf-wide, more fish and fewer pounds?  Is that across the board?

MR. STRELCHECK:  In terms of all species?

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  No.  In other words, is the snapper off Texas -- Have they declined as much as say off of Alabama and so on?

MR. STRELCHECK:  I can’t answer.  Currently, in terms of the data that’s in the Marine Recreational Fishery Statistics Survey, it includes landings from Louisiana to Florida.  It does not include Texas.  Texas has a separate survey.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  For that area.  Did the fish -- Did they drop as much off Louisiana as they did off Florida or anywhere in between?
MR. STRELCHECK:  We can look at it.

MR. ADAMS:  This is the first time that we’re seeing a chart that shows numbers, as opposed to pounds, which is what the TAC is measured in.  If we’re going to start getting into numbers landed, then your next slide is going to show commercial landings in pounds, but if it’s proposed that their size limit is going to be reduced to thirteen, then their numbers landed is going to go off the chart, I think, compared to historic years.

I don’t know why we’re showing numbers landed here in the MRFSS data if numbers are not going to be a function of the calculation in rebuilding.  If numbers is going to be a function in the calculation of rebuilding, then I think we’ve got a problem reducing the size limits.

MR. STRELCHECK:  In terms of the projections themselves, the landings data that I showed you on the previous slide, this data is what’s incorporated into the model results.  This data is just trying to show you the trends that have occurred over the last six years, to give you a baseline on which to compare impacts associated with hurricanes, falloffs in effort due to gas prices, anything else in terms of your concerns that you brought up during the August council meeting.  We’re just presenting that information for your information.

This is commercial landings in millions of pounds and what you see in 2005 and 2006 is that the commercial fishery was unable to land their quota.  This year, I believe we extended their season for twenty-six days in December or twenty-five days in December, but they still fell short of their 4.65 million pound quota.

Here’s essentially the next six years from the rebuilding projections and as mentioned previously, we asked that we look at scenarios that end overfishing within the timeframe specified by the council’s rebuilding plan.

For 2007, we included a 6.5 million pound TAC.  For 2008 and 2009, it ends up being the level of TAC necessary to end overfishing, although certainly you could include 2010 in that average.  I’ve put down at the bottom of the screen, just for your information, what the average TAC would be over that timeframe if you either kept the 6.5 million pound TAC in 2007 or you incorporated that and took an average TAC over the next four years, in order to end overfishing.

DR. BOB SHIPP:  Andy, could you estimate or how long would it take you to calculate what the TAC in 2010 would be if we closed the fishery in 2008 and 2009 completely?

MR. STRELCHECK:  It certainly could be estimated, probably fairly quickly.

DR. CRABTREE:  Remember, you could set the TAC at zero, but there will still be closed season discards that would occur, shrimp fishery discards, but we could certainly -- One thing we need to come out of at the end of the day is what do we want to look at and come back in at the March meeting.  That may be one of them, if you’re really interested in looking at that.

MR. VERNON MINTON:  As a follow-up, I think we’ll need to know if it was zero and what would be those bycatch discard mortalities.  If we went to 2.8 million pounds, could there even be a directed fishery?

DR. CRABTREE:  This is taking into account what the anticipated discards under a 2.8 million pound TAC would be and so that’s factored in and so I assume that the analyst, Clay, would run it the same way, with a zero TAC, and then he would estimate what the expected discards would be under that scenario, but it would not be an F of zero is my only point.

MR. HARLON PEARCE:  Just looking at some of these figures, and I wasn’t here when a lot of this data was put together, but SPR is at 26 now and is there any way that we recalculate SPR at a lower number, 20 or 22, which would help us rebuild quicker and help us do a better job on that?  I’m just asking that question.  Would that help us or can we do it?  If not, why?

DR. CRABTREE:  The 26 percent SPR has been, for many years, the SPR associated with maximizing the yields in red snapper and so if you were going to say we’re going to redefine the rebuilding target and the overfishing definitions relative to some other SPR, then you would have to come up with a record and a justification as to why that SPR then is an acceptable way to go and how it’s consistent with the Act.

It may be possible to do that, but I think probably going back to prior to the old Schirripa and Legault assessment in 1998, the calculations have over the years come in somewhere around this 26 percent SPR.  

At one time, the council had, I think, a 30 percent SPR for most of the other reef fish, but the older rebuilding target, going back prior to the Schirripa and Legault and prior to Amendment 2, was a 20 percent SPR.  There have been different numbers that have come around, but the 26 percent seems to have been the one for the last while anyway.

MR. PEARCE:  Should we revisit that and look at that as maybe some options that we have, to consider that?  It’s worth a shot.

DR. CRABTREE:  We could consult with the Center and ask them for some advice on those or your SSC, who I believe is going to meet prior to the March meeting to look at these things.  That’s something that you could have some discussions with.

MR. PEARCE:  I would like to see that option explored.

MR. GILL:  Andy, in my experience, models have a relatively small range of validity and that if you deviate too far from what the model is designed for, it goes haywire.  Do we know that the model we’re talking about here can handle a zero TAC, which is pretty extreme, and secondly, the extent of the validity of the answers that you might get if it can handle it?
MR. STRELCHECK:  I think we certainly can look at the model and if that’s a request by the council, the Science Center could evaluate whether the model can accommodate a zero TAC.  My expectation is that yes, the model, because it went through the SEDAR process, will be able to handle it.

As mentioned early on in this presentation, it’s driven by the inputs you specify and certainly there is uncertainty around these estimates and these aren’t absolute estimates.  

They can change, based on what you believe are reasonable expectations in terms of bycatch reduction and TAC levels and shrimp trawl effort, et cetera.  Certainly if that’s a request that you would want to look at, the Science Center and the Southeast Region could look at it.

MR. PHILIP HORN:  Dr. Crabtree, in the assessments under the commercial landings -- I have a document that shows Table 1 in SEDAR-7, Document DW-23.  I got that in council mail or somewhere a month or so ago.

If in fact we were using incorrect landings, inflated landings, from -- On here, it begins in 1962.  If those landings were inflated, would that mean that we’re trying to achieve a goal that we cannot get to?  

We’re assuming we caught more fish forty years ago than we did and so we’re trying to get to an SPR estimate that in fact is too far out, because we would, in my mind -- Correct me if I’m wrong, because I don’t understand all the workings of it completely.

In my mind, we started off with too large of a number of landings and so we have a lot higher goal, because we expect to harvest more fish out into the future because we started with a lot.  If we started with a lot less, we wouldn’t expect to achieve a stock size as large out into the future and is that an assumption that’s correct?

DR. CRABTREE:  I understand what you’re saying and if we were trying to rebuild to X pounds of fish, that would be a concern.  That’s the reason that we’re focusing on SPR though, because SPR really is just a proportion of where you would get if the fishing was more or less and it’s not specifying some finite pounds of fish.

One of the advantages of SPR is it’s more robust to the kinds of uncertainties you’re talking about.  Now, you could go in, I guess, into the assessment model and say what if the landings have been consistently overestimated or underestimated over the years and look at it that way and we’ve done that in past red snapper assessments.

Remember, we did that in the greater amberjack assessment that we got recently where they said what if the recreational landings were actually 25 percent lower and usually, a change like that in the overall landings throughout the time series doesn’t have very much impact on the status of the stock, but it does affect what your estimate of MSY is and what your estimate is of the biomass of MSY.  By using SPR, we should be minimizing the impact of the kinds of uncertainties you’re talking about.

MR. HORN:  Wouldn’t that help justify having a lower SPR target?

DR. CRABTREE:  No, I don’t think that’s even relevant to the SPR target.  An argument about what the SPR target ought to be is going to have to be based around risk assessments and under a given productivity regime, what fishing mortality rates maximize the yields.  I don’t know that the change you’re talking about would have any impact on that.  It might, but I don’t know that it necessarily would.
MR. STRELCHECK:  Just to be clear, the difference in terms of these total allowable catch trajectories is related here to the level of shrimp effort reduction you cap the fishery at.  There is a relationship between how much you reduce shrimp effort and obviously how much your TAC can be.  The less you reduce shrimp, the less your TAC is going to be.

After the 2009 timeframe, what we asked the Center to provide us was a constant fishing mortality trajectory so that total allowable catch would be allowed to increase from 2010 thereafter, to the end of the rebuilding plan.

You can see that TAC increases fairly quickly under the 74 percent reduction and to some extent, also under the 50 percent shrimp effort reduction, although certainly at a much lower level.

Hopefully this will help clear things up as to why these extreme differences are occurring.  On the left is closed season dead discards and this is the proportional fishing mortality reduction where everything is reduced the same amount.  Your closed season discards are reduced 74 percent, your directed fishery is reduced 74 percent, and your shrimp trawl fishery is reduced 74 percent.  

Under these scenarios, we didn’t reduce everything 74 percent and what you see is that there’s threefold difference in terms of closed season discards, because you’re saying that your management actions can’t help to reduce discard mortality or total dead discards by the extent that we would need to maximize yield.

You therefore have to compensate for those additional discards through balancing shrimp effort and total allowable catch of the directed fishery.

What you see here is under the linked scenario, the proportional reductions, you have an identical overlap with the 74 percent shrimp effort reduction and that’s because they’re consistent with the same level of shrimp effort reduction.  However, under 50 percent, you’re essentially allowing about 4.5 million more fish each year to be discarded dead in the shrimp fishery and as a result from the previous slide, you see that to compensate for that, you would have to lower the total allowable catch in the directed fishery.

MS. WALKER:  I have a question, Andy.  In the recreational sector, I know that the model generated the number of discards.

MR. STRELCHECK:  The directed fishery, including commercial.

MS. WALKER:  Including commercial?  I think for the recreational sector, the model actually estimated almost four times the number of discards that was reported and that is used in other assessments from MRFSS.  

How would these numbers change if you used the MRFSS estimates rather than the model-generated estimates?  I need to ask you one question about that, too.  Is there any other reef fish that we’ve done an assessment on that we have not used the MRFSS estimates for discards?

MR. STRELCHECK:  Alex, do you want to answer that?

DR. ALEX CHESTER:  Bobbi, to answer your last question first, the answer is no and the reason for that is because the model that was developed for red snapper has the ability to do that.  It’s a much more advanced model than we’ve been able to generalize to the other reef fish, although that’s the direction that we’ll be moving in the future.

In terms of the issue of the comparison between the model output for discards and the MRFSS, that was a subject of quite a bit of discussion in the SEDARs and the consensus decision on the part of those groups was to use the model output, because there was a lot of concern about recall data on the part of the people that were trying to remember how many discards that they had.

We’ve given some thought, based on these questions in the past on what the effects might be on the model, but we haven’t actually run that.  That’s a potential thing the council might want to consider asking the Center to do and we would make every effort to do that.

I should say that in thinking about it, it’s really kind of up in the air as to what the impacts could be.  It might give an optimistic view of the stock, but there’s a chance that it could give a less optimistic view as well, based on productivity considerations.

MS. WALKER:  Thank you, Alex.  Now let me ask you another question, because I -- In reading the review report in SEDAR, it talks about the model, the CATCHEM model, which this is the first time we’ve ever used it.  I don’t think it’s been used since and on page 14 of this review, it says the review workshop noted that CATCHEM, the method used in base case assessments, was not fully developed.

It preferred that development of the model be more complete, including standard diagnostics and stochastic projection options, before being used in an actual stock assessment. 
I realized that the reason the review workshop went with it was because it could do an entire history of the fishery, where the old model, I think which was the VPA, the virtual population model, could not.

In layman’s terms, I’m thinking, okay, well it did that, but it generated that history back to 1850.  We didn’t have enough data points that we could put into CATCHEM.  In other words, it estimated that too and can you tell me if some of these concerns of the review workshop have been answered?  Is the model more complete?
DR. CHESTER:  I think what they’re referring to -- First of all, I think we should say that the assessment and the review workshop both came out and supported very strongly the use of that model, because it is superior to what was being used in the past.

By development of the model, they mean that it hasn’t been fully designed and fully articulated.  There hasn’t been a user manual made.  We haven’t made the model user friendly and so we’re having to put the model together and in fact, Clay Porch is basically the master of that model at this point.  

That’s one of the things that is very strongly on our agenda this year, is to make that model fully usable, generalized, with lots of bells and whistles, and an instruction manual for the use of that model be designed and articulated.  Yes, we will be developing it from that point of view.

In the application of this model to the red snapper, it’s been very much supported by the people who have looked at it from a review point of view.  I think the issue there is how generalizable it is and how definable is it in terms of other applications.

MS. WALKER:  What I understood you to just say is that we don’t have a book to tell us how to use it, but that -- I will admit that I had to ask for some -- I didn’t know what stochastic meant.  I had to ask what the definition was and I was told that it meant random.  Tell me how the model could not give these random projections and how that’s related to an operating manual.

DR. CHESTER:  Bobbi, I’m not sure I understand your question.

MS. WALKER:  It says here that it preferred the development of the model be more complete and including stochastic projection options and I’m told that that means random projection options.  To me, that’s not a technicality of we don’t have a book to tell us how to use it.  That’s a problem with the model in itself regarding something to do with random projection options.

DR. CHESTER:  I think that’s sort of elaborating the model and giving the analyst the ability to run sensitivities on various options and make that a more automatic function of the model.

MS. WALKER:  The model wasn’t able to do those sensitivity runs and is that what this means?

DR. CHESTER:  No, the model can do that, but it’s in a more manual mode, so that the analyst would have to specify the differences in the various parameters, instead of having that done automatically.

MR. STRELCHECK:  Just to clarify, Bobbi, I think what Alex is trying to say is much like the information we’re presenting today, where it shows the differences when you specify different parameters in the model, that’s showing the sensitivity model and essentially the outcome or results that are produced by it.

In terms of the randomness of the projections and the stochastic nature of the projections, recall the yesterday we talked about gag and they used a mean recruitment over a twenty-year timeframe.  To make that more random, instead of fixing the recruitment level at a certain amount, you could maybe bring in variability around that recruitment so that the projections themselves would provide more of a random outcome or result.

On average, it should approximate what your mean is over the long term, but that’s, I think, all that’s meant by what you’re reading out of the review workshop report.

MS. WALKER:  You’re saying that CATCHEM wasn’t able to take into consideration variability of recruitment and is that what you’re saying, Andy?

MR. STRELCHECK:  I can’t say that for definite and certainly, I think Clay is the one who programmed it and so he very well can program it to incorporate variability and whether it can do that at this time or not is the question.

MS. MORRIS:  Anticipating this discussion, I went back to the October 20 letter that we got from Nancy Thompson, which was one of her attempts in writing to address this question about why the discard data was estimated within the CATCHEM model.

Just quickly, because it’s come up again, because discards in the directed fishery are so important to the recovery of red snapper and because Texas doesn’t have discard data through MRFSS for the recreational fishery, or not very much, and there was also a lack in headboat data about discards, the data workshop and the assessment workshop sort of cast around for different strategies to generate a reliable number for discard data.
Comparing all their options, they eventually settled on this CATCHEM model as the best way to come up with a reliable number and it stood up to the scrutiny of the people involved in SEDAR and that’s what we have.

One of the things that was better about CATCHEM is that it was better at estimating seasonal catches, compared to annual catches.  Just to remind everybody, that’s the explanation that Nancy gave us back in October about why the CATCHEM was eventually chosen as the best approach to generating this kind of data for the assessment.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Thank you, Ms. Morris, for that information.

MS. WALKER:  Julie, I understand that, but all reef fish, the discards are important and so why just red snapper?  Why did we use model-generated discards for red snapper when I think discards in red grouper are a lot higher than they are in red snapper, especially for the recreational sector?  Those are the things that I don’t understand.
MR. STRELCHECK:  I’ll try to answer this, based on having talked to Clay.  The data workshop, when they reviewed the discard information and looked at the ratio of landed catch in MRFSS relative to discarded catch in MRFSS, that ratio, my understanding is that the group in charge of looking at releases did not believe that the ratio was appropriate and that it was underestimating dead discards in the recreational fishery.

For that reason, they decided to develop the CATCHEM model, in which it estimates dead discards based on largely the minimum size limit.

MS. WALKER:  What did they base that decision on, Andy, that they did not believe what the estimates were?  I could sit here and go through a thousand things that I don’t believe, but what did they base that opinion on, that they did not believe those discards for that fishery, but they do for all other reef fish?

MR. STRELCHECK:  I believe some observers were in the data workshop and based on observer observations aboard vessels, they had witnessed discards much higher relative to landed catch.

MS. WALKER:  Observers in the recreational fishery?

MR. STRELCHECK:  I believe it was headboat observers.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Dr. Crabtree, let’s try and get off this one so we can move on, please.

DR. CRABTREE:  We would have to go back and relook again at the data workshop, but we have had observer studies on headboats.  You recall some years back there was one on headboats in Texas, for example.  This was when we went to eighteen inches and an emergency rule, but as I recall, they were discarding 217 fish, or something of that magnitude, for every legal-sized fish caught.

That was probably an extreme example, but there is observer data that’s been collected periodically along the way and I’m sure all of that was reviewed at the workshop and I believe some of the people who were involved in some of those studies were present at the workshop.

This was something that was discussed and looked at in SEDAR and this is how they decided was the most defensible way to go.  If this is a huge sticking point and you want to look and see how sensitive is the model to it and what if the discard estimates were lower, then we can put that on the list of things at the end of the day and talk about what can we get done.

I’ve talked to Clay about how to look at this and he feels like you could tune the model to the MRFSS discards so that the model would then try to match, to some extent, the estimated discards with the discard estimates and then that would likely bring those discard estimates down to something in line with MRFSS.

We can go on about this, but I don’t think we’re really going to get beyond where we are.  Maybe we need to move in all these reef fish models more towards using model-generated estimates like this, but that’s something that came out of SEDAR.  If it’s really something you want to look at at the end of the day, we can try and look at it.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  I thank all of you for that exchange.  I think it’s a good time to acknowledge a former council member, who is -- He just couldn’t stay away.  After nine years as a voting member of this Gulf Council, Dr. Albert King has joined us.  We appreciate you being here.  Andy, would you proceed?

MR. STRELCHECK:  The graph on the left is showing your spawning potential trajectory and what you’ll notice is that for the proportional reduction scenario, the linked scenario, the disproportional reduction scenarios that assume different levels of shrimp effort and therefore, the corresponding total allowable catch, they all overlap, except for this little region down here.

There’s a slight deviation where the 50 and 74 percent are slightly less than the linked scenario and that’s because we’re not ending overfishing immediately, but we would end overfishing in the 2009 or 2010 timeframe.  After that, they’re consistent with one another and rebuild to the same target.
Here’s essentially the bottom line.  Under the linked scenario, which assumes you can get all this bycatch reduction and closed season reduction and your shrimp bycatch reduction, maximum yield is around twenty-five million pounds.

When you allow levels of bycatch and make assumptions about what you regionally can reduce bycatch by, based on the management measures you have, you essentially result in foregone yield.  Your yield comes down because more of your mortality is shifted to discards and bycatch.

Under the 74 percent shrimp effort level, you would ultimately rebuild to an MSY around seventeen million pounds.  At 50 percent, to achieve 26 percent SPR, you rebuild to a TAC of around 10.2 million pounds.

MR. ADAMS:  Both of those slides project rebuilding based upon different levels of shrimp reduction.  What year does that reduction take place or when does this assume that effort management commences in order to reach those rebuilding?

MR. STRELCHECK:  Both start in 2007.

MR. ADAMS:  2007 is going to be managed by the interim rule, which does not implement any effort and that’s right?

MR. STRELCHECK:  It proposes an effort cap at --

MR. ADAMS:  Excuse me?

MR. STRELCHECK:  It proposes an effort cap that’s set equal to 50 percent of the baseline.

MR. ADAMS:  I don’t think that’s currently in the interim rule.

MR. STRELCHECK:  To wrap up, the level TAC is set at to end overfishing is contingent on how much directed, closed season, and shrimp trawl bycatch you can reduce.  Greater reductions in bycatch allow higher total allowable catches.

Based on the measures that we considered and averaging across a two, three, four-year period, TACs ranging from somewhere between 2.8 and 5.3 million pounds are required to end overfishing in the timeframe specified by the rebuilding plan.

As I stated, this is based on the inputs to the projection model.  If the council believes that there’s other ways of reducing bycatch that we haven’t considered or that haven’t been proposed thus far, certainly higher TACs could potentially be achieved, but to achieve those high TACs, you have to come up with ways to reduce bycatch further.

If you reduced the total allowable catch during the interim rule, that would allow the level of TAC in future years, by 2010, to increase as well, because you would achieve greater gains in reducing fishing mortality this year that then could be passed along to following years.  With that, I’ll entertain questions.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Thank you, Andy.  Are there questions?

MS. WALKER:  Andy, go back to that last slide you had up there, where it says greater reductions in bycatch allow higher TACs.  If we used the MRFSS estimates in bycatch -- I know it.  I’m back on it again.

If we use the MRFSS estimates of like five million fish, as opposed to about eighteen million fish, does that mean we could have a higher TAC, because that would like a 60 percent reduction in bycatch?

MR. STRELCHECK:  I can’t state whether it would allow more or less.  What Alex stated I think is appropriate, in that we don’t know how that would ultimately affect the outcome of the model.  If you reduce bycatch, you could potentially be saying that your stock is less productive, because you’re not killing as many fish that you previously assumed you were killing, because we had this level of bycatch that was substantially higher.

As a result, your stock condition could be worse.  That’s just one example, but in terms of the outcome, a lot of it will depend on the bycatch information, the trends in bycatch, and what their relative impact is obviously determined to be in the model.

DR. CRABTREE:  I know it’s tempting to intuitively think if those discards -- If we reran it with the lower discards, everything is better.  I can tell you, having been down this path many, many times, there’s no reason to think that’s the case.  It will change -- You would have to rerun the assessment model and then project off of that.

It will change the recruitment estimates and it will change the estimate of stock productivity and there’s no reason in the world to think it comes out any more favorable.  Again, there’s just no point in speculating about how that may change things.

If that’s something you want to see, then as a council decide that’s something you want to see and we’ll see if we can do that and take a look at it.

Where we are right now is our scientific review panel endorsed this.  We could do a sensitivity run and see how sensitive it is and how much difference it would make, but there’s just no point in trying to speculate intuitively about what changes that might make, because there’s just no way to figure that out without doing the runs.

MS. WALKER:  Roy, let me ask you this.  They ran the VPA model, I think, at the same time they ran the CATCHEM model and help me, Alex, with this.  I think the VPA is what was ran in 1995 and 2000 and that was the model that was used.

I understand that those model projections, depending on what steepness you used, came out with different predictions of the status of the stock, some of them even saying that the stock was close to being rebuilt, I think if you used an 80 percent steepness.

DR. CHESTER:  Bobbi, I really don’t recall and probably wasn’t around to really be involved in those assessments and so we would just have to take a look at that.  As Roy says, if this is an issue that the council feels strongly about, we will make every effort to try to run that sensitivity.

DR. CRABTREE:  Bobbi, because this has come up in some conversations that I’ve had with folks and I went back and looked and you’re talking about the ASAP model, which is the model run, that Schirripa and Legault model that was run, which as I recall, the council had many, many questions and issues with that model as well.

The thing you have to bear in mind is a lot of those status of stocks depends on whether you’re running them in the linked or in the contingent upon current shrimp trawl bycatch.  You can run scenarios that show the stock is not in that bad shape if you run MSY contingent on current shrimp bycatch that was taking place in 2001 to 2003.

Under those scenarios, you may be looking at recovery at a 5 percent SPR and so you recall the memo from Nancy Thompson that looked at those kinds of things.

When you look, there are -- They looked at every way to look at this.  They ran all kinds of different models under all kinds of different scenarios and the ASAP model outputs were kind of all over the map, but you have to be real careful with what you’re looking at, because some of them are contingent on various assumptions about the selectivities and what happens to the shrimp trawl bycatch, similar to what we got with CATCHEM, when you go back and look at that memo from Nancy Thompson.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Thank you, Dr. Crabtree.  Are there any other questions?  

MS. MORRIS:  Andy, in the most recent iteration of 14/27, we had alternatives that stated that a TAC of five million pounds would end overfishing immediately and in the comments that you’ve been making today, you’ve opened the door to if we had less than 6.5 million pounds in the interim rule that these numbers for 2008 and 2009 might not have to be quite so low and could you elaborate on that a bit?

MR. STRELCHECK:  In the environmental impact statement, we’ve tried to be consistent when we discussed when overfishing would end under TACs ranging from five to seven million pounds.  What it should state or hopefully states in all cases is that that TAC is contingent on achieving the 74 percent reduction across all sources of mortality.  If that can’t be achieved, then those TACs, based on these projections, are too high to end overfishing in that timeframe.

DR. SHIPP:  Andy, would you go to the previous slide and I’m going to ask a question, because Roy wanted me to remind him to bring everybody up to date on something.  Your projected MSYs in the right column range from ten to twenty-five million pounds.

The fishery has never landed more than ten million pounds and yet, we say we’re overfished and there’s a reason for that and in a conversation I had with Roy last week, he asked me to remind him to tell everybody what the situation is now versus what it was 150 years ago and why that has such an impact on what we’re doing.

DR. CRABTREE:  Let me just take a stab at it, because Bob and I have talked about this on many occasions, I think.  One of the questions have been if MSY is twenty-five million pounds and the landings have never been that high, how could it be overfished.
You have to remember one of the fundamental things about this assessment is it is based on the premise that the Gulf of Mexico is more productive today with respect to red snapper than it historically was and I think when the recruitment shifted was somewhere in the 1970 to 1980 period.

The model is predicting that the productivity of the Gulf has increased.  Now, we’ve heard a lot of discussion about the impact of all the artificial reefs in the Gulf and the essence of those discussions have been that all this artificial reef material has increased the productivity of the Gulf with respect to red snapper.

That’s perfectly consistent with what this model is saying.  If you went back historically and said what was the MSY fifty or a hundred years ago, under this particular model, the MSY historically would be less than it is today, because it is using higher recruitments today than it included historically.

The other thing you have to remember is the model breaks the Gulf up into an east and a west component and historically, most of the harvest, many years ago, was in the eastern Gulf.  If you’re going to look at the historical harvest rates relative to MSY, then you need to look at the eastern Gulf MSY, which is much lower than the MSY estimate for the western Gulf.

Then you would have to take into account how this increase in productivity factors into that and then you could probably make some comparisons about MSY versus historical catches, but I don’t think those calculations have really been done.

It’s not as simple as just saying twenty-five million pounds and then here’s the historical catches and look at them.  There’s an awful lot more that plays into making that kind of comparison and the other thing comes down to what the Magnuson Act requires.

There’s nothing in the Magnuson-Act about rebuilding to what the stock would have been a hundred years ago.  It’s not based on that.  The Magnuson Act’s premise is based on the current productivity regime that you are under, which in the Gulf we appear to be in an increased productivity than what we were historically.

You need to maximize the yields, based on that type of productivity regime.  If we have increased the carrying capacity of the Gulf for red snapper through oil rigs and whatever changes, and I don’t know what it is, but that seems to make intuitive sense anyway, then we need to focus on managing this stock in order to achieve the maximum sustainable yield under that productivity regime that we have today.  That’s my comment to what Bob raised.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  I guess we start out by blaming the oil and gas industry and then the states for their artificial reef programs.  

MR. MINTON:  Ten years ago, November of 1996, we sat in this same area, I think we were over in the main building, and we were being told at that time if we did not reduce shrimp trawl bycatch by 80 percent, I think the projections were as high as 88 percent, the fishery would not recover and it would not expand and it would just basically collapse.

I went back and listened to the tapes of some of that meeting and passed them to some of the folks, but at that time, the model was saying that unless it was reduced the fishery would never recover and it certainly would not expand and it certainly would not have a higher biomass ten years later than we have today.

How do you add these things all together and still say that yes, the fishery is higher than it was and it’s better off and it’s expanded and still say we’ve got to further cut back?  Maybe some of these things are inherent.  Maybe we’re going to have so much bycatch in each fishery.  

We’re still seeing it expand and we’re still seeing it recover and I just don’t see the -- To me, it doesn’t add up, Roy.  It doesn’t add up that we can see these things going on and still have to further cut into the fishery and project as low as 2.8 million pounds for a total TAC.

DR. CRABTREE:  As I recall with the Schirripa and Legault assessment, the overall fishing mortality reductions that were indicated from that assessment to get to MSY were somewhere in the 70 percent range.
Now, I would have to go back and look at those numbers.  The real difference between that assessment and this one were the magnitude of the MSYs.  We have seen some improvement in the status of the stock in the eastern Gulf.  I think it’s gone from somewhere on the order of a one-and-a-half percent SPR to something on the order of a 3 percent SPR.

We have made a little bit of progress in the eastern Gulf.  The western Gulf has been pretty flat, I think, over the last decade, but the bottom line is the fishing mortality rates remain high and we’re still overfishing.

We’ve made some progress, Vernon, and I’m not doubting that.  I’ve heard that from several folks on the council and the assessment indicates there have been some gains in SPR in the eastern Gulf, but consistent with every assessment we’ve ever had, at least as far back as I can go in my memory of these things, the assessment is still telling us that we’re overfished and we’re overfishing and the levels of reduction that are required now are still reasonably close to what we’ve heard from others.

One of the big differences -- You brought up the shrimp trawl bycatch issue.  This assessment is still telling you that you need reductions in shrimp trawl bycatch to recover, but what it’s telling you is that you’re not going to get huge increases in yield as a result of getting those reductions in shrimp trawl bycatch and that’s because this model -- There were changes into the assumptions about the natural mortality of age zeros and age ones.

Whereas we used to think if you reduced shrimp trawl bycatch by 70 percent that you’re going to get fifty, sixty, a hundred million pounds of extra yield, this model is showing you more along the lines of what you’re seeing on the board.

You’re going to get additional yield and it does make a difference, but it’s not nearly as high as in previous estimates and I think it’s much more in line with most people’s intuitive feel about what this fishery is capable of achieving at some point.

MR. HORN:  Dr. Crabtree, you say that you feel there have been no gains in the western Gulf, that it’s been flat.  Yet, Texas landings in the commercial industry, from the mid-1970s, has gone from about 8 or 9 percent to 33 percent of the fish landed, if you believe the data.

Right or wrong, it’s still an increase and with the majority of the commercial fleet working out of western Louisiana and the upper Texas coast, there’s a reason for that.  It’s because the fish are there.  They’re not over there for the fun of it.  They’re not over there because it’s better than the eastern Gulf.  It doesn’t make sense.

None of these things that we’re talking about add up, as Vernon mentioned.  Every time we get a new stock assessment scientist, we get a new model.  Dr. Goodyear did the first one and he did, I think, the VPA.  Chris Legault came up with the ASAP and now we’ve got another guy doing a new one and every time we get one, it’s different.  Everything we use and all the parameters are different and we can’t compare apples to oranges from the past.

All the people’s lives that have been impacted by all these things, commercial fishermen, recreational fishermen, and shrimpers, and how often have we got to come to this table?  Have we got to spend our entire lives fighting for something that we know is wrong?
Everything we’ve done here at this council has been -- We’ve told everybody this is how it is and then four or five years later, it’s not that way and it’s still happening today.  You look at what’s going on in the commercial industry and you look at what has gone on in the recreational for the last ten or fifteen years, they’ve exploded.

They didn’t explode because the fish weren’t there.  Those folks went fishing because the fish were there to catch.  We’ve had more people fish.  The commercial industry has been hammered and been shrunk down and the shrimp industry has been hammered and shrunk down, but yet, the ones that’s left are still there trying to make a living, but we’re still telling them it’s bad and we’ve got to cut you even more and when is it going to stop?

When are we going to apply some commonsense into this system and listen to what is actually going on in the fisheries, from the charter people, from the recreational people, from the commercial people, and the shrimp industry?  These things that we are being told by these computer models are wrong.  They just don’t make sense what we’re seeing today.  Thank you.

DR. SHIPP:  Many times in the past fifteen years I’ve been in agreement with Mr. Horn and I am again.  I just want to elaborate a little bit on what Vernon said.  He mentioned 1996 and I was on this council in 1991 when we were told that if we didn’t reduce bycatch by 50 percent and cut the harvest to one million pounds that the fishery was going to collapse.

Five years ago, Vernon and I were in Miami at a stock assessment meeting and an unnamed, and I know the name, but I’m not going to name him, stock assessment scientist from the Fisheries Service told us that the red snapper stock was on the verge of collapse and that was five years ago.

I want to read a couple of sentences from the SEDAR report.  This is SEDAR-7, the review workshop, authored by Ortiz and Cass-Calay.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Is there a date, Bob?

DR. SHIPP:  March 8, 2005.  In general, the west red snapper stock was estimated much larger than the east Gulf of Mexico stock, about six to seven times greater in terms of virgin biomass.  That’s in context with the fishery from the 1880s when there was no western Gulf stock, but nevertheless, in terms of estimated virgin stock, the west is six to seven times greater in terms of biomass.

The last sentence in that report on that page said: While for the west stock, the fishing mortality in 2003 was below the F at MSY, that is no overfishing, except at higher steepness.  However, the spawning stock was still below MSY.
In other words, overfishing in the area where 80 percent of the stock existed was not occurring.  How then do we have an overfishing situation that is so desperate that we have to cut the stocks down by 50 or 60 percent?  I don’t understand it either.

DR. CRABTREE:  Just to point out that the paper that Dr. Shipp is referring to is looking at the ASAP model that was done, which is the formulation that was used by Schirripa and Legault back in 1998 and which was run to compare.

I’ve got the table right here that goes through some of the ASAP models and once again, it comes down to are you looking at overfishing relative to FMSY contingent on current shrimp trawl bycatch levels or are you looking at overfishing relative to FMSY under a linked scenario?

They’re both in this table and they are very different conclusions on that.  There are very different conclusions based on whether you’re looking at the different steepness.  There are scenarios in here under ASAP where the F current is more than ten times the FMSY level on some of these runs.  That was one of the reasons that they’ve moved away from ASAP and into CATCHEM, because CATCHEM was more stable across some of these.

You’ve got to expect that the models we’re using today are not going to be the same models we used a decade ago.  I don’t know that we had computers that would have been able to run some of the things we’re running today.

Our technology and our ability to do these things is vastly improved.  Just be aware that what Bob is referring to are under a number of scenarios using a different model that was looked at during SEDAR, but was not accepted as the best available science.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Thank you, Dr. Crabtree.  While our models and technology may be improving, the source of the data that’s going into the models, some of us really question whether that’s improving.

MS. WALKER:  Roy, I want to make sure I understand what our goal is and I heard you to say that we’re trying to rebuild red snapper biomass to levels that have never been seen before, because the Gulf is considered more productive and I think you referred to higher recruitment.

I know that some of us have argued that red snapper are habitat dependent and because of all the habitat in the Gulf, that’s probably why we’re having higher recruitment and more fish, but yet, these models that we have don’t consider habitat at all in the models.  They don’t take that into consideration.

I’m going to need to talk to my congressmen and ask them when they adopted the Magnuson-Stevens Act did they intend for us to build stocks back to biomasses that have never before been seen, but I guess that’s the interpretation of the National Marine Fisheries Service that that’s what we’re supposed to be doing.

DR. CRABTREE:  No, what I’m saying is there’s nothing in the Magnuson Act that says you’re rebuilding to some earlier time period and the basis for all of the assessments that I know that are done in the country are to try and estimate what is the productivity of the habitat as it exists today and then try and determine what maximizes the yields from it.

We could have discussions that would go on even longer than this one trying to figure out how many red snapper were in the Gulf a hundred years ago.

If you think it’s difficult to assess how many red snapper are in the Gulf today, I’m pretty sure it’s more difficult to go back a hundred or two hundred years and look at how many red snapper would have been out there then.

Bob’s view and we’ve had discussions on many occasions and I believe Bob thinks there are more red snapper in the Gulf now than there probably ever have been.  I don’t know about that, Bobbi.  I don’t know how many red snapper.  The model tries to estimate what the historical time series is, in order to get an idea of the productivity of the stock.

What I’m saying is that in terms of the Magnuson Act, and Mr. McLemore, tell me if I’m wrong, but I’m not aware of anything in the Magnuson Act that explicitly ties you back into some historical period.  My read on the Magnuson Act is it says you have to manage the fisheries in a way to achieve the optimum yield from the stocks and it links that optimum yield to MSY and the maximum sustainable yield.

If you look through the NMFS guidance and the technical guidance on estimating those types of things, there are discussions in there about when you’ve had regime shifts and shifts in productivities.  

If something like that has happened historically with red snapper, as a result of reef building or whatever, generally, as far as I know in all the assessments we’ve done, the estimates are based on what the current understanding of the productivity of the stock is.

MS. WALKER:  You’re telling me that you don’t believe that Magnuson requires us to build to virgin biomass, that that has nothing to do with it?

DR. CRABTREE:  Clearly we’re not rebuilding to virgin biomass in any of our fisheries, even if we knew what it was, because the biomass at MSY that you are rebuilding to is typically more like 40 percent of what the unexploited biomass would be.  We aren’t ever trying to build back to the virgin or the unexploited biomass.

MS. WALKER:  I don’t understand then, because we’re saying that the most that’s ever been harvested from the red snapper fishery was ten million pounds and, Dr. Shipp, I think that’s what you said.

Whatever was out in the Gulf then, now you’re telling me we’re trying to rebuild to 40 percent of what that was, because that would have been the virgin stock, before it had ever been fished.

DR. CRABTREE:  Number one, Bobbi, I would have to look back at the SEDAR reconstruction on the historical time series.  I don’t know if no more than ten -- I think back in the 1980s the catches were in excess of ten million pounds, but I don’t know.  I would have to look back in that.

Then you lost me at some of the rest of it, but typically, the biomass associated with MSY is somewhere on the order of 40 percent or so, perhaps 50 percent, of the unfished biomass.  We aren’t attempting to rebuild stocks to the unfished biomass, because that biomass would only exist if there was no fishing and our whole purpose here is to achieve the optimum yield from the fisheries.

MS. WALKER:  The biomass target changes depending on productivity or how we estimate what the productivity is?

DR. CRABTREE:  Clearly the -- Yes, the MSY and all of that is related to the productivity of the stock, which is one of the reasons you do stock assessments, in order to get some sorts of estimates of the underlying productivity.

MR. MCLEMORE:  I’m just going to make a point, that MSY, again, is not necessarily something that’s static.  It’s the long term average catch or yield that can be taken from a stock or stock complex under prevailing ecological and environmental conditions.  That’s the definition in the guidelines.  What happened a hundred years ago may be relevant in sort of figuring out where you are, but it’s not necessarily definitive.
CHAIRMAN PERRET:  We’re in a heck of a quandary.  Dr. Crabtree says we’re managing for OY and MSY.  In the shrimp fishery, our best scientist, Dr. Nance, tells us that we don’t have enough effort to achieve OY and so --

MR. MCLEMORE:  I believe at the last couple of council meetings that point was made that you probably need to revisit those parameters for both fisheries, because they’re incompatible with one another.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Ms. Walker, did you have any more at this time?  Any other questions for Andy?  We certainly appreciate your presentation and helping to clarify some of these difficult issues.  Now, we’ve got about twenty minutes before we’re scheduled to break.  

We have the real fun part coming up and that is Reef Fish Amendment 27 and Shrimp 14 and then following that, Reef Fish Amendment 31 and Shrimp 15.  What’s your pleasure?  Do you want to break now, a little before noon, and come back at 1:15?  Let’s break now and come back at 1:15.

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed at 11:45 o’clock a.m., January 23, 2007.)

- - -

TUESDAY AFTERNOON SESSION

- - -

The Joint Reef Fish and Shrimp Management Committees of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council reconvened in the Azalea Ballroom of the Grand Hotel Marriott, Point Clear, Alabama, Tuesday afternoon, January 23, 2007, and was called to order at 1:15 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Corky Perret.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  I would like to call the Joint Reef Fish/Shrimp Committee back to order.  Prior to our break for lunch, we had completed, I think, on the agenda, Item VI, which we now go into Agenda Item VII, Reef Fish Amendment 27/Shrimp Amendment 14, and that’s E-5 in your book.
Between Dr. Leard, primarily Dr. Leard, and I -- Rick, just give us an update or status of just where we are and we need to go, please.

REEF FISH AMENDMENT 27/SHRIMP AMENDMENT 14
DR. LEARD:  The E-5 is the same document that you were reviewing in August.  We haven’t made any changes to that.  There wasn’t really any additional data that we could add to that at this time.

Under that, Agenda Item VII, the (a) is the August Joint Committee Report, which the committee went through and made some recommendations and whatnot, but the council, of course, at the August meeting tabled any further action until this meeting.

I might suggest that you might want to go through those options dealing with red snapper and look at your alternatives and make any adjustments that you would like.  Items (b) and (c) in there, the interim rule and the DEIS for the interim rule, which is the October draft, which is more inclusive -- As Dr. Crabtree was talking about, it’s more inclusive of all the alternatives that were considered, other than those that are just for the 2007 fishing year that are in the final EIS.

There’s really no action to take on those.  That’s just kind of for your information and for your reference to look at, in particular the alternatives for shrimp in the DEIS and the alternatives that were considered in the interim rule, as well as the other things that Mr. Strelcheck presented.

Then what I did in Tab D there was just a short page or two to summarize the actions that are currently in Amendment 27/14 and Dr. Diagne and I have gone through and added some options in there, based on the shrimp effort workgroup’s work on looking at MSY and MEY.

Again, those alternatives are based on looking at reductions in effort in terms of days fished, as well as reductions in effort based on numbers of permits, which is the way those alternatives are structured now, whereas in the DEIS there’s a whole different slate of alternatives that are also included in that E-8, which come from the DEIS, which are based on the AP’s comments, as well as the SSA’s comments, which deal with additional closures in the ten to thirty-fathom zones.

Those could be substituted or put into 27/14 in place of the existing alternatives, as alternative options for you to look at.  I think those are the key things that we need to look at in terms of further addressing 27/14 at this particular time and so however you want to proceed.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Thank you, Dr. Leard.  Are there any questions at this time?  Okay.  As I appreciate it, I think we probably should start with 7(a), which is E-7, and E-7 is what the committee -- This is the Reef Fish portion only.  E-7 was what we had approved at the committee level in August.  

Then, of course, the motion before the full council that was approved was to defer any action until the end of the year, until we get some additional data on shrimp effort and directed fishery and the MRFSS estimate for later waves in the year, which I think we have been -- That has been presented.

Does everyone understand where we are or where we’re going to start?  I guess what I’m saying is these items were actions that had been approved in August and so, Rick, unless there’s any changes, is this what we’re going forward with to the council?

DR. LEARD:  If that’s your pleasure, yes.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  I know none of us at this table are happy with what we’ve heard in the last several days, but yet, we’ve got a job and we’re going to try and get through this thing with as much input and the best product we can bring forward.  With that, what is your pleasure?  You all are not going to make it any easier for me.  Thanks a lot.
The first action we had done was a preferred alternative of a seven million pound TAC.  Do you all want to go down the line with the motions we already had and if I don’t hear any suggested changes, are we going to go forward with that to the council and is that where we are?  I’m seeking guidance.

MS. MORRIS:  It seems like the interim rule deliberations have led NMFS to recommend a 6.5 million TAC and Andy’s presentation this morning sort of assumed a 6.5 million TAC for 2007 and it sounded like we needed to go much lower than that if we were going to reach our end overfishing goal by 2010.

It seems like we need to talk about whether we want to change our preferred alternative for Action 1.  It seems like we’ve had plenty of input today that suggests that the committee should recommend a preferred alternative that’s lower than seven million pounds.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Thank you, Ms. Morris.  I, of course, have my own opinion about it, but as chair, I’m just going to try and run the meeting, but thank you for that.

MR. WILLIAMS:  The law requires us to end overfishing by when, 2009?

MR. MCLEMORE:  That’s the date that’s specified in the rebuilding plan, between 2009 and 2010.

MR. WILLIAMS:  What does the Magnuson Act specify?

MR. MCLEMORE:  As short a time as possible.

MR. WILLIAMS:  I thought you had like two years or something.

DR. CRABTREE:  The reauthorized Magnuson requires that for stocks that are overfished you have to have catch limits in place by 2010 which are sufficient to prevent overfishing from occurring, essentially.  

We right now have an updated assessment scheduled for 2009 and we’ve got a statutory obligation, basically, to have a catch limit that will prevent overfishing in place by 2010.  If we don’t make deep enough reductions now, then we could find ourselves in real problems come the updated assessment in 2009.

MR. WILLIAMS:  If I may follow up to that.  Looking at what Andy gave us this morning, assuming we have a six-and-a-half million pound TAC this year, next year, depending upon how much we reduce shrimp trawl bycatch, we could have a TAC in the 2.8 to 4.5 million pound range if we’re going to end overfishing by 2010.  Am I reading that correctly?

DR. CRABTREE:  According to those analyses and those assumptions about how the IFQ would affect the closed season discards and those types of things, those projections indicate that if you get a six-and-a-half million pound TAC in 2007, then you had four-and-a-half in 2008 and 2009 and the overfishing would end by the end of 2009.

MR. WILLIAMS:  I’m trying to find out what our range of potential TACs are here.  It’s certainly no higher than 4.5.  The seven million pounds that we approved last time violates the law, right?

DR. CRABTREE:  We don’t really have an analysis right now that indicates seven million pounds will end the overfishing on time without making assumptions that you’re going to get 74 percent reductions in bycatch in all of the bycatch fisheries and the directed fishery.

You do have -- For example, if the TAC in 2007 were set below six-and-a-half million pounds -- Just as an example, if it were set at five-and-a-half million pounds, then that’s a million pounds of fish that could be shifted into the 2008 and 2009 TACs.  It kind of depends.  The more savings you get early on, the less you have to reduce down the road.

MR. WILLIAMS:  If we reduced from six-and-a-half to five-and-a-half, basically -- It’s easy enough to take it off the commercial quota and I say easy on paper it’s easy to do.  It certainly has an effect on the people it affects.  On the recreational side, I guess we would be looking at an even shorter season, because we would have to get their half-million by taking another month or six weeks off their season, I presume.

DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, if you lower the TAC below six-and-a-half million pounds, then I think you would have to shorten the season, under any -- Remember, even at six-and-a-half million pounds, to maintain the season, we had to make an assumption or we made an assumption that in 2007 effort would likely be down about 10 percent.

With that assumption, with effort down 10 percent from where it was last year, with the two fish bag limit, that comes out and approximates the quota, but if you lower the quota more than that, then yes, the season would have to be shorter and that was for 2007.

In 2008, unless you believe that you can continue to assume that effort is going to be down, due to the storms, then you’re going to be looking at shortening the season, in all likelihood, even at a six-and-a-half million pound TAC.

MR. WILLIAMS:  Given that the two ranges we have here are 50 percent shrimp reduction and 74 and what we heard this morning is in 2006 shrimp mortality was down 60 percent, right?  Is that what I heard, Andy?  Was it 58 percent?  Not effort, but mortality was down that much, right?

DR. CRABTREE:  Dr. Nance could give us the best estimates of that, but I think what we heard from him was that the preliminary 2006 estimates in the ten to thirty-fathom zone were down 35 percent from where they were in 2005 and we were down something on the order of 50 percent.  I think when you figure all that out, we’re down somewhere on the order of in the high 60 percent, 67 percent or so.

MR. WILLIAMS:  In ten to thirty fathoms.  Dr. Nance?

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Dr. Nance, could you come up, please?

MR. WILLIAMS:  Don’t leave again.  We’re trying to figure out --

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Dr. Nance, Mr. Williams has a question.

MR. WILLIAMS:  Jim, we’re trying to figure out where we are in terms of the reduction of shrimp trawl bycatch mortality and Andy gave us this range or somebody -- Andy’s presentation had 50 percent and 74 percent and we were trying to figure out where is shrimping.  In 2006, it was, I thought, at about 60 percent reduction, but Roy has a somewhat different number.

DR. NANCE:  In 2006, the estimates that I -- I have shrimp effort, which is going to be different than bycatch F and so -- Like I was telling Roy this morning, it looks like that the area, the ten to thirty-fathom, from Stat Area 13 through 21, has seen a reduction this past year, in the first two trimesters, of about 65 to 70 percent.  That’s in effort.

Most of the snapper seem to be in that area, as you saw with Dr. Diamond’s presentation this morning and some of the stuff that we presented earlier.  That would probably have a very good reduction in F.

MR. WILLIAMS:  Do you know what that would translate to in terms of F?

DR. NANCE:  I don’t know.  

MR. WILLIAMS:  Somebody said this morning that a 60 percent reduction in effort was about a 50 percent reduction in F.

DR. NANCE:  If you’re looking at about a 65 to 70 percent, you’re probably in the range of about 60 percent, roughly 60 percent F, realizing that we only have data for the first two trimesters and preliminary data at that.  We don’t have all the landings and those types of things and so those are just estimates.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Hold up just a minute.  Andy has his hand up and perhaps he can help clarify this.  Go ahead, please.

MR. STRELCHECK:  Hopefully I can clarify it.  The relationship between effort and F is not one-to-one.  For 2005, it was about a 58 percent reduction in effort, which is equivalent to around a 52 percent reduction in fishing mortality.  

For the projections, we assumed a 60 percent reduction in fishing mortality, which is consistent with what Jim is stating in terms of effort being approximately 65 to 70 percent, which would be equivalent to around a 60 percent fishing mortality reduction.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Let me ask Dr. Crabtree a question.  Roy, in Amendment 27, under our management alternatives, Action 1, we had three alternatives.  One was status quo, 9.12, and the second one was seven and the third was five.  Now, this late in the game, can we come up with another number, since we only had those three, 9.12, seven, and five?

DR. CRABTREE:  If you go outside of that range -- You can do that.  We’re going to have to go out, I believe as Mike indicated earlier this morning, with a supplemental EIS anyway and so we just need to get the range of things now and if you want to add in some lower TACs, based on these projections, we can do that, but we’ll have to file that with the EPA and publish it.

MR. ADAMS:  To try to follow along what Roy Williams is trying to do, is calculate where the shrimp bycatch mortality level is and so we can back into what TAC NMFS says we have to reach and so Dr. Nance says that we’re at about 60 percent and this handout that we got, the additional red snapper rebuilding projections, down at the bottom it says if the shrimp mortality of red snapper is capped at 74 percent, then the TAC could be set within the 4.5 to 5.3 range.

If we can get the 74 percent, then we can get to Alternative 3, which is five million pounds alternatives.  The question I have is how do we get from the 2006 projection of 60 percent mortality reduction to 74?  

I would submit that the new BRDs are going to allow some and then the new commercial size limit is specifically intended to reduce regulatory discard mortality and I don’t know if anybody has ever given us the percentage of how much credit we get for that, but I think we are approaching measures that will get us to the five million pound TAC options in Alternative 3.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Just another observation, we’ve already lost thirty possible shrimp vessels because we’re now, according to Tab Q, at 2,306 max, where before the number was 2,066.  That’s thirty less and we don’t how many of those 2,036 are going to be active, but we will know that by October, whatever the date is, of this year.

MR. ADAMS:  Can somebody tell us what the reduction in mortality is going to be by changing the commercial limit from fifteen to thirteen?

DR. CRABTREE:  The projections that Andy presented this morning are based on a thirteen-inch size limit being in place in the commercial fishery.  If you wanted to change the recreational size limit, we would have to look at that, but that’s already factored into these projections as going into place in 2007.

MR. ADAMS:  Everything that I’m looking at here on this red snapper rebuilding projections is talking about shrimp bycatch mortality reductions and it’s not talking about overall mortality reductions.  Are you saying that the 4.5 to 5.3 million pound TAC is achievable at 74 percent shrimp bycatch mortality but that already includes the credit for BRDs and commercial size limits?
DR. CRABTREE:  It already includes the reduction in the commercial size limit to thirteen inches.  It makes no assumption about BRDs.  It’s just based on shrimp effort being down 60 percent in 2006 and then either 50 percent in 2007 or 74 percent in 2007.

The other assumptions it makes -- These are things that you could want to look at changing, if you want to.  It assumes that the closed season discards in the directed fishery are going to be down about 10 percent because of the IFQ program going in place.

We’re going away from the old ten-day mini seasons and closures of the commercial fishery to the IFQ, which has no real formal closed season.  There’s not a real analytical basis for that assumption of down 10 percent.  It could be a little more and it could be a little less.

Then it assumes that the in-season recreational discards remain unchanged.  If you believe that things that you have in this document, for example circle hooks and venting tools and dehookers, are going to make an improvement there, we can look at that.  This is based on the assumption that the recreational discards will continue about where they’ve been in the past.  

Then the numbers that Dr. Nance gave you aren’t assuming anything about improvements in BRDs.  They were purely based on effort and then you could factor into that some additional gains from bycatch reduction devices.  Those are the assumptions that we’ve made about discards.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  We’ve also got the captain and crew, which I think would be a 2 percent reduction or something like that.  We’re doing a lot of back and forth, which is fine and helpful for explanation, but we still have no motion and I know we all want to get through this.

MR. MINTON:  I just want to clarify something you just said, Roy or maybe Jim.  The assumptions that you said the 60 percent was without BRD and that you weren’t counting those or you weren’t going to count future improvements, to make sure I understand.

DR. CRABTREE:  Jim is just talking about what effort is doing and the fisheye BRDs are in the fishery and have been for years and they’re there.  We’ll publish a proposed rule very soon to look at changing the BRD protocol and we’ll make changes to that and probably sometime during 2007, we will get more efficiency out of BRDs, but that’s really not part of what Jim was talking about, because those numbers were purely effort.

MR. MINTON:  If I may then, just to make sure that you’ve got 60 percent are observer data from last year I guess, or maybe the year before, that said we were getting 14 with what we have now, with the fisheye currently.  Can you add those together, Jim, or can you come up with -- Would that be 74 percent?

DR. NANCE:  They’re not additive like that.

MR. MINTON:  Then what is it?  If you’ve got a 60 percent reduction in effort and then you’ve got some reduction because of the current BRDs, what is that number?

DR. NANCE:  What number you have to have for the bycatch.

MR. MINTON:  I’m just saying what is the reduction combined with a combination of effort and the BRD devices?

DR. NANCE:  I would have to go look back and see.

DR. CRABTREE:  Vernon, remember that the reductions are all in comparison to the baseline period of 2001 to 2003.  The BRDs we’re using now were already in place during that period and so they were already factored into the baseline.  It’s only reductions relative to that baseline that we’re looking at and they were already using the fisheye during those years.

MR. MINTON:  I still don’t understand.  If we’re getting 60 percent reduction in effort, which is what he just said, then there’s got to be some additional reduction because they have the devices in the nets.

DR. CRABTREE:  They had the devices in the nets during the baseline years too and so that’s not a new since the baseline.  Do you see?

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  I guess also, Vernon, if this council would have picked a baseline reduction of other years, rather than 2001 to 2003 -- If we had picked those years of 1992 to 1995, when effort was really way up there, if we had picked those years, shrimp effort now would probably be 25 percent or 30 percent of what it once was, but we picked the 2001 to 2003 base years.

MS. MORRIS:  I’m going to make a motion that the preferred alternative be Alternative 3 and that we add an Alternative 4 that would discuss and assess a TAC of three million pounds, just so we have a bracket that includes what may be a 60 percent shrimp bycatch reduction.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  We have a motion on the floor by Ms. Morris that the preferred alternative be Alternative 3 and she would also, in the motion, like to add an Alternative 4 that would have a TAC of three million pounds and do we have a second?  
MR. WILLIAMS:  I assume we’re working from -- Are we E-5 and is that what you’re working from?

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  E-5.  We have a motion and a second from Mr. Williams and we are open for discussion.  Discussion?

MS. WALKER:  I would ask that the people making the motion and the second -- When you get down to a TAC of five or three million, I think that the public needs to have an opportunity to look at just shutting the fishery down, just closing it and seeing how long it would have to be closed before it could open back up at a TAC that allowed a feasible commercial and recreational fishery.  I would urge them to add to their motion a zero TAC for a minimum of two years.

DR. SHIPP:  Is Bobbi’s an alternative motion or --

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  I didn’t take it as a motion, just a request.  Ms. Morris, you’re the maker of the motion.  Let the chair try.  What if there were another alternative that would be to close the fishery -- Alternative 5, I guess it would be, to close the directed fishery for two years and is that --

DR. LEARD:  Set TAC at zero.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Dr. Leard, set TAC at zero.
MS. MORRIS:  Roy, my seconder, is that acceptable to you?

MR. WILLIAMS:  It’s just an alternative.

MS. MORRIS:  Right.  It’s going to say and add an Alternative 5 that would set TAC at zero for a two-year period.
CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Add an Alternative 5 that would set TAC at zero for a two-year period and is that what we want?

DR. CRABTREE:  I have a question.  When you say set TAC at zero for a two-year period, in order for them to evaluate this, what does that mean?  What happens after the two years?

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  The stock is going to be sufficiently rebuilt and we’re going to open it up for everybody.

DR. CRABTREE:  We would do an analysis of that and then the TAC would presumably go up according to those yields?

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  I don’t think it could go down.

DR. LEARD:  I would just say that presumably this would be for the 2008 and 2009 period and then we would have an update in 2009 and then that would tell you where your TACs would go.
CHAIRMAN PERRET:  We’ve got a motion and let’s have some discussion, if you will.

MR. ADAMS:  Julie, if this passes and they put in this Alternative 4 and 5, then Alternative 4, would you assume that staff would flesh it out and look at the different options like Alternative 1, 2, and 3 with the sixteen, fifteen, and fourteen-inch bag limits and what type of season it would be?  Okay.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Other questions or comments?  

MR. RIECHERS:  I’m not on your committee, but thank you for indulging me.  Mike, if we do this, obviously we will have to supplement the DEIS, as you mentioned earlier.  This is a fairly significant change from previous discussions that we would have had before the public at this point in time.

It’s also a fairly significant change in discussions that this council has had.  While it certainly gives us a complete set of options, I think we would have to decide whether we think we can have the analysis prepared for a public hearing draft between now and March or whether we think we would have to wait until after March and I addressed it to Mike, but it’s probably actually to the Center.  How quickly do we think we could have some turnaround?  Mike, you may be able to help on this, too.

MR. MCLEMORE:  I just want to clarify that you’re going to need to supplement anyway, because the EIS that was finalized -- As I said earlier, the scope of that action was focused on the 2007 fishing season, but if you keep the same alternatives and supplement, for the longer term, then it would be a much easier supplemental EIS than if you add these additional alternatives.

You’re correct that you would need to have the analysis for the additional alternatives and I don’t know how long that would take.  That would be somebody else.

DR. LEARD:  As I’ve mentioned before, as long as TAC was set within the range that was bracketed by the DEIS from October, which is five to 9.1, it’s fairly simple to just take that DEIS and carve things out and supplement it with the additional de-linked analysis that Andy presented.

When you go down to three or zero, to do that additional analyses and develop that into a DEIS and get that done for the council to be able to take final action in March, I think it’s virtually impossible.  I think you would definitely be looking at public hearings probably in April and May, if we can get that done, and final action in June, at the earliest.

MR. RIECHERS:  As we started out with one motion and then we added some additional parameters to this motion, I guess I would let the motion makers and seconders and people who helped with the motion think about that in relation to our time table, if this is truly an alternative that you want to consider or if this is an alternative that you’re adding just to kind of let the world know that we’re in crisis here in regards to how we’re fixing to go forward with some management measures.

I understand you’re truly considering it, or else you wouldn’t have brought it up, Bobbi.  I’m not saying don’t do it because of time table, but I am saying let’s consider our time tables as we move forward.  I don’t want to take any options away, but I’m just saying let’s be cognizant of that.

MS. WALKER:  To that point, Robin, what we’ve gotten today is new information that we did not have prior to today.  We now know that a five million pound TAC won’t work if we decide to do 50 percent bycatch reduction across the board.  I think it was 2.8 million.

I don’t think that our hands should be tied to a time table when we’ve received new information that tells us that the document before us does not comply with the law and what we have to do.

DR. CRABTREE:  What Alex and I can both do is when we finish this committee meeting, if these are some of the alternatives we have, we can talk to Center staff, Clay, about doing the projections and then we can talk to the economic staff and we can report back to you at full council better about what we think the timelines might be on getting those analyses done.

MR. GILL:  I’m not sure who to address this to, perhaps you, Roy.  I have a question on Alternative 5, setting the TAC to zero for two years.  If I recollect correctly, you said we have a stock assessment coming up in 2009 and if that continues on schedule, then the impact of setting TAC at zero won’t be known at the time of the stock assessment. 
We’ll have some of the information from 2008, perhaps, but you won’t have 2009 and so the impact and the stock assessment, which are going on at the same time, will give us, once again, incomplete data and we won’t know where we are and where we’re going.

DR. CRABTREE:  You really never get out of the bind of that the stock assessment has to say okay, we’re going to use the data up to this point and so you’re always a little behind.  In this case, because it’s a zero TAC though, you wouldn’t be waiting on updated landings to go into it and so that would factor into it.

The other thing is bear in mind too that if you set the TAC at zero in 2008 and 2009, you’re going to have to take some action to change it and if you need to change TAC prior to the opening of the fishing year, then you would really have to come in in 2009 and take action to change that TAC and that’s going to get completely in terms of the assessment.

You would either have to, in 2009, go ahead and do a regulatory amendment and just reopen the fishery in 2010, based on the projections you have, and then get the 2009 updated assessment results and see is that pretty close to where you thought you would be at that point and then make another adjustment out of that, but to set the regulations for the 2010 season, you would have to take final action in the summer of 2009, which would probably be before the assessment would be done.
MR. RIECHERS:  In light of Bobbi’s comments, I guess I’ll ask Mike a couple of questions.  First of all, new information, or at least new information of this kind, I don’t think, resets or recalibrates our time table, at least as I’ve understood it in the past, but I would let you comment on that.

Then secondly, we also have two different driving forces.  One is the 2032 goal and the other is the Amendment 22 goal of ending overfishing in a five-year period, or by 2009, which now apparently is also driven by MSA at 2010.  Of those, talk to us about how those things play out and how they interplay with one another and what kind of tensions we may have between those.

MR. MCLEMORE:  What the guidelines say about new information is that it doesn’t necessarily mean you have to start over, unless it drastically changes what you’re doing.  I think you have time to consider the new information in 14/27.

In terms of the current rebuilding targets, Amendment 22 set a target for ending overfishing between 2009 and 2010.  That’s still valid and that’s still on the books.  That’s still what is your target.

It just so happens that’s really consistent with what was set up in the new provisions in Magnuson in terms of 2010 for ending overfishing and so that’s fortuitous, somewhat.  Of course, 2032 is still the rebuilding target, long-term target.  

It’s still on the books and that’s not really changed either, although I guess as time goes by and you obtain more information and new updated assessments, it could, although the goal is to stay on track with the fishing mortality so that you hit the rebuilding target when you’ve set it.

MR. MINTON:  We got a call Friday.  Roy called and we found that our worries about a 6.5 million pound TAC for next year were probably going to be set aside, because now we’re worried about 2.8 million pounds.  

Why are we just now getting those analyses if in fact, as Mike just said, we had our target goal for 2010 already and shouldn’t -- It seems like we should have gotten information from the Center, from somebody, saying you’ve got to hit this or we’re going to 2.8 million pounds or 4.5 or something and I’m just kind of surprised that -- I think everybody in the room was a little surprised.

I think everyone here thought the main topic would be how do we live under a six-and-a-half million pound TAC, thinking that was going to be the worst thing we had seen in years, and now we’ve got 2.8 or 4.5, possibly.  Why?

DR. CRABTREE:  We’ve been talking for the last several meetings about the linking issue and trying to resolve the linkages and how are you going to reduce the various fisheries and we haven’t come to resolution on that question.  That’s what this is all about.

It’s unrealistic to make the assumption that you can reduce all of these bycatch of fisheries by the same amount, but we’ve still not made any conscious decision about how much are we going to try to reduce them and what do we think we can reduce them by and so we made some assumptions in this, asking for this to be done.

Now we could have produced all of this after the August meeting, but we deferred consideration of red snapper until now.  We did have some of the runs we sent out at the August -- Before the November meeting and we could have probably produced all of these at that time.

The whole problem is the council -- We still haven’t made decisions about really what are the targets and what are the goals in this fishery.  When you look at the issue of what this really lays out, in terms of the shrimp trawl bycatch targets and the TACs, this is an allocation decision.

You are effectively allocating fishing mortality among the shrimp fishery and the various components of the directed fishery, including how much of that fishing mortality is going to go into dead discards and we just haven’t resolved those kinds of things, but that’s the only thing that’s different in these sets of projections and the ones you’ve seen in the past, are different assumptions about how the bycatch fisheries are.

MR. PEARCE:  I understand that biologically speaking and trying to rebuild the stocks that you would look at five, three, and zero.  In another realm, so to speak, without the development of any major snapper aquaculture programs and without the development of the species that either the recreational or commercial fisheries have a shot at catching to keep themselves alive in that two-year period, you won’t have to really worry about it, because you won’t have -- Commercially, you won’t have a market left of snapper.  It will be gone.

The imports will have fulfilled the needs and they’ll have taken the place of that snapper and trust me, you won’t get it back.  You won’t have a problem with the commercial sector in two years.  You won’t have a problem with Mr. Philip Horn, who has got to try and start cutting hair for a living or something, because he won’t be able to do his job.

We won’t have an industry.  Even if we supplement, we won’t, but right now -- I’ve watched marketing for a long time.  We closed amberjack for a few months in the year and production in certain fish houses that I know of went from 20,000 pounds to 1,000 pounds a week, because of that closure.  If we close for two years, you can wrap up snapper.  You won’t have to worry about it any more, period.

MR. WILLIAMS:  Corky, I have a question for Bobbi and that is, Bobbi, on your alternative to set TAC at zero for those two-year periods.  I recall many years ago when we were regulating king mackerel bag limits and we had a total closure of the fishery for a while.

Bob Zales was very persuasive before the Florida Marine Fisheries Commission and before this council that he could not sell a trip for zero king mackerel, but if he had the chance to catch one or catch two, he had a chance to stay alive, but zero was the death of him and how is red snapper different than king mackerel?

MS. WALKER:  With a 2.8 million pound TAC, you’re going to have 1.4 million pounds for the recreational sector.  Right now, with a four fish bag limit, we’re averaging two red snapper per angler across the Gulf and we’re catching our 4.67 whatever million pounds.

You’re going to be looking at a season with maybe two months and maybe a one fish bag limit.  If the fishery is that bad of a shape, Roy -- Even with the commercial fishery, I would like Philip to tell me, what can you do with 1.4 million pounds across the Gulf?  That’s not a lot of fish to keep a fishery alive for three years.  If this fishery is in this bad a shape that we’re looking at a 2.8 million pound TAC, we have accomplished nothing since 1990.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  All I’m going to say, Ms. Walker, and I’m not going to take a position one way or another, but I think our experience in other fisheries have shown us that just because we close fisheries, don’t mean we get to this, quote, unquote, end overfishing.

We closed red drum going on twenty years ago.  The states have bit the bullet and put more regulations inshore and in territorial sea and yet, they’re still considered overfished.  Goliath grouper has been officially closed to any legal harvest for twenty or so plus years and they’re considered, quote, unquote, overfished.  Whether we close this thing for a year or two years, it doesn’t necessarily mean the next assessment -- Granted, it should help, but who knows?

MS. WALKER:  If I might, can I just respond to that though?  This is just an option, but it gives the commercial fishermen and the recreational fishermen an opportunity to look at what would happen if we bit the bullet and we go two years without landing any of these fish -- It’s an option.  That’s all it is and it gives them an opportunity to come to us and make that decision on whether 1.4 million pounds is enough stretched over the entire recreational fishery or the commercial fishery.

DR. LEARD:  I just had a question.  Would you also want us to look at -- Again, like I mentioned before, the DEIS that NMFS did brackets around five million pounds as the lowest level and so as long as we’re within that, then we could possibly move this thing along a lot faster, but if you looked at a five million pound TAC in 2007 and 2008 and 2009.

In other words, not 6.5, but five million in 2007, five million in 2008, and five million in 2009.  Would you want us to look at that and see if that analysis would result in ending overfishing in the 2009 to 2010 period?

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Are you responding to that, Dr. Crabtree?

DR. CRABTREE:  Along those lines, yes.  If you look at the average TAC for 2007 to 2009, in these projections with the 74 percent shrimp trawl scenario, it’s 5.2 million pounds.  The average across the 2007 through 2010 is 5.6 and under the 50 percent scenario, the average over 2007 to 2009 is four and 2007 to 2010 is just 4.1.
If you look at those things, you can kind of get along the lines Rick is at.  The other question, in terms of when you’re talking about a zero TAC, I would seriously doubt you’re going to get compatible regulations in the states across the Gulf and so do you really want to look at a zero TAC or do you want to allow that there’s going to be -- What made me think of it is Corky brought up red drum.

We closed red drum, but we all know there’s a lot of harvest.  I don’t think there would be that much harvest of red snapper in state waters, but there would probably be some off Texas and there would certainly be an enforcement issue.  Roy, I don’t know how many red snapper could be caught in state waters off Florida, but it would probably be some.

MR. WILLIAMS:  We would probably close though.

MS. MORRIS:  The reason to vote for this motion is to get some analysis of what the economic impacts of a three million pound TAC or a closure for a couple of years would be.  That’s the reason to go forward with it.

I would be happy to split the motion into this Alternative 5 of a completely closed directed fishery for two years for a separate vote if people would be more comfortable voting on them separately, but the whole intent is to get some analysis so we could decide and get some public comment on which of these made the most sense.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Roy Williams seconded the motion and are you willing to split the motion?  What’s the pleasure?  Ms. Morris and the seconder are willing to split the motion and so we would have three, I suppose.  We would have a preferred and we would have an alternative --

MS. MORRIS:  I just want to split it in two.  That would be the first motion and the second motion would be about the Alternative 5 with a zero TAC.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Does everybody understand?  Any hands?  Are you ready to vote?  

MR. ADAMS:  I like your idea, Corky, and I would like to offer a substitute to the first motion and the substitute being to split the preferred alternative and Alternative 4 into two motions.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Your motion would be Alternative 3 would be the preferred alternative and that’s a TAC of five million pounds.  The preferred alternative would be Alternative 3, five million pounds.  You would add Alternative 4, a TAC of three million pounds, and that would be two separate motions.

MR. ADAMS:  Correct.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Do we have a second?

MR. HENDRIX:  Second.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Second by Mr. Hendrix.  Is there discussion on that motion?  We’re voting to split it.  

MR. WILLIAMS:  We’re going to vote on a motion to divide?  Is that what we’re voting on?

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Yes, we’re voting on the motion to divide, as per Mr. Adams recommendation.  All those in favor signify by saying aye; opposed.  The motion carries and so we will divide.

Now, the two motions that we now have is a TAC of zero and a TAC of three, I think.  No, it’s five and three.  The other one is zero.  That’s the first one.  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, all in favor signify by saying aye; opposed like sign.  The motion carries.
MR. SIMPSON:  I’m not on your committee, but this is in addition to the other options that are already in the plan or are these the only options for TAC?  They’re in addition to?  Okay.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  The second part of the motion action is to add an Alternative 4 that would have a TAC of three million pounds.  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, all those in favor signify by saying aye; opposed like sign.  The motion carries.
Now we go back to Ms. Morris’s motion now with the TAC of zero, as suggested by Ms. Walker and seconded by Mr. Williams.  This would be to add Alternative 5, that would set TAC at zero for a two-year period, that being 2008 and 2009.  Is there any discussion?  Are you ready to vote?  All those in favor signify by saying aye; all those opposed like sign.  The motion carries.  Where are we, Dr. Leard?  Bag limits, is that where we are next?

The next item the committee had taken up, and I’m in E-7, was the bag limits.  We had previously approved the preferred with an option for a two fish bag limit and a fourteen-inch minimum size limit, a recreational season of May 15th to September 30th.  What is your pleasure?
MR. ADAMS:  I thought that the bag limits are all options that are associated with the various TACs and in Action 1, that has already defined what TAC levels we’re going to reach, also already contains that and I would think that we’re moving on to Action 2, which is this --

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  We certainly wouldn’t have a bag limit under a zero TAC, would we?

MS. MORRIS:  If you look at Alternative 3, which we just selected as our preferred alternative in Action 1, there’s three sub-options and we have not indicated a preferred there.  We could not indicate a preferred there, but we had, in the previous committee work, chosen a sub-option that specified a bag limit and season combination.

Option A is a sixteen-inch, a two fish bag, and a season of 107 days.  Option B is fifteen-inch, two fish bag, and a season of seventy-seven days and Option C is fourteen-inch, two fish bag, and a season of seventy-seven days.

MR. RIECHERS:  I’m a little confused, Rick, and please help me clarify.  When we had talked about seasons for Texas that were differential than the rest of the coast -- Certainly under a three million pound and zero million pound TAC, it may or may not be of issue anymore, but we had basically made that as a separate motion, not necessarily a sub-option.

Currently, it’s listed as a sub-option and it’s only in Alternative 2, if the TAC were set at seven million pounds.  When you flesh out the document again, are you going to work through what kind of seasonality that may create in Alternative 3 as well?

DR. LEARD:  I think, and Andy can correct me, but I think when Andy did the analysis for looking at those various options of the Mississippi River west or Texas or Gulf-wide, and when we looked at the weekend openings and whatnot, when you got down to five million pounds or below, you really didn’t gain enough days to make it worthwhile, doing those splits, and so that’s why the alternatives were relatively, just for a size limit and different seasons.

MR. RIECHERS:  I appreciate that you and Andy came to that decision, but the fact is that we asked for there to be those alternatives and certainly if you go to a three million pound TAC, we would still gain additional weekend days, if you were trying to lengthen your season to the greatest length possible.  I would gain days by doing that.

At five million pounds, we set a core number of days so that we kind of kept core days during the summer and then we spread weekends out on either side.  At three million pounds, we may just be spreading weekends out, I don’t know.

I’m not saying -- If I need to make another motion tomorrow, that’s what I’m trying to figure out.  Are we going to go ahead and assume that we want some of those options fleshed out underneath these other sets of TACs or do I need to make that motion again, is what I’m trying to figure out.

MR. STRELCHECK:  In terms of extending the season by adding weekends, you certainly can extend it later in the year.  In terms of total number of days, because catch rates and landings are higher on weekends versus weekdays, your season, in terms of total number of days, is actually shorter under those scenarios, but certainly if you want us to look at that, we can provide it.

MR. RIECHERS:  I’m going to want it looked at, because certainly we’re going to -- Even though total number of days may shorten, profitable days could increase and so I’m going to want that looked at.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  What’s your pleasure?

MS. MORRIS:  The fishermen have told us repeatedly that a longer season is more important to them than the size, especially the charterboat fishermen.  It seems like we have to go with a sub-option that has the 107 day season.

We could just not have a preferred alternative here and hear from the public or we could indicate that for the purpose of the draft hearings we would like Sub-Option A to be the preferred alternative.  I’ll offer that as a motion, that Sub-Option A, a sixteen-inch, two fish bag be the preferred sub-option under Alternative 3.
CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Let’s get it up there and then we’ll ask for a second.  That’s the 107 days.  The motion is on the board, that the preferred sub-option be Option A, a sixteen-inch minimum size limit, a June 1 to September 15 recreational fishing season, which would be 107 days.  Do we have a second?

MR. ADAMS:  Second.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Second by Mr. Adams.  Is there discussion on the motion on the board?  Are you ready to vote?  All those in favor signify by saying aye; opposed like sign.  The motion carries.  Dr. Leard, what’s the next one?

I think the next one is captain and crew and we had selected a preferred, which would have been Alternative 2, the red snapper bag limit for captain and crew of for-hire vessels be zero.  Does anybody want to change or go with that?

MR. ADAMS:  Did we delete Action 2, 25 percent consideration for hurricane interruption?  The captain and crew is actually Action 3.  Action 2 is post-hurricane reduction.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  That’s right, thank you.  That was Dr. Shipp’s motion.

DR. LEARD:  Action 2 is still in the document, on page 37.  It’s just that at the last committee meeting, you didn’t take any action on that action to set a preferred alternative.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Thank you, Mr. Adams, for bringing that up.  It’s Action 3, the bag limit go to zero for captain and crew and do we want to change that as being the preferred alternative?  Any change?  Hearing none, let’s go --

MR. MINTON:  On the thing I’m working off of, I don’t see a preferred.  It just has them both in there.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  It’s E-7.  That was the action the committee had approved, Vernon, and that was the Joint Reef Fish/Shrimp Committee had approved that.  For Action 3, the committee recommends, and I so move, that the preferred alternative be Alternative 2, the red snapper bag limit for captains and crew of for-hire vessels be zero.  

When we go to the council, before we took all that up was when we made our substitute motion to go to the end of the year for more data and so on and so forth.  That was passed by the committee on August 15th.  

MS. MORRIS:  I have to agree with Mr. Minton.  I think you’re still talking about Action 3, Corky, and Action 2 is one where we did not indicate a preferred alternative for post-hurricane reduction in the directed fishery.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  I’m reading on page 3 of E-7.

MS. MORRIS:  Right and I think you’re reading about Action 3 and not Action 2.  We’re talking about Action 2, which the committee did not make a recommendation on.  The question is does the committee want to make a recommendation on Action 2 and I would say that now that we have more data -- Dr. Crabtree, did you tell us that it was a 6 or 7 percent post-hurricane reduction in recreational harvest?  It certainly hasn’t -- The 25 percent certainly didn’t bear out and is that right?

DR. CRABTREE:  In the interim rule that we went to comment with, we based it on a 10 percent reduction for 2007 only.  Now, you’re talking about regulations for 2008 and so I don’t know that there’s -- I don’t know what to advise you on an assumption about that.

MS. MORRIS:  I think we should move this section to considered but rejected and I would make that motion.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  We have a motion by Ms. Morris that Action 2 be moved to considered but rejected and do we have a second?  Second by Mr. Williams.  Is there discussion?  It’s page 37.

MS. WALKER:  I guess I would have to ask you and Karen, Mr. Chairman.  Are your states back to normal?

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  I don’t think we’ll be back to normal for a long, long time, whatever normal is anymore.  No, we are not back to normal.

MS. KAREN FOOTE:  Corky, Louisiana is not back to normal.  We’re nowhere near normal.

MS. WALKER:  I can say for the state of Alabama, and I think Vernon and Dr. Shipp will agree with me, that it was certainly longer than a year after Ivan and we’re still not back 100 percent.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  We have a motion on the board.  Is there any other discussion?  The motion is to move Action 2, post-hurricane reduction in directed fishery effort assumed for Action 1 TAC alternatives, to the considered but rejected section.  Is there any other discussion?  Are you ready to vote?  All those in favor of the motion please say aye; opposed like sign.  The motion fails and so it will stay in.
Then we go to Action 3 and did we handle Action 3?  Action 3 is where I was on page 41 and that’s where our committee in August had the preferred alternative as the Alternative 2, that the bag limit for captain and crew on for-hire vessels be zero.  Does anyone want to move to change that as a preferred alternative?  Okay, hearing none, what’s next, Rick?

Action 4, modify the commercial minimum size limit, and the committee in August had selected its preferred alternative be Alternative 2, to reduce the minimum size limit in the commercial red snapper fishery to thirteen inches total length.  Does anybody want to make any change or any modification?

MS. WALKER:  I’m going to try it.  I make a motion to make Alternative 1 the preferred alternative.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Second by Dr. Shipp and that is Alternative 1 is no action, maintain the fifteen-inch total length commercial minimum size limit for red snapper and is that correct, Ms. Walker?  The motion is on the board and it has been seconded.  Discussion, please.

MR. HORN:  I’m not on the committee, but I just have a question for Dr. Crabtree and his staff.  What if you just removed all size limits for all sectors and what would that do to your bycatch mortality in terms of reducing numbers and such as that?

DR. CRABTREE:  If you eliminate the size limit in the commercial fishery, that is, based on the analysis, is similar to going down to twelve inches and that improves the situation and reduces discards. 

If you reduce the size limit below thirteen inches in the recreational fishery, however, that slows the recovery of the stock and so that has an adverse effect on the stock, because more fish will be landed at smaller size limits and because in the recreational fishery, much lower release mortality rates are used and so in the recreational fishery, a higher percentage of those undersized fish that you’re releasing survive, whereas in the commercial fishery, the majority of the undersized fish that are released die anyway and so your size limit in the commercial fishery is not really protecting them, effectively.

In the recreational fishery, remember that the eastern Gulf release mortality rate is assumed to only be 15 percent and in the western Gulf, it’s 40 percent, but most of the recreational fishery is in the eastern Gulf and so most of the recreational discards are only subjected to a 15 percent release mortality rate.

You could probably lower the size limit in the recreational fishery down to thirteen inches and it would have a negligible impact on the recovery of the stock.  It would be slightly slower at thirteen inches than at sixteen inches, but in the commercial fishery, the size limit is counterproductive and it’s slowing the recovery of the stock.

MR. HORN:  If you lowered the size limit on recreational -- I understand you say it’s going to increase their success for filling their bag limits.  They will catch more numbers, probably, but somewhere close to the same poundage and maybe even a little more, I don’t know, but you would leave more larger fish in the stock, which we’ve been told for years, unless our scientists have changed their mind again, about the contribution of larger fish to the spawning potential of the stock.

It seems to me that if you’re taking more younger fish out and leaving more larger fish, it’s a tradeoff.  If the larger fish have a better spawning potential, then you may actually come out better.

DR. CRABTREE:  But that’s not what the analyses show that factor all of that in.  The analyses show that you come out slightly worse by lowering the recreational size limit, if you stay above thirteen inches.  The Center has said, I believe, that it’s a negligible impact at that, but if you go below thirteen inches, then it has a significant impact and slows the recovery of the stock.  

It increases the overall fishing mortality at that rate and so it is a different situation than in the commercial fishery, because the release mortality rates are very different.

MS. WALKER:  Dr. Crabtree, I understand the release mortality associated with the commercial sector, but don’t you think that by limiting -- It’s the way the fishery is prosecuted and that’s what causes the dead bycatch.  Don’t you think limiting the number of hooks could assist in reducing the amount of bycatch that dies without having to go backwards and lower that size limit and enhance a user conflict that already exists?

DR. CRABTREE:  I don’t know.  There’s no analysis of how that would impact the survival rates that I’m aware of.  You would have to use your judgment about practices in the fishery and what you know about how they fish in order to look at that.  

I’m not aware of how we could do an analysis of what effect reducing hooks would have.  It’s more of a qualitative judgment call, which you would have to make as a council and listen to public opinion on.

DR. SHIPP:  I understand the sentiment for lowering the size limit on the commercial, but it’s based almost entirely on testimony that we heard about the millions of small snapper that were being killed, the implication being that there was no other solution to reduce bycatch.

We all know there are other methods, larger hooks, larger bait, fishing in different areas.  By going to thirteen inches, we are moving so far away from a maximum yield per recruit, which if my recollection is right, it’s about nineteen inches.  This was about eight or ten years ago.

It’s not true that there’s no other alternative to reduce bycatch.  The user conflict issue is certainly there and it’s going to get a whole lot worse.  That’s why I supported Bobbi’s motion.

MR. MINTON:  Roy, back to the minimum size in the recreational fishery, I would agree with you if the fishery was wide open and we did not have a TAC on that, but I don’t understand why keeping those first two fish or keeping whatever we come up with and going home won’t help the fishery.  

You’re going to catch a certain poundage.  That poundage is younger fish and it would seem like to me you’re actually helping it.  I’m agreeing with Mr. Horn here.  I think that intuitively it seems like that would be a better alternative than catching three times as many fish just to keep the one bag limit.

MR. SIMPSON:  I’m not on your committee, but it wasn’t just based, Dr. Shipp, on testimony from the commercial fishery.  I think Wilson and Cowen, et al, had a MARFIN study that showed that there was a fractional increase in lowering the bag limits.

The second thing is I agree that there is a user conflict.  I never was supportive of differential bag limits and I think both sectors should go to a thirteen and be done with it.  Everybody has got to remember the reason that there is a differential was to increase the number of days.  It was at the request of the recreational fishery and not imposed upon them.

MR. ADAMS:  To continue on with Larry’s thoughts, if you look in all of the sub-options under Action 1, there are a bunch of alternatives for the recreational size limit being less than sixteen inches.  It goes down to fourteen inches and it’s all about the number of days in the season.

If you went to no size limit or even a thirteen-inch size limit on the recreational side, the season would be so short.  It would be roughly fifty days and we’re being told that’s not acceptable.

MS. MORRIS:  We’ve got some council members arguing for no commercial size limit and we’ve got some council members arguing for a fifteen-inch commercial size limit.  We’ve had plenty of testimony and plenty of data that suggests that the discard mortality, because of small size in the commercial red snapper sector, is a significant and not to be ignored discard mortality factor in the recovery of the species and thirteen inches is right in the middle of where we should be and I think you should vote against this motion.
MR. BILL DAUGHDRILL:  I would just like to say that I support the thirteen-inch size limit for recreational.  I’m not on this committee, but -- And commercial, to get them alike.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  I don’t see any other hands.  The motion is on the board.  Are you ready to vote?  Is there any other discussion?  The motion is that Action 4, Alternative 1 be the preferred alternative, no action, maintain fifteen-inch total length commercial minimum size limit for red snapper.  All those in favor signify by saying aye; opposed like sign.  The motion fails.

I guess we’re back to our August preferred alternative, which was Alternative 2, to reduce the minimum size limit in commercial red snapper to thirteen inches.  Any other discussion on this issue?  Thank you.

Next is page 45.  It has to do with modifying fishing gear to reduce bycatch mortality in the directed fishery.  That’s Action 5 on page 45 of E-5 and the joint committee had selected a preferred alternative on Action 5 and that preferred alternative be Alternative 2, Option C, require the use of non-stainless steel circle hooks when using natural bait in the harvest of red snapper from the EEZ and require the use of venting tools and dehooking devices when harvesting red snapper from the EEZ for both the commercial and recreational fisheries.

That was the August committee action.  Is there any discussion on that or any suggested modifications?  Are you ready to move on?

The other part of that, the committee recommends that the preferred be Alternative 3, Option C, require a minimum hook size when harvesting red snapper from the EEZ, but it replaces sizes with actual measures of hook, point to shank, outside diameter, and offset.  We have taken that action and that’s our recommendation.  Is there any change or any modification?  Hearing none --

DR. LEARD:  I would just point out that National Marine Fisheries Service did some analysis in the DEIS using those measurements and if the committee and council continue to do that, I presume that you want us to use the language that they developed, because of the different varieties and different manufacturers of hooks.  We would use that language to build those alternatives.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Is that satisfactory?  I suspect that’s what -- Okay.  Thank you, Dr. Leard.

DR. CRABTREE:  Just one quick thing with respect to the hook sizes.  I did write a letter to Mike Nussman, who is the President of the American Sportfishing Association, which used to be the American Fishing Tackle Manufacturers Association, asking them to consider establishing some sort of standardized hook size for the industry and explaining that we had tried to look at this as a way to reduce discards and things, but that we ran into a lot of problems because there’s no standardization in the hook sizes.  I haven’t gotten a response back to that about it, but I have talked to him about it before and we’ll see if they make some progress on that for us.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  How long ago did you write him?

DR. CRABTREE:  Just probably a few weeks to a month, just recently.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Another issue the committee took up and I’m reading, the committee recommends to add Alternative Shrimp Action 6, Tab D, Number 8a, as a new Alternative 5 or in some other appropriate structure in the document.  It’s D-8a and what is D-8a, Rick?  That’s from the August meeting and what is that?
DR. LEARD:  I don’t remember.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Does anybody recall what D-8a was from the August meeting?  

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR WAYNE SWINGLE:  Is that not Tab E, Number 5b?  That’s Action 5.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  E-5b, is that what you said?  

DR. LEARD:  It’s actually Tab E, Number 5a.  It’s the alternative for Alternative Shrimp Action 6.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  E-5a, which I can’t find.  We added Alternative Shrimp Action 6 as a new Alternative 5 or in some other appropriate structure in the document.  Alternative Shrimp Action 6 has various alternatives in it and go ahead, Rick.
DR. LEARD:  What we’re looking at is establishing an effort reduction target as a proxy for a red snapper bycatch mortality and the alternatives were for no action, don’t establish this target; Alternative 2, use the shrimping effort between the ten to thirty fathoms as a proxy for red snapper F; Alternative 3, use the shrimp effort in the EEZ as a proxy for red snapper F; and Alternative 4 was to use shrimp effort in the offshore waters as a proxy for red snapper F.  These were basically the things that Dr. Nance and the Shrimp Effort Workgroup looked at.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  That was the committee’s recommendation in August.

MS. MORRIS:  Based on the discussions this morning, it seemed like for this section of 14/27 that we wanted to look at the EIS that’s associated with the interim rule and we wanted to look at the recommendations from the special AP that met in Houston last week and we wanted to combine those into a new set of actions for this part of the amendment.  Rick sounded like he had made a first stab at trying to do that and is that right, Rick?

DR. LEARD:  Yes.  In Tab E-8 is basically where I had listed out the alternatives that are currently basically in this document for the shrimp portions and compared those with the ones that were in the August draft of the DEIS that NMFS prepared.
As I’ve said, I think it’s easier for us to look at, in being able to measure closed areas and their effect on shrimp trawl bycatch, whether they be totally closed areas or time closed areas, as was suggested by the SSA and is included in NMFS’s DEIS, then it is to actually measure effort in terms of days fished or effort in terms of number of permits that are available.

MR. ADAMS:  Rick, if you look at E-8 though, it gets into specifics of the number of days fished or pounds landed, et cetera, et cetera, but it’s all tied back to overall effort in the EEZ or in ten to thirty-fathom area ranges, where all this morning we’re trying to concentrate to tie it back to a certain effort level in the ten to thirty-fathom range of the western Gulf, certain offshore blocks, 13 through 21 or something like that.

In E-8, to tie it back to a specific amount is where we want to go and I appreciate your efforts, but where we really want to go is to tie this back to a specific effort in the western Gulf.  Is that right?

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Dr. Leard, we’ve got a number of alternatives under Action 6 and as I said, the committee has approved them.  What I don’t recall is to place in an appropriate structure in the document.  I guess that’s where you place it in this Action 6.

DR. CRABTREE:  Just relative to what Degraaf was talking about, in the DEIS the alternatives that were developed after the August council meeting that we have reviewed, we looked at two different sub-alternatives for the ten to thirty-fathom zone.

One was shrimp grids 13 through 21, which is essentially the river west.  The other was basically shrimp grids 10 through 21, which is the Florida/Alabama border.  There are red snapper juveniles off of Alabama and off of Mississippi, but it’s just that it’s such a small geographic area.  

I guess there’s a lot of untrawlable bottom in there that in perspective of the whole Gulf it’s a relatively small component of it, but we tried to provide two sub-alternatives in the DEIS that could be considered.  That’s what was set up in that.
MS. MORRIS:  I’m going to suggest that we maybe take a mid-afternoon break and try to wrap our minds around which of these documents we want to use as the basis for discussing the rest of the preferred alternatives in 27/14, because we’ve got the EIS, we’ve got a set at Tab E-10, we’ve got a set at Tab E-8, and we’ve got a set at Tab E-5, and then we have the recommendations from the group and I think we just need a little time to figure out which one we want to look at as the basis and fold other things into.  Could we take a break?

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  We’re so close to finishing.  I’ve got Mr. Pearce and then we’ll take a break.  We probably need a break.  I was trying to get through this document.  Let’s hear from Mr. Pearce and then we’ll take a break.

Mr. PEARCE:  I kind of agree with Julie, because I want to know where to put some of these SSA recommendations.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  The chair got the message loud and clear.  We’re going to take a break for about fifteen minutes.

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.)

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  At the break, we were dealing with Action 6.  Dr. Leard, tell us what we’ve got, please.
DR. LEARD:  In essence, in the document, 27/14, you have some cap options there that don’t really have any options to them and then what we tried to do was to develop some options, and that’s in Tab E, Number 8, that relate to those current cap options and you can see at the top, and it’s underlined, Current Shrimp Actions and Alternatives in Amendment 27.

If you go past that table to page 4, you’ll see the shrimp actions and alternatives in the draft EIS for NMFS’s interim rule.  This was the October draft and you also have a copy in there.

I think what’s been suggested by our AP, actually both APs, and what we’ve kind of talked about is to substitute the Actions 5, 6, and 7 from NMFS’s DEIS as modified by the recommendations of the APs, which follow the comments from the Southern Shrimp Alliance, and there are some differences between NMFS’s alternatives and what was suggested by the APs and the Southern Shrimp Alliance and basically how that would work relates to the framework action and how that would work.

Glen Delaney explained that this morning, with the shrimp effort assessment team operating to provide advice to the regional administrator and the regional administrator being able to implement these things as more of a notice action as opposed to a regulatory amendment.

Anyway, the way that process would work begins on page 16 of the appendix to the Shrimp Effort Management Advisory Panel report, Tab E-4.  I think what we’re talking about is substituting the alternatives in the DEIS under Actions 5, 6, and 7 as modified by the AP for the existing Actions 6 and 7, which are in 27/14.

MS. MORRIS:  I think we need to do this in a couple of steps, because it’s pretty complicated.  The first step would be to substitute the Actions 5, 6, and 7 from the EIS that’s associated with the interim rule, which is at Tab E-10, and substitute those -- This is exactly what Rick just said.  Substitute those for Actions 5, 6, and 7 that are in the current draft of 14/27.  That would be my first motion.
MR. PEARCE:  I’ll second it.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Let’s see if we can get that up there, please. Julie, you may have to repeat that.

MS. MORRIS:  In the Tab E-10 --

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Julie, look on the board.  She’s trying to get something going there.

MS. MORRIS:  Right and I’m trying to help her.  It’s at Tab E-10 and it’s the -- Substitute Actions 5, 6, and 7 from the DEIS, Tab E-10, for Actions 6 and 7 in the current draft of Amendment 14/27.
CHAIRMAN PERRET:  We did have a second by Mr. Pearce.

MR. PEARCE:  Julie, we’re going to add the modifications after this?

MS. MORRIS:  Yes.

MR. GILL:  Do we need to renumber the actions in 27/14 now as a result of this?  I think we do, don’t we? 

DR. LEARD:  No.

MR. GILL:  We don’t?  You’re taking three actions and putting them into two and how are you doing it?

DR. LEARD:  We’ll be substituting them and the only different issue -- Right, Bobbi, it will be renumbered.  The Action 5, 6, and 7 from the DEIS will now be 6, 7, and 8, because you’ve got a 5 that they don’t have.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Julie, that’s your motion, substitute Actions 5, 6, and 7 from the DEIS, Tab E, Number 10, for Actions 6 and 7 that are in the current draft of Amendment 14/27, Tab E, Number 5.  We have a motion and a second.  Is there discussion?  Is there any other discussion?  Are we ready to vote?  All those in favor signify by saying aye; opposed like sign.  The motion passes.  I think, Ms. Morris, you had a second part?

MS. MORRIS:  I’m going to need help with this.  This is the one that would add the recommendations of our ad hoc group, our ad hoc AP, and I can’t remember the name of it, I’m sorry, but the group that met last week in Houston.

It would add several of their recommendations to this 27/14 document, but now I need help from Harlon and Rick and Bob on articulating what those are.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Dr. Leard, do you want to lead that effort, please?

DR. LEARD:  We might have to ask Glen Delaney to mention that again.  He could probably do it, but I think it’s primarily the change in the process, which is on page 16.  This is Tab E, Number 14.  

The appendix there is the letter from the Southern Shrimp Alliance with comments on a number of the actions, but primarily the ones dealing with shrimp are the 5, 6, and 7.  I don’t know if you want to, Mr. Chairman, have Glen -- He could probably summarize that quicker than I can.

MR. DELANEY:  There’s, I guess, three important points to make.  With regard to DEIS Action 5, the recommended action or preferred alternative was the 50 percent target.  That’s the 50 percent mortality rate reduction from the 2001 to 2003 baseline period.

The modification with regard to Action 7 is rather than have the council go through an actual framework regulatory action each and every year to readjust the closure, based on an assessment of effort, that that process be instead delegated to a shrimp effort assessment team of scientists, hopefully scientists both from the Center as well as perhaps some from outside the government who have expertise on shrimp fishing effort issues.

Nevertheless, that assessment team would perform that effort assessment each year to determine if shrimp fishing effort in the proxy area, which is the ten to thirty-fathom zone in Statistical Areas 13 through 21, in the previous year exceeded, met, or was below the target, the 50 percent target, the proxy for the 50 percent target being the effort in the 10 to 21 statistical areas in fishing year 2005.

Rather than have a council laborious, cumbersome process, it would just be, I guess, analogous to what is done in the Texas closure, where that responsibility would be relegated to the regional administrator to adjust the length of the closure each year based on that effort assessment.

Then the modification to Action 6 is just simply that rather than predetermine how long the closure is going to last, what the closure duration is, which I think the DEIS does do that, that it would be set by this assessment team each year, based on the level of effort reduction necessary to achieve the target.

The closure would start on the first day of the Texas closure, the same day, but would last only so long, or the number of days necessary to bring effort in line with the 50 percent mortality rate reduction target.  It could be zero days or it could be forty-five days.  It could be whatever is necessary to achieve the target.  If there’s any questions on that -- I’m trying real hard to explain it.  I would add that at the very end of our comments -- It sort of just goes right through the process that I’m suggesting.

MR. RIECHERS:  Just to help, I believe, other than the part of the process where Mr. Delaney described maybe how it would be done, Action 7 actually sets it into a framework, which doesn’t necessarily allow the RA to do it, but I believe it goes down the road of putting more flexibility for the council to make that adjustment annually without a full amendment or a regulatory amendment.  Is that right, Roy?

DR. CRABTREE:  The way we set it up would be so that we would review the data with the council and then you would advise and then we would issue a closure notice or a very expedited kind of rulemaking there.

I don’t know that it would be as straightforward as when we close a fishery down because the quota is caught, but the idea was to make it very streamlined and quick.  The difference really between what Glen is proposing is here you would have this -- I forget what he calls it, but the shrimp effort advisory committee that would recommend directly to the regional administrator.

It really comes down to how involved do you want to be as a council and do you want to remain involved with oversight and requesting and approving whatever actions are taken at that point.

MR. RIECHERS:  I’m just trying to help the committee here.  It seems to me if you want to delegate that authority, the place to do that would be in Action 7.  In Action 6 is the idea of the actual seasonal closure and the only difference between what’s in 6 now and what is there is to set the beginning of the closure date coinciding with the Texas closure and then Action 5 already establishes the 50 percent.

It sounds like we’re very close, other than maybe the how we go about actually making this adjustment from a procedural aspect.  Like I said, I think 7 is the place to put that.

DR. CRABTREE:  The other thing, and Glen has pointed it out, is when you read the DEIS, it sounds like it would either be -- For example, with the Texas closure extension, it would be either you close the whole May 15 through July 15 or you don’t do it at all.  I think even the way it’s written, you could probably close it for something less than that.

I think what they’re getting at is you would look at it and then you would only close that area for the amount of time that’s necessary, based on how much you need to reduce effort, rather than just knee-jerk saying we’re going to close it the whole thing.

MR. RIECHERS:  As I understand -- Let me make sure I understand this.  You’re basically leaving the Texas closure, as we’ve had it in the past, intact, but you’re basically going from the Louisiana/Texas line and moving eastward?

DR. CRABTREE:  Yes.  The way we set it up had two sub-alternatives.  One would be to close -- In addition to the Texas closure, to extend that in the ten to thirty-fathom depth zone out to the river.  The other alternative was to go ahead and extend it on out to Shrimp Grid 10, which I think is about the Florida/Alabama border.  We had two sub-alternatives in there.

MR. MCLEMORE:  The Texas closure, the way it works is it’s in place every year unless you recommend a modification to it or lifting it altogether and this is just an expansion of that, as it’s proposed in the NMFS DEIS.  

I have no problem with what Mr. Delaney has suggested in terms of adding it to the document as an alternative to consider, but I do have concerns about the recommendation coming directly from this panel to the RA.  The Act provides a FACA exemption for advisory groups to the council.  If you’re circumventing the council, there may be a FACA problem there and so it may still -- I would imagine the council would still want to review what’s being --
CHAIRMAN PERRET:  I understood that they would be a group of scientists, statisticians, that type, that would make the recommendation to the council and to the RA.  Mr. Delaney, do you want to try and clarify that?

MR. DELANEY:  It’s definitely not intended to be an advisory committee or anything like that.  This is in-house scientists, presumably Center scientists, that would do the effort assessment.  We are just suggesting that they might want to also bring in, like you often do, other scientists who have expertise in that area, but these would be primarily, or presumably entirely, fishery Science Center scientists making recommendations to the Regional Administrator, like they do every day.

MR. ADAMS:  Roy, if the Texas closure is fixed, then the time period that there is no effort in those zones is already factored into the snapper mortality biomass.  If we’re saying that any effort overage in a year they would just extend the closed area eastward from the Texas zone, I don’t believe that Dr. Diamond’s presentation today showed us that there were any juvenile snapper in those zones that you would be further closing.

DR. CRABTREE:  My recollection, if I could, Mr. Chairman, I thought that some of the hottest of the hot spots were in that ten to thirty-fathom depth zone off of Louisiana and were they not?  I don’t have her figures in front of me, but that’s --
CHAIRMAN PERRET:  West Louisiana, I think, Degraaf, right about on the -- In 17 and 18, which are the two zones, West Louisiana and East Texas, I think there were some of those areas.

MR. HENDRIX:  I believe in that timeframe there would be some benefits, too, because it’s before the anoxic zone shows up, right?

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Yes, that’s true.  The anoxic zone was, I think, a little further to the east, if I’m not mistaken.

MR. DELANEY:  In the DEIS, there were several options of closures.  This particular option, as we discussed further with some of the authors and the scientists involved, is the one that will have the greatest bang for the buck in terms of bycatch mortality of all the options in the DEIS.

It’s when the one-year-olds are just about to go off into deeper different substrate and before the zeros are big enough to really be vulnerable to the shrimp gear, since it’s the perfect time and the most concentrated area of all.  

Even though it had the most adverse economic impact, we figured what was the point of doing something that wasn’t going to do enough for red snapper bycatch?  We might as well select the area and the time that did the most.  If you took another review of the DEIS, I think that would become clear.

MS. MORRIS:  I think we have to do several things.  If you’re looking at E-10, Action 7, it sets up -- It’s on page 52, 53, around in there, of E-10.  It sets up either no action, do not establish a framework, or Preferred Alternative 2 in this EIS, establish a framework to adjust the effort target and closed season for the shrimp fishery in the western Gulf of Mexico within the scope of the alternatives identified in Action 6.

We might want to add an Alternative 3 here, which would be something like establish a shrimp effort assessment team of scientists to perform an annual assessment of shrimp effort and make recommendations to the council as an alternative to the framework procedure.  Does that make sense or would that shrimp effort assessment team -- Could that be folded in under the idea of a framework procedure?

DR. CRABTREE:  I think you could do it either way.  I think you could go with an alternative that is basically as it’s laid out, which is that the Science Center would report to you and say these are the effort numbers and then you would recommend action under this.

You could put in another alternative like that where the Science Center could report to this team that is made up and then either the team could report straight to the RA or the team could report at the next council meeting and the council could have input on it there.  Maybe even you could make this like two sub-alternatives under the framework, something along those lines.

MS. MORRIS:  I’m going to offer a motion that under Action 7, Preferred Alternative 2 that there be two sub-options.  Option A would be the Science Center annually reports to the council on assessment of shrimp effort in the previous fishing year in the ten to thirty-fathom zone of the western Gulf.  Sub-Option B would be a shrimp effort assessment team of scientists perform an annual assessment of shrimp effort and make a recommendation to the council.
CHAIRMAN PERRET:  If I understand your motion, Ms. Morris, it’s for under Action 7, Preferred Alternative 2, we would have two sub-options.  A would be the Southeast Fishery Science Center will provide an annual report to the council on the assessment of shrimp effort yearly for the ten to thirty-fathom area in the western Gulf.  B is the shrimp effort assessment team of scientists would do an annual assessment and report to the council.
MS. MORRIS:  It should be the comparable language, assessment of shrimp effort yearly for the ten to thirty-fathom area of the western Gulf.
CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Did we get a second?

MR. PEARCE:  I’ll second it.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Second by Mr. Pearce.  Discussion?

DR. CRABTREE:  One issue that Dr. Nance and I have talked about -- If we go down this path, I will urge all of the state directors who are here that what will be critical to making this work will be timely pulling together of the trip ticket data and getting it to this team so they can look at it.

That’s really what will determine the timeliness of this in terms of being able to get it to the council so that you can make decisions and take action based on this, because it really is going to be critical to get the trip ticket together from the shrimp fishery as quickly as we can.  We’re dependent to get that from the states.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Thank you, Roy.  Ms. Morris, just a suggestion, so we have no confusion on what are we talking about when we say western Gulf.  I think we’re talking about the zones 13 to 21 and is that right, Dr. Nance, 13 to 21?
DR. NANCE:  13 through 21.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  I think that might be clearer, if that’s okay with the maker of the motion and the seconder.  Is there other discussion?  

MS. FOOTE:  Corky, about those grids, nothing in this motion would preclude it being a grid-by-grid report, correct?

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  13 through 21, I would suspect you could do it by individual grids and so on.  That’s my take on it.

MS. FOOTE:  Good, thank you.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Other discussion?

DR. LEARD:   Just a question, because NMFS also had an alternative in there for 10 to 21 and so since you really are jut requesting a report, would you want to go all the way over to the Alabama border?

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  I’m trying to recall.  What did the Shrimp Advisory Panel and what did the Ad Hoc Shrimp Effort Advisory Panel recommend?  Dr. Nance or Assane, do you remember?  Was it 13 to 21 or was it further east?

DR. LEARD:  Yes, they did 13 to 21.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  They did 13 to 21?  What’s your pleasure?  13 to 21?  Okay, thank you.  Is there other discussion?  Are you ready to vote?  All those in favor signify by saying aye; opposed like sign.  The motion carries.

MR. WILLIAMS:  Can I ask a question?  Did we ever vote on that motion ahead of this?  I can’t remember that we did.  We did?

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Yes.  Dr. Leard says yes.  I thought we had.

MS. MORRIS:  Now if we could go back to Action 6, which is on page 44 of E-10, it seems like we wanted to add an alternative here that would take advantage of this new information about hot spots.  Sandra gave us this great data on her progress in trying to identify some hot spots and it seems promising and so should we add an alternative here that would focus on that kind of a concept?

MR. GILL:  Julie, I think that’s a good idea.  My question is will she have the rough edges of what she presented this morning in time to mesh with what we’re doing here?  I don’t know what the time schedule for hers was, but there was a large number of unanswered questions.  Although I agree it’s promising, I’m not sure it’s going to dovetail.  That’s the question I would raise.

DR. CRABTREE:  Based on everything that I’ve been told, I don’t think that would be ready in time to include in this analysis.  I don’t think her work is even finished.  As she said, it’s a work in progress.  It hasn’t been reviewed by the SSC or really anyone else and so while I think it was very promising, I think it’s probably something better looked at in Amendment 15/31 and sort of Phase 2 of what we’re doing.
CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Any other comments on that one?  Anything else?  Let’s move on.
MR. WILLIAMS:  Corky, Mr. Delaney wants to say something.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  I’m sorry, go ahead.

MR. DELANEY:  There’s kind of a critical piece missing.  The shrimp assessment team assesses the effort, but then the next crucial function is to set the length or duration of the closure under Action 6, based on achieving the target.

Under the current DEIS Action 6, the duration is predetermined to be the same as the Texas closure.  The modifications made by the APs, both Shrimp and Ad Hoc Effort, were to have the shrimp assessment team or whatever process is chosen there under that framework process determine the duration of the closure based on the effort reduction necessary to achieve the target.  That’s a huge missing piece to that three-part series.

MR. ADAMS:  Isn’t that what Alternative 2 says?  Alternative 2 under Action 6, is that what it says?

MR. DELANEY:  Alternative 2 in the DEIS establishes the closure as Statistical Areas 13 through 17, i.e. coastal Louisiana, ten to thirty-fathom zone, at the same time as the Texas closure and for the same duration of the Texas closure.

The slight modification, we’re saying, is that the duration should be based on that shrimp assessment team’s assessment of what happened with effort the previous year and therefore, it would set -- They would not only assess the effort, but then they would tell you how many days of closure are necessary to achieve the target and does that make sense?

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  If a closure is necessary.

MR. DELANEY:  If a closure -- It could be zero days, it could be ten days, it could be sixty days, or it could be exactly the same as the Texas closure, forty-five days.  This is only in the area east of the Texas closure.  We’re not changing the Texas closure or suggesting that. 

A piece needs to be added into that.  You could put it into Action 7 or Action 6, but really, Action 6 is what you’re modifying, because you’re changing the duration in Action 6.

MS. MORRIS:  If you look at Action 6, which, again, is on page 44, under Alternative 2 in the last sentence, we could add the word “duration.”  Annually evaluate the level of effort and associated red snapper reduction and adjust the, and insert the word “duration” of the closure as necessary, in accordance with the framework outlined in Action 7.  Make sure it’s the duration of the closure and are we talking about east of Texas?

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  In Alternative 2, it currently reads: Annually evaluate the level of effort and associated red snapper reduction and adjust the closure as necessary in accordance with the framework outlined in Action 7.  Your suggestion, Ms. Morris, was what?  Adjust the duration of the closure as necessary?  I think that would do it.  Do you so move?
MS. MORRIS:  I so move.
CHAIRMAN PERRET:  After “the” insert “duration of” before “closure.”  All wrong?  Somebody straighten me out.

DR. CRABTREE:  I’m reading from what was in the DEIS.  Under the framework procedure, it says the Regional Administrator may, after determining that benefits may be increased or adverse impacts decreased, modify on an annual basis the geographic scope or timing, including elimination of the seasonal closure to meet the bycatch reduction target.

It seems to me all you’re really putting into that framework is that based on the, as Glen said, the amount of closure needed, you could also reduce the duration of the closure that you’re putting in place, because I think you would want to apply that to any of these seasonal closures, whether you choose the May 15 to July 15 or one of the others that are in there.

What we’re saying is we’re going to look at how much we need in order to reduce effort, based on the annual review, and just give the framework the flexibility to make that adjustment to the duration of the closure.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  If one is necessary.  What is your pleasure?  What’s the pleasure of the committee?  Leave it alone?  Okay.  Thank you, Dr. Crabtree.  Anything else?  

DR. LEARD:  I was just thinking if you just -- You could probably narrow that down from four alternatives to two and just say establish a seasonal closure in the ten to thirty-fathom zone off Louisiana in the western Gulf of Mexico, Stat Zones 13 through 17 or whatever it is, period.  

Then annually evaluate the level of effort associated with the red snapper reduction and adjust the closure, both time and spatially, as needed.  It just seems like if you just take that out, you don’t need the other alternatives for a January to April or an October/November or in conjunction with the Texas closure.  You just make the adjustment.

MR. RIECHERS:  I would suggest, Rick, you may be on to something as far as simplifying, but maybe you should work with the other IPT members who are here and draft that up so we could see it before full council and do it with tracked changes so everyone can understand what you’re merging and what you’re not merging.

Mr. Chair, I just am going to remind you though that I don’t believe in Action 5, 6, and 7 you’ve picked preferred alternatives.  I think you might actually have time to still get that done, if you would like to.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Whatever the committee so desires is fine with me.

MR. WILLIAMS:  I just want to say that I think Rick has a good idea there.  There’s no need anymore for Alternatives 3 and 4.  We’re just going to adjust the effort according to what this committee recommends and NMFS recommends and so I don’t think we need to do -- I think they ought to, by the time the council meets, adjust that language accordingly and I think the council would adopt it.

MR. MCLEMORE:  If I may, remember for NEPA purposes you need to consider a reasonable range of alternatives and if they’re already analyzed and already there, I would recommend leaving them in, for that purpose.  It would only strengthen your document.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  I agree with our attorney.  We’ve gone this far with them and now we’re talking about taking things out, when we’ve gone through this whole evaluation.  Why we have them in there if we don’t need them at this late stage of the ballgame if it’s all been evaluated, but whatever.  I don’t have an opinion.  Do we want a preferred on Action 5?
MR. ADAMS:  The thing that I’m looking at is Action 5 -- What I’m looking at shows that someone has put Alternative 2 as a preferred alternative, but I would submit that the information we’re getting from NMFS that the 50 percent benchmark is not going to do us any good and that Alternative 3, the range between 68 and 80 percent reduction, should be the alternative.

MR. RIECHERS:  Let me respond, Corky.  Just to help clarify, the preferred alternative was in the DEIS and so that hasn’t been adopted by the council yet.  That’s why I said we still haven’t chosen a preferred on these particular ones, as we rolled them into our own document.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  What’s your pleasure?

MR. GILL:  The question I would ask, and I don’t know that we have the answer to, is did we not just say that the preferred alternative TAC was five, whereas all the analyses were done on 6.5 and so there should be some compensating improvement, probably we can’t answer what, but that changes consideration of what we’re talking here in Action 5, it seems to me.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  I’m still waiting for a motion.

DR. CRABTREE:  I’ve got a comment.  This is, in essence, an allocation decision and so in my view, it’s up to you.  I would point out though that Alternative 3 specifies a range and what we’ve really been talking about in the projections is either 50 percent or 74 percent and so I would suggest you consider do you want to leave that range in there, because that’s only going to create more decisions and problems down the road to be made, and whether you want to leave that a range or go to a 74 percent.
CHAIRMAN PERRET:  What’s the pleasure of the committee?

MR. WILLIAMS:  I move to strike the 68 to 80 percent and substitute 74 percent in Alternative 3.  All I want to do is strike the 68 to 80 and substitute 74.
CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Your motion is for Alternative 3, establish a target reduction of red snapper shrimp trawl bycatch mortality on red snapper to be 74 percent less than the benchmark years of 2001 to 2003.  We’ve got two “red snapper” in there and is that the way it should read?
MR. WILLIAMS:  It reads kind of funny, I’ve got to admit, but maybe it would -- Let’s see.  Establish a target reduction of red snapper shrimp trawl bycatch mortality on red snapper -- I don’t know.  I think everybody here knows what it means.  It’s all right with me.
CHAIRMAN PERRET:  We’ve got a motion.  Did I get a second?

MR. ADAMS:  I’ll second it.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Second by Mr. Adams.  The motion, and you all see it on the board, is a 74 percent less than the benchmark years of 2001 to 2003.  Is there discussion?  

MR. PEARCE:  Would it be better to have a range, 50 to 74, than just one solid or do we already have a 50 choice?  We have a 50 choice already?

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Yes, this is another alternative.

MR. WILLIAMS:  Mr. Gill thinks it would probably be a little easier to read if we put “to be” in front of the “74” and so it would be to be 74 percent less than.
CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Is there other discussion?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  Should that not be a preferred alternative?  Otherwise, you’re leaving a preferred alternative in there for 50 percent.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  We’ve got currently the preferred Alternative 2 as the 50 and I guess that’s Wayne’s point.

DR. CRABTREE:  That was selected in the DEIS and not by the council.  The council has not selected a preferred here and so I’m assuming that that preferred is not carrying forward and that you’ll select your own preferred.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Other discussion or comments?

MR. WILLIAMS:  Along that line, I expected that I could probably get this through unanimously and that choosing the preferred might be more difficult.  I thought we would just go ahead and do this and then do the preferred after that.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  You’ve heard the discussion.  Any other discussion or any other comments?  The motion is to modify Alternative 3 to establish a target reduction of shrimp trawl bycatch mortality on red snapper to be 74 percent less than the benchmark years of 2001 to 2003.  All those in favor signify by saying aye; opposed like sign.  The motion passes.  Is there any other action on Action 5?
MR. ADAMS:  I move that Alternative 3 be the preferred alternative.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Alternative 3 and Alternative 3 is the target reduction of red snapper shrimp trawl bycatch mortality on red snapper at 74 percent now.  We’ve modified it.  You’ve heard the motion.  Do I have a second?  Second by Dr. Shipp that this be the preferred alternative.  Is there any discussion?

MR. PEARCE:  We watched, through the ad hoc shrimp committee and the shrimp effort group, we watched the shrimp industry step up and take the bull by the horns and go to 50 percent and go to a closure and go to these other things and I really feel that I would like to keep it at the 50 percent as the preferred alternative, because right now, they’re the only ones that have stepped up to the plate and done anything and now we’re pushing them down further again.

I’m just not in favor of that.  I think that they’re trying hard to do their job.  They’re trying to give you a chance to close it, if necessary, and I think that should do the job.  That should be good enough.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Other discussion?  
MR. MINTON:  We voted earlier I think to go to five million pounds for the next three years, possibly.  This is the only thing that will allow that to happen.  A 50 percent reduction, you’re at 2.8 million pounds.  I guess I’m replying to -- That’s the only way that this will work.  It couldn’t be approved unless we can get something around 74 percent and is that correct, Roy?

DR. CRABTREE:  There would have to be something else, given the analysis we have, in order to end the overfishing relative to a 26 percent SPR in the timeframe that we have.

MR. MINTON:  Is that a yes?

DR. CRABTREE:  It is what it is.

MR. PEARCE:  Maybe it’s now for you to try and keep me an analysis on the 20 or 22 percent, rather than 26, and see where that affects us.  I would like to see that done.

DR. CRABTREE:  There are analyses that were sent out in December in your briefing book which get to approximately a 20 percent SPR.  We already have two analyses on that that we could look at when you’re ready and then really, everything is going to fall somewhere in that in between, but we do have some analyses that look at 20 percent.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Other discussion?  Are you ready to vote?  All those in favor of the motion that this be the preferred alternative signify by saying aye; opposed like sign.  The motion carries.  Let’s move to Action 6.  Does anyone want to suggest a preferred alternative?
MR. GILL:  I would like to move that the preferred alternative be Alternative 2, as previously modified this afternoon.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  The motion by Mr. Gill is that the preferred alternative be Alternative 2 and I think that was modified earlier today, wasn’t it?

MR. GILL:  Correct.  We added duration of the closure was the modification made.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Is that it up on the board?

MR. GILL:  Yes, correct.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Do we have a second?  Second by Mr. Pearce.  The motion is the preferred alternative be Alternative 2, establish a seasonal closure in the ten to thirty-fathom zone off Louisiana in the western Gulf of Mexico in conjunction with the closure of the EEZ off Texas.  Annually evaluate the level of effort and associated red snapper reduction and adjust the duration of the closure as necessary in accordance with the framework outlined in Action 7.  Shouldn’t that be “if necessary” and not “as necessary” or does that make a difference?  It doesn’t?  Dr. Leard says it doesn’t.  Did we have a second?

MR. GILL:  Mr. Pearce.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Mr. Pearce, that’s right, I’m sorry.

MR. MINTON:  I have a question for Roy.  Has there been any analysis done on effort shifting because of this closure?  In other words, what’s going to happen off of Mississippi and what’s going to happen off of Alabama and the Panhandle of Florida?

DR. CRABTREE:  I think that is addressed in the document.  The assumption is that what we are doing is moving effort and we’re going to move effort either inside of the ten to thirty-fathom zone, where it’s already a lot of it is moved, or outside of that zone.

I don’t think there’s much of an assumption that people just aren’t going to shrimp and so there’s probably some in here in the economic analysis that tries to take into account, in terms of the economic impacts, that these guys are still able to fish.
There will also likely to have to be a look at the impacts on turtle interactions and those kinds of things as well, but I would have to refresh myself on the document, but I know it is addressed in here.

DR. SHIPP:  I think it’s kind of a follow-up to where Vernon is going.  I would like to amend the motion to include the zone all the way to the Alabama/Florida line.  We have some pretty intense populations of juvenile snapper out there.  They’ve showed up in some of Sandy’s stuff, hot spots for two or three times and then they were gone and then they would be real hot again.  I would offer that as an amendment to the motion.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Your amendment is to continue eastward to the Alabama/Florida line?

DR. SHIPP:  That’s correct.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Do I have a second?  Second by Mr. Minton.  The amendment is to --

MR. GILL:  A point of order, Mr. Chairman.  Mr. Chairman, it seems to me the amendment as proffered is modifying Alternative 2, which the motion is merely making Alternative 2 the preferred alternative.  There’s nothing about amending that alternative and it seems out of order to me.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  I’ll rule in favor of Mr. Gill, Dr. Shipp.  If you want to try something later, go ahead.  

DR. LEARD:  I just wanted to ask, because the language in Alternative 2 is different from Alternatives 3 and 4 and if you change the language in Alternative 2 to be in the ten to thirty-fathom zone of the Stat Zones 13 to 21 of the western Gulf EEZ during the May through July period, which is where the Texas closure is, and then the other alternatives have 10 to 21 and 13 to 21 as options for -- If you would give us the latitude, we could make all four of these alternatives consistent and then you can pick whether or not -- When you take action, you can pick whether or not you want to go 10 to 21 or 13 to 21.  Otherwise, 3 and 4 are inconsistent from 2.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  3 and 4 do have the zones in that Dr. Shipp was concerned with.

DR. LEARD:  That’s correct, but 2 doesn’t and then 3 and 4 have certain three-month periods, whereas Alternative 2 just says in conjunction with the Texas closure, which can move around somewhat.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  On the motion, I’ve got Mr. Williams and Ms. Walker down.

MR. WILLIAMS:  I’m starting to think a little more about the way we’ve structured this.  The Texas closure is June through -- It’s May 15 through -- It’s a full two months now?  It always ends on the same day?

DR. NANCE:  It’s typically July 15th and sometimes it ends earlier.  It’s typically two months long.

MR. WILLIAMS:  It’s the entire EEZ though, right?  It’s the whole EEZ and this would be ten to thirty fathoms?

DR. NANCE:  The beach out.

MR. WILLIAMS:  The beach out?  Well, it’s Texas.  Our portion of it is the whole EEZ.  This portion though would only be in the ten -- I guess it would still work.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Dr. Nance is responding that this council is going to do the same thing year after year and we have not always done that.  In some years, we’ve only closed out to whatever the distance was, twenty miles or something --

DR. NANCE:  Fifteen miles.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Fifteen miles.  One year, this council recommended we not have a closure and big NMFS turned us down, after we had all the public input and so on.  It is an annual thing, as you recall, Roy.

DR. LEARD:  Just clarification.  I think that the framework for the Texas closure was modified the last time to allow it to be as long as ninety days, but it can’t start any earlier than like May the 1st.  

Now you’re right that typically the last ten years it’s been almost every year, May 15th to July 15th, but I think that the framework allows some wiggle room and allows for up to ninety days.  I may be wrong on that, but I think that’s the latest version.
MR. WILLIAMS:  May I follow up just a second?  In a way, this kind of ties it to the Texas closure and I don’t know if that’s the intent.  Is it always going to be associated with the Texas closure?  Will it always start when the Texas closure starts and the duration of it vary according to whatever this committee recommends?  Is that how you conceive of it?

DR. LEARD:  That’s why I said if you let us work with the language that we could put that May through July and then you’re consistent with the other alternatives and then you’ve always got the caveat from the language that you added that it can be as short as nothing or it can be up to that period of time.  Then you’re right, then it’s not tied to the Texas closure at all.

MS. WALKER:  I think Rick just clarified it for me.  The closure would be in conjunction with the Texas closure, which lasts no more than you said ninety days.  We’ve selected a preferred alternative of a 74 percent reduction, based on 2001 to 2003.  What if we can’t reach that 74 percent reduction?  Does this tie our hands then that it cannot extend any longer?

DR. CRABTREE:  This would just limit what you could do in terms of the framework.  If you had to do more than that, you would have to explore some other alternative action, for example, an interim rule to reduce overfishing or an emergency action or something like that.

MS. WALKER:  You’re telling us that we are tying our hands with if we want to reach the 74 -- If that 74 percent is chosen, we’re tying our hands to only being able to close these other zones with the Texas closure.

DR. LEARD:  I think the language that you added to that “and adjust the duration of the closure as necessary” --

MS. WALKER:  That’s what I want to make sure that we’re doing, that it can be extended past the Texas closure, but what you said earlier didn’t give me an indication that that was --

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  The chair is in a tough situation, trying to get through this thing and I’m chair of the next committee and I’m already in my time for the next committee.  We’re going to wind this one down real quick.

DR. CRABTREE:  The framework procedure you lay out here will have limits on it.  It will be limited to basically what you analyze in this document.  If this analyzes a closure that could be up to ninety days or some limit like that, then that would be the limits on what you could do with this framework, just as all of our frameworks are limited in terms of what you can do through the framework procedures.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  We have a motion on the board.  We are ready to vote.  You see the motion up on the board.  That would be the preferred alternative.  All those in favor signify by saying aye; opposed like sign.  The motion passes.  

Our chair asked about through Action 7 and I’m going to take a shot to try and finish.  On Action 7, which is page 53, do we want to offer a preferred alternative?  Remember, we’re in the Shrimp Committee’s time now.

MR. GILL:  Could we put the revised Action 7 up on the screen?  I’m not sure anybody else remembers, but I certainly don’t remember all of it.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  The Shrimp Committee is going to -- Let’s hope we can get through this one without too much time, but the Shrimp Committee will meet five minutes after this committee adjourns.

MS. MORRIS:  I move that the preferred alternative be Alternative 2 without a sub-option preference indicated.
MR. GILL:  Second.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Second by Mr. Gill and Alternative 2 without a sub-option preference indicated.  Does everybody understand the motion?  The preferred alternative would be 2.  Is there any discussion?  Are you ready to vote?  All in favor signify by saying aye; opposed like sign.  The motion passes.  Thank you very much.  

Dr. Leard, do we -- We have other things, don’t we?  We’re going to have to stop now, I’m afraid.  We’ve got public hearing locations for Reef Fish 27 and E-12, let’s see if we can get that one out of -- We can do that at full council, I think, and we didn’t finish up Item VIII, 31 and 15.  I thank all of you for your patience and hard work in getting us through 27/14 and other items.  We are adjourned.

(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 4:10 o’clock p.m., January 23, 2007.)
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