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GULF OF MEXICO FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

SHRIMP MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE
Grand Hotel Marriott                        Point Clear, Alabama
January 23, 2007
· - -

The Shrimp Management Committee of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council convened in the Azalea Ballroom of the Grand Hotel Marriott, Point Clear, Alabama, Tuesday afternoon, January 23, 2007, and was called to order at 4:15 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Corky Perret.

CHAIRMAN CORKY PERRET:  I would like to call the Shrimp Management Committee to order, please.  Perret is here, Ms. Foote is here, Dr. Crabtree, Mr. Gill, Mr. Hendrix, Mr. Pearce, and Dr. Shipp.  We have a quorum.
If you turn to Tab D, Number 1, the first item of business is the Adoption of the Agenda.  Is there any modifications to the agenda?  Do we need to change anything?  Hearing none, I’ll entertain a motion for adoption.  It’s moved by Ms. Foote and seconded by Mr. Gill.  All those in favor say aye; opposition.  The agenda is adopted.

The second item is the Approval of the Minutes, which is Tab D, Number 2.  It’s the meeting of November 14, 2006, in Galveston.  I’ll entertain a motion for adoption.  It’s moved by Mr. Gill and seconded by Ms. Foote.  Is there any discussion?  Any opposition?  Hearing none, so ordered.  Thank you.
The third item of business, Item III, is the Texas Closure Analysis and we have NMFS Analyses, which is Tab D, Number 3, and Dr. Nance is going to give us a presentation.

DR. JIM NANCE:  We’ll go through the analysis that we did for the Southeast Fisheries Science Center.  Typically, what we do each year is I’m just going to review the 2006 closure.  As we’ve seen in the past, if you look at May, Stat Area 13 through 21, along this axis, and depth zone from the beach out to greater than forty fathoms.

Typically what we see in May, we have most of the effort occurring on the near-shore area off Louisiana and very little catch off of Texas in May.  As we can see the catch along this

axis in millions of pounds and effort here in thousands of days fished, but what I want to show you here is the catch per unit of effort.

Typically, we go up to 1,600 days fished and I have that on all the graphs.  That’s so we can see the catch and effort.  We’ve never had problems before.  This year, we have a problem in most of the months as far as catch per unit of effort being higher than what we’ve seen in the past.

The Stat Area 14 and Stat Area 18, we had some tremendous catch per unit of effort.  Stat Area 18, we had very little catch and very little effort and so really, this catch per unit of effort is an artifact, in a way, but we had over 2,300 days fished off of Louisiana in Stat Area 14 this past year.

You can see that from Stat Area 13, 14, 15, 16, all of these areas were near a thousand pounds per day fished and so we had very good catch per unit of effort in Louisiana in May.  In June, the Texas waters are closed and so we don’t really have anything happening off of Texas, in Stat Area 18 through 21.

You can see that the catch has moved offshore, out to about depth zone thirty, and we have very good catch in June off of Louisiana.  Catch per unit of effort off of Louisiana, Stat Area 13 through 17, you can see everything is around or above 700 pounds per day fished.  

In 15 through 17 and Stat Area 13 and 14, over 1,000 pounds per day fished.  Most of the time, we’re at around 800 pounds per day fished and so Stat Area 15, 16, and 17 are near the normal.  Stat area 13 and 14 are above normal this past year.
When we open up the closure in July, we start to see very good catch off of Texas.  This is typical of most years, with a very good catch off of Texas.  Catch per unit of effort were well over, in all of the Texas area, over 2,000 pounds per day fished.  Usually they’re around 1,500, on average, but we had excellent catch per unit of effort off of Texas this past year.  I’ve been doing this for a long time and have never seen these high catch rates, since we’ve been doing this analysis.  

In August, most of the catch is occurring off of Texas, a large catch in Stat Area 19, 20, and 21 this past year.  You can see, although I have them leveled off here, this is the CPUE down in this graph, with 7,000 pounds per day fished, on average, in Stat Area 17 and over around 2,000 pounds per day fished in 18, 19, 20, and 21.  Excellent catch per unit of effort in August.

We did some things with the electronic logbooks this past year and typically, in the Texas closure, we see catch rates start to dwindle at about a month, back to background levels.  This year, it carried on for about a month-and-a-half to two months.

Inshore brown shrimp catch, during the May through August timeframe, if you look at Louisiana, about eighteen million pounds of shrimp were taken in the inshore waters this past year.  This is above average.  It’s higher than it was last year.  It’s certainly not where we were in 2000 and 2001, but above average for this timeframe.

In Texas, we’ve seen a decrease over the timeframe.  On average, it used to be between five and six million pounds of tails taken in Texas waters.  This past year, it was 800,000 pounds of tails and so we’ve certainly seen a decrease in landings, commercial shrimp landings, from Texas bays.

If we look at the offshore component, both Texas and Louisiana had around fifteen million pounds of tails landed during the May through August timeframe.  It’s up from last year in both areas.  It’s above average in Texas and near average in Louisiana.  Very good production this past year, as we’ll see in some of the other graphs.

In the Texas offshore catch, looking at the July and August timeframe, as I said, it’s around fifteen million pounds.  That’s above average for this timeframe.  A lot of it was landed in August.  We only have fifteen days really in July and so we have around four million pounds were landed in July and the rest of that was landed in the August timeframe.

The catch of shrimp by size, in May, the majority of the catch, really all of the catch, was in the greater than 67 count size category of tails, around 2.5 million pounds of tails in this size range and this is offshore.  The inshore component is not part of this.

In June, we still see a lot in the greater than 67 count size category, almost three million pounds.  In July, we start to see other counts starting to come into play and then in August, we have a fairly good distribution of counts across the board, at a reduced rate.

This really is typical of what we see each year.  It doesn’t change very much and we see this pattern over most of the timeframe.

In Texas this past year, as I mentioned, we don’t have a lot of catch in May.  You can see that here.  In June, we have a closure.  In July, we have a fairly good distribution of catch off of Texas, with the 41 to 50 being the predominant size and 31 to 40 and 51 to 67 tail the next size composition.

You can see very little in the greater than 67 count size category.  In fact, this year it’s about 1 percent.  Typically, it’s 4 to 5 percent.  This year, very small amounts landed in the greater than 67 count size category.

In August, 31 to 40 were the predominant size, with 41 to 50 and 21 to 25 being the next components.  It’s interesting, from the SEAMAP data, the shrimp were larger this year off of Texas, it seemed.
As you’ll see, because they were larger in size, the benefits from the closure weren’t as great, but the abundance was higher than they had seen before.  In fact, this was one of the highest catch rates of the SEAMAP data, as Dr. Nichols can remember.

If you look at the distribution of catch, if you take the shrimp that were caught off of Texas and where they were landed, we can see that about 42 percent of that is landed in the lower Texas coast ports, with middle Texas coast ports following at about 41 percent.  Around 83 percent of the shrimp that are taken off of Texas are landed from the middle Texas to lower Texas coast ports, with the upper Texas coast around 15 percent, followed by other areas.

Louisiana has a little bit different distribution and so the shrimp taken off of offshore Louisiana, about 58 percent of that was landed in Louisiana ports and about 30 percent was landed in upper Texas coast ports this past year, with the rest being around 5 percent, for middle, lower, and other.

If you look at the percent of Gulf catch to Texas and Louisiana ports during this timeframe, you can see that this past year about 52 percent of the Gulf landings occurred in Louisiana ports, with Texas at about 32 percent.

Texas, we’ve seen an increase the past few years, to this point, and Louisiana, a slight decrease.  Louisiana historically has had higher landings and we saw a slight decrease this year and an increase in Texas, but not really atypical of what we’ve seen in the past.

If you look at the distribution of catch in Texas ports, this has changed throughout this timeframe, from 1981 through the 2006 timeframe.  Jefferson County, the Port Arthur area, has increased from about 4 percent of the landings in 1981 up to this past year about 24 percent of the landings in Texas.  They remain the predominant port in Texas.

You can see that Kemah had about 13 percent this past year.  They’ve been there since about 2000, with Galveston here at around 6 percent and the other two, Chambers County and Harris County, being quite low, about 2 percent.

Middle Texas coast ports, although Port Arthur has the highest, Palacios is next, at around 20 percent of the landings, and 24 percent for Jefferson County and 20 percent for Palacios.  You can see they also start here at about 4 percent and have increased, through time, up to this 20 percent.

You can see that Brazoria County, the Freeport area, has gone from about 17 percent down this past year to around 6 percent and the others being in the less than 5 percent category.

Lower Texas coast ports, we’ve seen some changes.  Brownsville here started out at about 14 percent and they were at 15 percent and so although we’ve seen fluctuations through time, it remained near where they were in 1981.  Port Isabel down slightly, from 15 percent down to about 11 percent.

The biggest change, I think, is the Aransas area, with 18 percent in 1981 and down to about 3 percent this past year and so a real decline in the Aransas area through this timeframe and Nueces County, 6 percent down to about 2 percent.  We’ve seen some changes that have occurred through time in where landings are occurring in Texas coast ports.

If you look at the July offshore white shrimp catch in Texas, most of it was in the less than 25 count size category.  July was above average.  There were very large shrimp taken in the July timeframe, at around it looks like 500,000 pounds of tails.

In August, it’s still above average, although lower than we have seen in the past few years, with -- We’re starting to get some smaller shrimp here, but most of it, again about half, is in the less than 25 count size category and so also very large shrimp caught off of Texas during the August timeframe.  1990 is when the beach was closed and then having that closed throughout this timeframe and so it’s about average or a little above average this past year.

Conclusions from the analysis, environmental factors, as we point out each year, are very important for the growth and abundance of shrimp.  The environmental factors were above average this past year, overall, for Louisiana and Texas.  We had a lot of shrimp, it seemed.  
They were migrating out of the bay systems quite quickly and so the catch per unit of effort in the bay systems in Texas was lower than average, but we had a great abundance of shrimp offshore this year, a little bit larger size and a lot more abundance.


Brown shrimp size off of Texas, about 1 percent in the greater than 67 count size category and so not a lot of small shrimp there.  Brown shrimp catch off of Texas was above average this past year. 

We’ve seen a decrease in shrimp effort during the closure period or following the closure period and a large increase this past year in catch per unit of effort and so the largest catch per unit of effort that I’ve seen in doing this analysis.

The yield per recruit analysis shows that with the closure this year the increase in yield was zero to 20 percent, based on different mortality estimates.  The higher mortality estimate gave us the zero percent increase, yield increase, with the Texas closure, and the lower mortality estimate at 20 percent.
What’s happening here is the shrimp were larger this year and so there wasn’t that increase for growth potential and so zero to 20 percent.  Typically, this is around 5 percent and this is around 25 percent and so not a lot of difference, but the shrimp were a little larger this year.

The distribution of shrimp landings during the Texas closure showed an increase in landings in Texas ports and a slight decrease in Louisiana ports.  There certainly has been some change in shrimp landing distribution in Texas ports, as I’ve pointed out.

Although the overall percentage hasn’t changed, some of the ports in Texas have seen great decreases over time and some have seen increases, with Jefferson County and Palacios being the two that have probably changed the most and increased, with Aransas being the largest decrease.  White shrimp this past year, catch off of Texas was above average during both the July and August timeframe.  With that, I’ll be happy to answer any questions.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Thank you, Dr. Nance.  I have just one question and it may lead to another one that I have.  The increase in Texas, but decrease in Louisiana, have you got any explanation?

DR. NANCE:  We see a fluctuation through time.  In the early 1990s, we saw Louisiana seeing a dip.  They increased back and I really can’t explain why we see an increase or decrease there.

MR. VERNON MINTON:  Where were they going to land them?

DR. NANCE:  I know they want to all go to Alabama.

MR. MINTON:  No, but I mean wasn’t most of it wiped out?

MR. HARLON PEARCE:  Until we put an ice machine in place in Cameron, they had no place.  Trust me and that wasn’t for a long time.  That one ice machine is all they still have.

DR. NANCE:  It wasn’t that big of a decrease though.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Harlon, I’m like a lawyer.  I know the answer to the question, but I wanted to hear what NMFS was going to say.  Also, those boats that were able to go over there from Louisiana had no place to go back to and so they had to land over there.

MR. BOB GILL:  Dr. Nance, do you track, in the Texas shrimp industry, which boats are from Texas and those that are from outside and that --

DR. NANCE:  We have some ability that’s recorded in the landings data.  Sometimes there’s a consolidated record and we don’t know where that vessel is from, but most of the time, we see where the shrimp was caught and so we know the water that it was caught in and where it was landed.  We might not know the type of vessel, whether it was a Texas boat or a Louisiana boat, those types of things.

MR. GILL:  If I could follow on, there’s a fair number of boats that migrate, for example, from Florida to Texas for the season and then migrate back and that’s what my question was.

DR. NANCE:  This past year, there was very little migration, it seemed.  The Florida boats, from some of the ELB analysis, the ones that are typically coming from Florida and then going over and fishing the closure pretty much stayed in Florida this year.  We did have some fluctuation in Alabama and Louisiana and over to the closure, but not as much as has historically taken place, because of fuel price.

MR. ROBIN RIECHERS:  Jim is correct on what they typically get, but we have come onboard with the trip ticket system and so in the future, we’re going to be able to get it down to that boat level, where in the past we haven’t been able to do that as well as some other states.  Certainly we’re moving in that direction as well.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Thank you, Mr. Riechers.  Any other questions for Dr. Nance?  Jim, as always, we certainly appreciate you coming and your excellent presentation.  Thank you very much.  Next is Item b under the Texas Shrimp Closure, Shrimp AP Recommendations.  That’s Tab D, Number 4.  That was the meeting held on January 10th in Houston of our Shrimp Advisory Panel.

Dr. Nance presented a biological review of the Texas closure.  The Shrimp AP voted unanimously to recommend that the council support the cooperative Texas closure for 2007 throughout the EEZ off Texas to the 200-mile limit.  Does the committee want to take action for a recommendation to the council at this time on the Texas closure?

MR. JOSEPH HENDRIX:  I would like to move that we recommend to the full council that we continue with the Texas closure this year out to 200 miles.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  We have a motion to recommend to full council the cooperative Texas closure out to 200 miles, cooperative with the State of Texas’s closure.  Do I have a second?  Second by Mr. Gill.  It’s been moved and seconded.  You see the motion on the board.  Is there any discussion?  

It would be a heck of a year for this council not to recommend a Texas closure with all we went through a while ago about possible other closures in conjunction with the Texas closure.  We have a motion to continue with the Texas closure.  Are you ready to vote?  All those in favor signify by saying aye; any opposition.  Hearing none, so ordered.
Dr. Nance also discussed the stock assessment, status of the stock, health of the shrimp stocks.  Dr. Nance, do you want to summarize that real quickly?

DR. RICK LEARD:  He already did that in August.

DR. NANCE:  All that is basically we show the Shrimp AP the presentations that we’ve given to the council the previous year.  The presentations that we gave the Shrimp AP would have been the ones the council received in August.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Any questions on that for Dr. Nance or on the next item that he went over with the AP, the Tortugas thing, which I think we also heard in August?  The AP reviewed the possible shrimp actions for Amendment 27.

The Shrimp AP voted unanimously to adopt the position of the Ad Hoc Shrimp Effort Management AP at their meeting of the 8th and 9th and we’ve been through that.  Is there any questions about the position they took on that?

MR. PEARCE:  We didn’t address Number 4 yet, Motion 4.
CHAIRMAN PERRET:  The expanded use of government-funded electronic logbooks to enhance the annual shrimp fishing effort assessment process.  That was a motion that passed unanimously by both committees, the Effort as well as the AP.

MR. PEARCE:  I just didn’t see us address it earlier.  Did we address it at this committee?

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Did we, Dr. Leard?  Did we take up electronic logbooks, the recommendation from the Shrimp AP?

DR. LEARD:  No, we haven’t taken it up yet.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Do we want to make any kind of recommendation to the council on the electronic logbooks?

MR. GILL:  I would like to move that we recommend to the council to endorse the expanded use of government-funded electronic logbooks to enhance the annual shrimp fishing effort assessment process.

CHAIRMAN PERRET:  Mr. Pearce seconds that motion.  Is there any discussion?  I think I also read, in my favorite document of this meeting, Tab Q, that there is still $2,700,032 available -- That’s for VMS units and not on the electronic logbooks.

There’s a motion and second to endorse the expanded use of government-funded electronic logbooks to enhance the annual shrimp fishing effort assessment process.  That would be a recommendation to the full council from this committee.  Is there any discussion?  All those in favor signify by saying aye; any opposition.  So moved.

Under Other Business, I wasn’t there at that time, but I understand there was some discussion relative to attendance or rather the poor attendance by a number of members.  Was that a motion they made, Rick?  I see it’s in bold.  The Shrimp AP expressed its desire that the council consider attendance of AP members when making reappointments at its March 2007 meeting.

They weren’t pleased because so many of their members are not showing up at the meetings and I have to agree with them for all of our committees.  Wayne and Rick, I know you all give us forms with member names and number of meetings they attended and excused absences and unexcused.

When we take that up again, I think we probably need to see that.  There are two members of the shrimp committee that haven’t made a meeting.  One has never made a meeting and he’s from a neighboring state that I’m going to move and the other one is a very close friend of mine who hasn’t made a meeting in two or three years and I’m going to move to get rid of both of them, Vernon.  I don’t where to say where that neighboring state is, but anyway.  

Are there any other committee recommendations?  Any other business?  You see, Vernon, when you de-link Reef Fish from Shrimp, we can finish on time.  Thank you for your patience and thank you for your help and this meeting is adjourned.

(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 4:45 o’clock p.m., January 23, 2007.)
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